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PREFACE

-

‘In mid 1969 a left-wing splinter group led by graduate student
James Laxer and political economist Melville ngkins emerged from within

‘\

~ the ranks of the New pemocratic Party. This radical colleétion of
party actiﬁists, which eventualiy bécame known_as the ﬁaffle, believed
that the NDP was not responding in’a forceful enough mamner to the social
and political impefatives which confronted Canada on the verge of the
1970s. According té the ﬁaffle, the most critical i1ssue of the times

was American'conérol of the Canadlan economy. The pervasive naturezof
American Investment, the left-wing faction claimed; permeated all facets
of domestic society and directly threatened Canada's political indepen-
dence. The Waffile believe@ that only government-controlled investment,
full-scale nétionalizaéipn of major industries and a democratic redis-
tribution of decision-making powers could guarantee Canada's survival

and lead to a more eqqitable and progressive society. The.Waffle hoped
to transform ghe NDP into the fqdical political agent which would spear-
head the st?uggle for an independent soclalist Cannda.

4
A\ - S .
i In September of 1969 the Waffle publicly unfo)fled its plans for the

' building of the national socialiét state. .0One mon ‘later it attempted
to have its Manifesto adopted by the NDP a£ the party's federal con-
vention held iﬁ Winnipeg.A Although the'Waffle programme was rejected
b& a two-thirds majority, the radical group ignited a fiery and furioys
debate over party principles which raged for the next three years.

Following the convention the Waffle met regularly as an organized ‘caucus,

—  1v
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sponsored pub/ig/rallies, demonstrations and seminars, published inde-
pendent policy papers and involved itself in social activities hoping to
gain support for its cause instda\and outside of the NDP. In April ofg
‘1971.Jaoes Laxef finished second to David Lewls for the federai ieader;ﬂ
shio of the party in an election which required four oallots to determiﬂo
the winner. The group attracted'so much controversial publicity and &
caused the party establishment suoh consternation that its Ontario wing |
was threatened_with expulsion in June of 1972 if it did'not dismantle
its structure and cease its Independent activities. The Ontario qgfflé
ﬁoluntarily withdrew from the party and continded to pursue lts goals
as an extra—parliamentary movement- but was‘eventually crushed under the
weié;t of its own inEernal difficulties. ﬁespite its brief existence
the group exerted a percoptible influence on ND? policy and practices
and profoundly contributed to ohe undeostanding of nationalism and
socialism in Canada through its efforts at public education.

" Only minimally informative aocounts of the Waffle are presently'
available. These are contained in Ivan Avacumovic's Socialism in
Canada, Desmond Morton's Soctal Democracy in Canada, Norman Penneo‘s
The Canudian Léf; and Bruce Wilson's unpublished Ph.D. thesis from the
New_School for Social Research (New York) /'The Neo Democratic Party of
Canada: An Example of a Third Party I'Io\:rement‘:.'lt All four of these authors
treat the group as an appendage of the NDP and describe its exploits ,
only in so far as they-affeot the .proceedings of the larger organization.

In an unpublished‘B.A. thesis enqélled "The CCF, the NDP, andfthe Waffle: ¢
Toward an Ioterpretation;" Nixon Apple of Carleton University explores

the independent activities of the Waffle in greater detall but remains

within a political science context which examines the group in relation
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to the party-movement thesis first put for&ard by Walter Young in The
Anatomy of a Pavty: The National CCF I932-I96I. 'Brief critical .
evaluations of tﬁe political progfammé of the Waffle are found in
Canadian Political Parties: Origin, Character, Impact by Frederick C.
Engelmann and Mildred A. Schwartz, Political Parties and Ideologies in,
Canada by William Christian‘and Colin Campbell, Party Polmttcs in Canada
edited by G.H. Thornburn and Political Parties in Canada edited by~
C. Winn and J. McMenemy. |

The present study is the first dissertation to place the W;%fle
into an historical framéwork. This thesis explains the soéial Fnd_
jntellectual forces which created the Waffle and demonstrates how the
group's response to its environment further affécted the society Within
which it operated. Such an approach aptly revea}s the manifold

difficulties encountered by small movements which seek radical changes

4

in traditional politicai practices. -Secondary sources; government
publications, periodicals and newspapers have Been‘ﬁséd extensively to
describe the basils of the group's formation and its participation in
public activities. The official CCF/NDP records as well as private
collections, including correspondence, policy papersx directives, minutes

of meetings and personal monographs have been consulted td determine

-

the intermal affalrs of the group. Valuable information has also been
_ obtained throﬁgh the electronic media and oral history.

‘The particular nature of the Waffle was determined by the environ-
lment out of which th%}%?vement grev. ‘The group fully embodied the |
radical social and polipical undercurrents of the 19605. In this sense,

N . c

{t was a product of its generation. At the same time,_it followed in

the trédition of internal party dissent which had alwayg'been a
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predominant feature of the New Democratic Party and 1ts predecessor,

the Cé—operative Commonwealth Federation. Although the Waffle created

Pl
b

the greatest schism within party ranks that the CCF/NDP had ever

R
experienced, left-wing protest had afflicted the party since its
- foundation in the early 1938 . To appreclate fully the historical

[

gignificance of the Waffle, % com%jrhensive study of the group must

[N

begin at that time. - - . \\\w,




INTRODUCTION
THE DEMOCRATIC SOCIALIST TRADITION IN CANADA

All democratic societies claim té govern themselves according to
. the political consensus of the majority of their members. To the

defenders of the liberal-democratic state, this approach to government
A

~

allows the populace to funcﬁipn Tn an atmosphere of maximum political
AN
um

freedom and equality and a m

f aptderapi lation. In mod
u o a?t;g_§; ¢_regulation \'n modern
society, however, a disproportionate quantity of real control’ '

inevitably falls into the hands of.a_amall number, of vested interests.
. BN

This uneven distribution of decision-making powers frequently leads to 5

- the exploitation of certain sectors of the population., This In turn- \\\\‘
glves rise to popular movements which seek to ameliorate the dig-
advantaged conditions of the dominated factions and estaQiish‘a more

equitable balance of power. Such expressions of discontent frequently

N

provoke the wrath of the ruling classes. Becausé parties of protest

.
attract diverse elements of society‘whquossess varying reasons for

~ v

their dissatisfaction with the existing order, they are also faced
with the problem of devising a strategy and policles which meet with
the épproval of a majority of their own membérs. The history 'of

political protest in Canada attests to this’ observation and the story _
e

of the Co-gperative Commonwealth Federation/New Democratic Party provides
. be

a preeminent example. .

L 4

In August of 1932 representatives of farm organizations, labour

¥

groups and western soclalist parties met in Calgary to lay the

K ' S
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feundation of the Co-operative Commonweal th Federation (Farmer, Labour,
Socielist){ Although socialist parties had exiséed in Canada since
1902 enﬂ the western-based Progressive Party had.experienced sigqificant.‘
eléctpra},success in the-p;evious decade, the CCF was the first'viable
aieernative paity to become a permanent' feature of the Canadisan J{
po;iti:al scene. The pfurpose of the new movement, as .outlined by the
pnoéramme provisionally edopted by the Calgary conference, was "the
establishment in Canada of a,Co—opeeative Commonwealth in which the

.Jfbasic principle regulatingkproduetiog, distribution and exchange, wiil
' be. the supplying of himan needs instead of the making of p;ofita."l
The biith of the ney :jj:gkcal party was a direct respoese to the -
gsevere dep%ession theh-had pervaded the ea;ly years of'the 19305.
Tﬁe_depressidn led many observees to believe that cepitalism had
revealed its inaBility to provide social and financidl stability and'
thue needed te be replaced by an alterﬁative.system. So great were
the suffe:ipgs of different elements of society that individuels wﬁo
formeelj had 1ittlelin conmon with one another were able to overcome
eeriousedifferences in outlook and combine in an aftemg’ﬂto relieve
: theif cdllective deprivatien: "In the depreeeion it was obvious thet
the several aspects of the economy were so 1nterdependent that neither
: worgingmen nor’farme; could ‘regain prosperity ue;ess the other &id

also."2 This necessity of action led to "an uneasy alliance of people

who ranged from comﬂﬁg;sta to the most diégruntledrliberals."3 '

)

—_—

lCalgary‘Programme. Reprinted in Michael S. Cross, The Decline and Fall
of a Good I&ba (Toronto, 1974), p. 18. '

2Dean E McHenry, The Th%rd Foree in Canadh (Berkeley and LS Angeles,
1950), p. 302. :

. - - . ﬂ‘
3Michael 8. Cross, Introduction to The Decline and Fall of a Cood\{dea, p. 8.

L
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One year later in Regina; in August of 1933, the firs} national

convention of the CCF endorséd a declaration of principles kiown as the
Regina Manifesto. This document announced the intentions of the
fledgling party to . S - b .

-

replace the present capitalist system, with its inherent
injustice and inhumanity, by a social order from which T .
the domination and exploitation of one class by another '

will be eliminated, in which &conomic planning will

supersede unregulated private enterprise and competition,

and in which genuine democratic self-govermment, based ‘4

upon economic equality will be possible..

l , . . * _ - .
The Manifesto proposed a peaceful tramsition from an unrestricted free\ _
L]

enterprise system to a controlled socialist.state'in wﬁich social and
éconﬁmic planning, "the nationalization of financial institutions and
public utilities, guarantees for aéri;ultuialisté'and the extension of
labour and welfare legislation WOuid be d nating features. o

The Regina Manifesto did not reBeive the unanimous support of all
the CCFers. The left-wing faction of the party was disappoiﬂted that
the statement did not advocate a more ﬁmmediate.and radical strategy
while the more moderate sectlion of the group was uneasy with the

. R .

document's unrestrained attacks on the capitalist system and 1ts

institutions. To ogPer &;Eega, "goclallism was just a general term that

‘meant they were against the government and the existing economic system

n

. . ‘ : ‘ oA
because 1t had reduced them to poverty.”5 With such diversity amongst

1ts members, the organiz&tipn would need to find its strength in the

——
AT

o A

’

4Regina Manifesto. Reprinted in Cross, p. 19..

5Walter D. Young, Democracy and Discontent fToronto, 1969), p. 57.
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;;IE§\Q£\1tB parts. In the end it was common grievances, not common
L ' . ) * . -
- ideology, that bound together the sundry elements.of the new political

movement.

-

A continuing debate between the oréanization's radical and moderate'
4 .

' wings over policies and practices became a lasting characteristic of
-

the'CCF Although all members of the party shared a common animosity

[ . .
best to reorganize the system.: -And because the organization claimed to

_to the existing state of affaifj) arguments .frequently arose over' how
A ) .

repregent the populariwill of the people, ‘an aspect of democracy which

_ 1 ‘ .
CCFers believed was an exclusive feature of their party, it)was both
legitimate and.beneficigi\fj: the membership to be constanfry monitoring

This s

" and challenging policies presented by the leadership group.

political tradition is described by historian Ivan Avacumov

-
’

All demooratic‘socialigt;parties are prone to serious
differences of opinlon over the tactics to be pursued
in the struggle for the new society. When leaders areé”

suspected of dragging their feet, of having -little to

show for their endeavours, lquestions, rhetorical or SRR
otherwise are raised. Alternative policiles and :
different tactics are then examined, debated and gain6

a certain amount of support., .

- While the democratic foundation }Eﬁe CCF subjectedho\licies
“of the leadership caucus tolthe careful scrutiny of the general oégber—
ship; the behaviour:gf the rank and f;le was similarly kept under the
prudent ooservation'of the party's leaders.. Throughout the. 1930s many
CCFers were in%§1VEd in extensive extra-parliamentary activity organizing )
unsk leo workers and the unemployed These exercises often brought the ,
left ing of the CCF into contact with members of the Communist Party of

[

i

LI 1

6 van Avagumovic, Socialism in Canada (Toronto, 1978), p. 105,

R | A T
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® canada who were inﬁolved in similar work. Pgrty watchdogéi‘believing

1.S. Woodsworth was forced to dissolve and reorg e the _(nt rio council

of the party on account of its flirtations and collabora ion with the
H ' - /\/3
Communists. Party leaders hoped that by dissocilating itgelf from the
. &

Parliament and nine?pe; cent of the populan vote in the general
election of 1935. i o | -
Within ten yea;s of its first federalLelection.the CCF almost
doubled its number of supporters. The proven success of a govérﬁmenc—
controlled wartime economy and, general public determination not to ‘
. return to depression conditions. bolstered the electoral appgal of the
party. In 1943 E. B“—hﬁdiffe led the Ontario gection to official
oppqsition status and aj?éﬁ?‘ia\\\ Tommy Douglas and the Saskatchewan

‘ ~~
wing formed‘ﬁhe first CCF'provincia govetnment in Canada. In the

fedpral electipn of 1945 the CCF captured twenty-eight seats, an
T \
increase of twéh{z\;ver the election of 1930.

Desplte the party's growing‘populan appeal, the persistent left
wing of the organizationm, gathering at;gucceasive biennial conventions.
- g
of- the CCF held throughout the 194053 fontinued to criticize leadership

policy for what it believed wag a move away from the original : socialist

gpirit of the Regina Manifesto. One such change, the radicals com—

plained, was embodied in the Election Manifesto of 1944, To,tge distress

-

of those CCFers who considered themselves authentic socialists, the

-

a
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election programme revealed a decided de~emphasis on the principle of

. @B .
public ownership., a predominant element of the founding statement and
i T | - . i

the touchstone of leftist politics. "The socialization of large-scale
.enterprise,"” declared .the. Eleétiop Manifesto,’ T K
: ‘ ' _ .
does not mean taking over every private business. Where
private business shows no signs of becoming a monopoly, ‘ .
‘ operates "efficliently under decent working conditions, and
does not operate to the detriment of-the Canadian people,
it will be given .every oppoij;hity to\funqtion, to earn
8

a failr rate of return and to make it contribution to the7
public wealth -

A number of factors contributed to the modification of the original
pfogramme of the CCF. The economic boom cfgated by the material demands
i . '
of the war and its immediate aftermath allowed capltalism to recovér

‘.fu11§ from the depression, thﬁs removing the CCF's main target of attack.
-Prime Minister Mackenzie Kiné undermihédrthe programme of the dEmoqr;Eic
soclalists by éroving flexible gnoqgh'to implement ﬁany of the CCF's
welfare proposals, such as ﬁgmily'allowapce and ugemp;oypent insurance.
The development of Cold War politics, brought on'ﬁy éh% growing %ola;izah
tion between the eastern and western bloc countries, discredited
doctrinaire socialist movements and forced 1éftist~ofieﬁt;d parties in
all parts of the western world to Ye~examine their founding;principies.

‘r;s early as 1950 prominent CCF actilvists such ;5\ .J. Coldwell, the
national leader,rand David Lewls, the féderél secrethgy, were calling for
a revision of the policies of the party which woulﬁ bring the CCF into

alignmeﬁt with post-war soclety. Referring to the original programme of

the party, Lewis stated:‘"l respect the venerable Regina statement, but

7Election Manifesto. Reprinted in Cross, p. 26.



it 18 not a sacrosanct Bible in every word and camma.vs At the federal
'Eonvention of 1950, National Chairgan Frank .Scott called fof a ;e-

. Interpretation of the founding principles of the party. Scott announced
that the-achievement of Ehg ultimate objectives of the CCE "is.nqi
primarily dependént SE/}he oﬁnership of property, essential though it

is to subject all forms of ownership to social controls" and "the profit
motive, under proper Fontrol, is now and will be for a long time a most

"9

valuable stimulus to production.... The vocal left-wing faction

-,

present at the convention convinced a majority of delegateé to re-affirm
their belief in the-underlyiﬁg principles of the Regina Manifesto bhut
provisions were made to allow for policy changes il the near future.
On a resolutioﬁ criticiziﬁg Canada's participation In NATO and its
) involvement in the Korean war, however, the radicals were goundly

defeated. On the outcome of this particulag/aebate, the Montreal Star -
reﬁorted: '

...there was a ' striking ;nd.most laudable changé iq the

atmosphere of the CCF biennial convention just held at

Vancouver. The determined purge of the party's extreme
left wing has been apparently very effective.

The worst fears of the CCF's left-wing members were realized in -
1956 when a new party statement, in the form of the Winnipeg Declaration
of Principles, finally emerged. This document, containing many of the

ideas of David Lewls, reasserted the CCF's belief that capitalism-was
. -~

‘

BCited in Leo Zakuta, A Protest Movement Becalmed (Torohfo, 1964), p. 92.
/
SCCF News, August 2 and 9, 1950. Cited in Avacumovic, p. 161.
l* . - .
1

OMbntreal Star, 1950, Cited in Robert Chodos, Drummond Burgess and
Margaret Davidson, "David: The Centre of His Party," Last Post, vol. 1
. no. 7, April-May, 1971, p. 25.
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basically immoral but revealed a willingness to work in gonjunction with
the free enterprise system to build a more equitable society:

The CCF has always recognized public ownership as the most

effective means of breaking the stranglehold of private

monopolies on the life of the nation and of facilitating

the social planning necessary for economic security and

advance. The CCF will, therefore, extend public ownership

wherever 1t 13 necessary fon the achievement of these

objectives. . {

At the same time, the CCF also recognizes that in many

fields there will be need for private enterprise which

_.can make -@ useful contribution to the development of our

economy. The Co-operative Commonwealth will, therefore,

provide appropriate opportunities for private businessll

as well as publicly-owned industry. - :

The CCF had once again\reduced its reliance on public o&nership as one
of the tools to bulld the new society. Perhaps it was the influence of
the brokerage politics of Mackenzie King, /but the party now seemed to
be saying: 'Nationalization 1f necessary, but not necessarily

* nationalization.”

In the election of 1957, the CCF, armed with its revised programme,
gained two seats over its 1953 tally bringing the party's total up to
twenty-five, although its share of the popular vote actually decreased.
In March of 1958 the CCF parliamentary caucus was reduced to a mere
elght members in the Diefenbaker landslide. This early spring disaster
for the CCF added the final impetus to a move which had been underfoot
for some time -— the coalition of the CCF and the Canadian Labour
Congress (CLg) to form a new political party.

Although the Canadian Congress of Labour had endorsed the CCF as

the political arm of labour in 1943 and various independenéxrfade unioné

A

. 11Winnipeg Declaration of Principles. Reprinted in Cross, p. 81,



had -affiliated with the party, an official alliance between the CCF and
the CLC, which hqd been formed from a coﬁb}nation of the Trades and
Labour Conéress and the éanadian Cohgress of Labour in L?%ﬁi was a
resolute and dynamic undertaking.. At iés conference in April of 1958
the CLC called for the creation of a new party énd, iﬁ conjunction with
CCF officials, plans were made to pursue the project immediately. A
"joint committee and a number of New Partf clubs were set up to study
_aﬁd promote the coalition and to appeal to other-"liberally-minded"
individuals to join in the Aew alliance. The left element of the party,
sceptigal of the maneuver from the beginning, belleved the CCF was once
again sacrificing its principles in favour of electoral gains which
party leaders hoped would materialize as a result of aecess to labour's
_organization, funds and membership. A group of Winnipeg-léftists, led
by Al Mackling, provincial‘ghhirman of the Manitoba CCF, and Héwéfd
?awley, immediate past chairman, claimed that the ovef—repreg tation -
of trade unionisEé in the new party would have a further moderatiﬂ%

‘ influence bn official policy.l2 The Mackling-?awlé& group w%s 80
obstreperous in its objections fo the CCF-CLC coalition that‘Stanley
Knowles, é member of the CCF leadership gyoup and a major prOponeﬁt of
the.new party, threatened the Winnipeg insurgents with a purge.13 The
provincial executives of the British Columbia and Alberta sections,

where strong leftist elements existed, refused to endorse the formation

of New Party clubs and the farm—oriented Saskatchewan wing expressed its

leee Gad Horowitz, Canadian Labour in Politics (Toronto, 1968),

pp. 219-223.

13cited in Ibid., p. 222. .



" the new organi&ation was not a soclalist party, but simply & pafty of

10 '

- -

i

intention to maintain identity with the old party. <The advocates of the

coalition, however, encouraged by New Paity candidate Walter Pitman's

victory in a 1960 by-election, overruled the objettioas'of the leftist

and other'anti—uﬁion elements and proceeded undauntedly with the project.
At its foundiag«cquentiop in Ottawa in July pf 1961, the nascent
organizafion, chriatened the New Demo?réfic Party, endorsed. a programme
which was more exE%hsive and detailed than any stgtement the CCF had
ever prqducea. The new pﬁlicy paper called for an enormous increagse in
economié planning,'market regulatioﬁ, consumer guérantees and‘protection
for small bua;nessi The exclusion of the principle of public owner-
shib frbm the majqf policy proposals convinced magy old-line CCFers that
reform. One political observer described the transformation of the ¥
CCF to the NDP in the following terms:
...however moderate, the CCF had been disenchanted with
the existing society, and it had sought to change the
ground-rules on which that soclety operated; the NDP,
however, accepted the fundamentals of existing soclety,

and proposed only to make it operate somewhat more 14
humanely and more efficilently.

& -,
wy
TaT .,

As nmuch as the new programﬁe was a furzher modification of'ﬁhé--

[T

original policies of the CCF, it did touch upon two important questions
<

which would soon become;ctritical issues in the eyes of the leftist group

»

within the party —- foreign ownership and French Canada. The New
Party Declaration fecogniéed the thréatsﬂto political aﬁd économic
independence which accompanied foreign inveétment in Qanada. To preserve
Canadiaﬁ autonomy in economic Affairs, the NDP pledged to redirect

corporate profits into areas best serving the national interest and

-

[N

lAHichael S. Cross, Introduction, pp. 14-15.
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force non-indigenous firms to abide by Canadian law an& offer a gréAter
gerqentage of company shares and directorships to Canadians. On.the'
question of French Canada, the new party, cognizant of the grpwth“of
social democracy and nationalism in Que@éc and hoping to make iﬁroads
infa Eﬁat pfovince which the CCF had nevef“estahlishé&, recognized the
existeﬁce'of-tﬁo nations.within Canada.ls The NDP prqmised to introduce
" measures which would guafantee the preservation of the French-Canadian
‘identify within the fedefﬁl syst;m. Tﬁé isgues of foreign ownership
and French Canada would be amplified as the 1960s matured and would
partially'fqrm thg‘criterioh upon whigh the Waffle crisils would occcur.
Thé left caucus of the infant movement exﬁressed;its discontent
with new party formulas by Qgckiﬁg Hazen Argue, the CCF House leader,
in the party'q first leadership contest. Argue's'forces included dis-
gruntled farmers, anti-union advocates, doctrinaire soclalists and all
othéré who did not fit comfortably into the new party mould. Despite
Argue]s ﬁBpula;ify amongst the dissident factions, the peréonal
charisma and électoral record of Tommy Douglas overwhelmed the majority
of delegates who swept him to power by a margin of 1391 to 380. The
_Co4operative Commonwealth exﬁerigent, unde; the name ygwnpemocratig
Party and the ieadership of Tom%} Douglas, entered its secénd phase.
The CCF had erupted in the earl{ 19308 in response to an-intolerable

situation of economic depravity and social injustice. The party's

*founders had hoped to create a more humane and equitable society through

[y

15See Joseph Levitt, "The Federal NDP and Quebec," Journal of Canadian.

Studies, vol. 12, no. 3 (July, 1977), p. 118.
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the formation of-a socialist state. In the post—depression and post-

war years, however, the party's leadershiyg, despite objections £rom the.tl
organization's left—wing elements, found ‘it necessary to modify
continually the CCF's position on nationalization to maintain the

party s electoral appeal to. a society which had discovered methods of
achieving gocial welfare and economic stabilfzy within the existing
sygtem. This continual shift in policy manifested itself in successivef
party programmes OvVer the vears and finally culminated in the creation

of a new organization, the New Semocfatic Party, in 1961. But the

19608 were to, pose even further compiications for the mew pirty.

The eatly years of the aecede'were characterized by a mild public
shift to the left reflected by the growth of trade unionism and the
expansion of social welfare measures such as health care and pension
plans. Moreover, es indepth analyses of the economy gradually revealed
the far-reaching effects of American investment on Canadian social and
politicel affairs, a new.interest in economic nationalism took fidm hold
* of a number of concerned Canadians. Patt-of this grouﬁrof energing
. nationelists came to believe that only extensive pubinc ownership of
resource and manufacturing industries eould repatriate the economy and
guatantee Canada's political independence. On the university campuses
groups of radical students were gearching out methode-of eliminating the
undenocratic and oopressive‘practicesrof modern society and in Quebec
reform-minded nationaliets were calling for greater provincial control of
their own affairs. These were the sentiments df the 1960s with which

A
the NDP had to contend if it wished to remain the political expression

of progressive social thought. It is within this context that the roots

of the Waffle are diecovered. ¢
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CHAPTER I:

NATIONALISM AND SOCIALISM IN THE 1960S

L] A

-l

&

To sugggst that the 19605 in Can&da’was a decade of tumultuous
political debate would be oniy tob repeat what has been said about several
r

previous periods of the country's history. But each passing £ra has

qpe’right to claim to itself the particular issues which dominated »

. pblitical and public thought of the time and seemed most 'likely to

P

determine future devéiopmenta. The two predominant features of the

decade of the 1960s in Canada were the Quiet Revolution of Quebec and

'the extent of American domination of the country's economie, political

and social spheres. Although many Canadians initiallj‘belieﬁed that the-
. ]

Quebec situation posed & more immediate and pressing threat fo the

survival of the country, the question of foreign investment and influence,

because it affected the political and economic autonomy of both English
and French Canada, superseded the former problem and in many ways
encompassed 1t. The two issues forced concermed Canadians to examine

closely the tenets of their national identity and soverelgnty as the

centennial of the country approached.. By the end-of the decade a

a5

growing number of Canadians, French and English, desired to see their
nationalism expressed in terms more tangible than EXPO 67 and a new
maple—leaf flag. '

Social, political and economic analyses of Canadian society con-

ducted at the beginning of the 1960s portrayed the country, with the

' 13 L
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exception of limited elements of French-Canadian cul ure, as a
"miniature replica“ ;E\the United States,1 The resemblance was most
 telling-in the argé oé economic relations. -Canada and théiUnitéd States
exchanged the world's greatest volume of bilateral traderand-fthe Y
interaction between. the two nations [had) ne;ched an unprecedented
magnitude."2 Americans .had more capital invested in Canada than in any

other forelgn country. One reason for this was that Canada had féwer
) /

restrictions on forelgn investment than any other major nation in the

world.3 Despite the intensity of the economic assoclation, there was

absolutely no parity between the two countries:

There is literally AB equivalent anywhere in the world,

no economic and financial interrelationship between two
national states that 1s so vast and so intricate. Buwf

the United States itself is so large and. its interests

now so ramified that it can carry on this continental
activity with little awareness that a border is being .
crossed. By contrast, to Canadians it is the most

important fact of economic life, but in it perils and, \;:>,
prosperity are Inextricably mixed. .

American cépital had' been present in Canada almost as early as
British funds.| British investment had traditionally taken the form of
bond money or mgrtgage, commonly referred to as portfolio investment,

which could~be repayed or liquidated over time, Although the United

-

lThe term is borrowed from Karl Levitt, Silent Surrender (Toronto,
-1970), p. 107.

2Gerald M. Cralg, The United States and Canada (Cambridge, 1968), p. 6.
3Jacob Viner, "American Capital and the Canadlan Economy,' in M.H.
Watkins and D.F., Forster eds., Economicg: Canada (Toronto, 1963),

p. 189.

4Craig, The United States and Canada, p. 6. ~

-
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States had léss absolute capital invested in Canada than had Great Britain
; .

in the early years of the twentieth century, American financial interests
usually tbok the forﬁ of direct investment which provided for the |
oﬁnership.éf control of industrial.brqnch plants .and subsidiaries.
Uﬁlike pon@folio investment, direct investment dées not diminish over

. time and eventually disappear. On the contrary, i1t allows for internal

expansion of the original investment leading to further infiltration of

the economy. . L

After the First World War Great Britain was forced to turn its
attentions to rebullding its own economy and the United States surpassed
the mother country as the predominané external influence on Canada's
economic affaifs. On the surface it appeared to most Canadians that
the technology and market accessibility which accompanied American
inéestment adaed to the real wealth of the nation. Only a small group

'f/of intellectuals looked beyond the immediate economic gains. 1In 1926,
\\hn editorial in the Canadian Forum offered this forecast:

Accurate figures are nowhere obtainable, bit there is no
doubt that a large proportion of Canadian industry is
owned or controlled by American capital and estimates
have been made placing this percentage as high as forty
or fifty per cent of the total... If this flow of capital
from the United States to Canada continues at the same
rate for another ten years, practically all of our manu-
facturing plants and the greater part of our mineral and
timber limits will be owned or controlled by American
capital. Under such a regime the successful Canadian
will aspire 'to the position of branch manager of an
American Corporation, while the less ambitious will
become day-workers in a plant controlled by absentee
owvners. This picture may seem overdrawn and fantastiec,
but such an end is well on its way to consummation, and
once American capital assumes a dominant position in our
industrial life it is idle to' imagine that we can retaing
complete control over our political destiny. PR

5

Cited in Norman Penner, The Canadian Left (Toronto, 1977), p. 98.
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The tremendous and coatly damage heaped upon Great Britain-and

-

western European countriges duting and immediately following the Second
World War pushed ?//a a towards closer economic association with the
United States. American direct investment in Canad® continued to grow

-

at an expegitious rate, as is illustrated by the following table. -

4

Value of Foreign Direct Investments in
Canada, Selected Year Bnds, I945-T362

(Millions of Dollars)

Year . - ' ; Total - United States
1945 2,713 D 2,304
1950 3,975 W . 3,426
1955 : 7,728 ‘ 6,513
1958 . 10,880 - 9,045 |
- 1960 | 12,872 10,549
1961 . 13,737 11,284
1962 - 14,503. 111,849

Source: Irving Brecher, Capital Flows Between Canada and the Unzted
f””‘\~:> States (Montreal 1965), p. 18.

: N
/ a

By 1959 foreign oﬁnership, over eighty per cent ot which was Ametican,
accounted for fiftylone per cent of Canadian manufacturing, aixty—three
'per cent of petroleum and natural gas industries and fifty-nine per cent
of mining.6 Increased American Investment brought Canada Into a oon—
tinental market system dominated‘by the United States and lnred it

further and further awvay from the influence of Great Britain. At mid-
point of the twentieth century "Canada had left one. trading world forever,

4 and, for good or ill, had committed itself irrevocably to another." nl

.

6H I. Macdonald, "Problems for Canada in the World Economy," in Watkins

‘and Forster, p. 174,

7Donald Creighton, The Forked Road (Toronto, 1976), p. 127.

3
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The first audible voice to be raised in opposition to Canada's

passive surrenderipf‘its resource and manufactﬁring industries to
American interests belonged to a prominent ciartered accountant b; the
name of Walter Gordon. In an article written in 1955, Gordon expressed
his concern for Canadiaﬁ econonic independence and criticized the -
trédltionhl Liberal oPSp—door policies regarding foreié; investment.

A draft copy of the article was circulated amongst’a handful of high-
level government offiéials. At the request of the government represent-—

atives, Gordon withheld the piece from publication but accepted their

offer to act as Chairman of the Royal Commission on Canada's Economic.

Prospects, a study which he had sﬁggested in his article.8 To assist

him in his investigation, economists Irving Brecher and S.S. Reisman

were assigned to produce a study dealing specifically with Canegian—

-

. . . [ - . L1 3
American economic interaction. - S
The Brecher-Reisman report, entitled Canada-United States Economic
! —

Relations, asserted that the United States stood out "as the prepon—~

derant external influence-shaping the course of Canada's economic

E affairs."9 According to Brecher and Reismaﬁ, proximate Canadian-

American economic relations were the inevitable result of historic aqé.

geographic determinants: "The existence of two separate nations on the

North American continent would seem to be in defiance of the strong

centripetal pull toward a single unif;"lof Basing its final assertions

M - |

kS
Lt

8See Walter L. Gordon, 4 oZit@QéZGMémoir (Toronto, 1977), pp. 59-60.
9 -t N - . ~

*Irving Brecher and S.4. Reilsman, Canada-United States Economic Rélations,'

Report Prepared for.tHe Royal Commission on Canada's Economic Prospects
{Ottawa, 1?57), preface. %

10

Ibid., p. 6.

| e
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partly ontthe information provided for it by the’Brecher-Reigman study,
the.Gordon Comfission concluded that Canada céuld look forward to coné

-~ P A ‘e ;o

- . . o o
tinued prosperity as long as the economy of the United States remained

" ‘stable. But to protect Canadian economic autonomy, Gordom'suggested

‘that the government invoke legislation assuring Canadian ownerahip and ax

* control of financial institutione and encourage a greater amount of

forelgn capital to be placed into portfolio rather than direct invest-

I .

ment. . Gordon also recommended ‘that foreign—owned firms be required tol
disclose their financial records, purehase snpply‘meterials from Canadian
companies and offer more sheree and hign'manegerial positions to-Canadiane.-
' Walter Gordon conld not;raiselmnch interest within the Lineral
Party concerningrthe,ﬂssue of'Amerie;n presence in the Canadian economy,
but the leader of tne 0pposition, John Diefenhakern capitalizedron the
‘ lethargy of the govermment and led the Progressive Conservative Party
to a minority victory in.1957 following a campaign which criticized the
-Liberal government for the enormous eonceééioneiit had extended to‘the
American-financed TranefCanaqa Pipeline Compeny‘in 1956. 1In the election
campaign .of 1958 Diefenbaker expanded upon his netionaliet theme and
stressed the need for Canada to resist the strong economic puil of the
United .States. The strength of his populist rhetoric led the Conser-
vatives to a stupendons majority victory_based‘npon several promisges of . ‘Af»
‘-economic adjustment, one of which was to divert fifteen ner cent of
Canada s trade from the United Statee to Great Britain. Des;ite
| Diefenbaker's pledge to replace.ﬂhn&da s continental dependency with
traditional imperial affiliation, Canada's imports from the United States

grew faster than imports from Great Britain over the next few years and

outsiders significantly extended their control over Canadian enterprisee.ll

-

11Peter Nehman, Ranega&é in Power (Toronto, 1963), p. 205.
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The Conservatives remained in power, a}though as a minority, after
the election of 1962 but’were{pefeated'the next year by’ the Liberal Party’
under the leadership of Leater Pearson wnich, however, also formed a .
minority government. ?he only ‘member of“Pearson'a cdbinet to display
any soiicitude oner'the infiltration of- the Canadian economy by American
capital was, not surprisingly,‘Walten Gordon, now Minister of‘Finance.
In the budget of 1963 Gordon announced that Cana@ian equity interest in
foreign-owned corporations should be-no less than twenty-five per cent
and that a thirty per cent takeover tax should be levied on forelgn firms
purchasing Canadian companies. The Canadian financial community reacted
to Gordon's proposals with concentrated hostility and prominent econo-
mist and free trade advocate Harry G. Johnson called the budget

"ecenomic idiocy."12 ‘Facing criticism from many quarters, Gordon was

forced to moderate his proposal of increased'Canadian ownership and

“totaily withdraw the takeover tax on the grounds that it was adminis-

tratively unmanageable.13

In 1965, actiné on the advice of Walter Gordon, Prime Minister
Pearson called‘a general election. When the expected majority victory
did not materialize and the Liberals had to be satisfied once again
with leading a minority government Gordon resiéned from the cabinet.
While out of office, he set down his nationalist ideas in a little book
entitled 4 Choice for Canada: Indépendbnce or Colonial Status. Im this
tiny diseertation Gordon expressed cancern for the survival of Canadian

political sovereignty which he believed was slowly being eroded by

12Cited in Dave Godfrey ed. with Mel Watkins, Gordbn to Wbtkzns to You

(Toronto, 1970), p. 18.

Beraty, The tnited States and Canada, p. 266. ° _
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Amerdcan diréct'investment. He called for a united effort from all

Canadians to create an independent capitalist Canada. For Gordon, the

means of production could remain in private hands as long as those hands

-~

were attacﬁed to Canadian arms. In a more radical mood than he.had
exhibited a decade earlier, Gordon calledlfor a change in tax laws to.
_‘encouragé Canaﬁian ownership of production, the creationwéf-the Canada
Development Corporation to regulate Canadian investment and toughdnew
legislation to.cbntrol Americgﬁ—owned multi—natidnal corporations.
Although Gordon sought volﬁntary-public and‘corporaEive co-operation to
aid %n the achievement-of'his goals, he had deviated drastically from
fhe gkaditional c;pitalist path by pointing out the necessity of
governmental regulations to help keep thg econoﬁy in Canadian hand,s.l4
At mid-decade Canadian nationaiists such as Wélter Gordon were still
_small slivers in the social fabric of the country. The NDP had dis~
tinguished itself at its founding conventioﬁ in 1961 as the only majsrl .
political party to suggest that the government should placg substantial
restrictions on forelgn investment. Althoﬁgh the CLC had occasionally
iésﬁed statements in the late fift;es and early sixties calling for
greater Canadian 'contrbl of the economy, particulariy in‘the area of
job creati%p, labour leaders spoke of nationalism with circumspectibn,
not wanting to diétufb Fheérlrelationship with the ﬂeads of international
unions located in the United States in the belief that a multi—national
labour azlliance was necessary to contend with a multi—national-manageriéi-
. hierarchy. A national poll conducted by Macleat’s in June of 1964
. o /(//’

14Godfrey and Watkins, p. 22. : . *
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rgvealed that sixty-~-five per cent of'Canadians favoured economic union
with the United States and a surprising twenty-nine per cent approved
of political union.15 Members of the Canadlan business elite who had
prospered in their roles as ménagers of the branch-plant economy natur-
ally had little objection to American investment in Canada. Other
Canadilan entrepreneurs were equally disinterested in measures designed
to increase Canada's economic autonomy; as E.P. Taylor quipped: "Canadian
nat¥spalism: how old fashioned can you get!."l6 To those Canadians
‘who wege génuinely concerned about the effects ofAforeign investment and
own' hiﬁ, there still remained the que%tion of whether-the situation

. was reversible. In December of 1965 the Globe and Mail editorialized:

It is possible that we have already advanced too far glong
the road to economlc union with the Unitéd_States for

- turning back to be possible. They need our Tesources,
we want their standard of living. {

N
Despite his inability to elicit immediate mass reaction, I'&fa].\tez:\w

6P<;

Gd??on had managed to pry open the Pandora's box of American infiltration
bf he Canadian ecomomy. Out of that compartment In the latter half -of

BT ( ;ixties'would rise a variety of politiéal views related to the i
guestion. |

One of the first popular monographs on the question of American

\ﬁji?ination of Canada to appear in the mid 1960s was George Gfa&t's

W £
]
s

Cited in Philip Resnick, The Land of Cain (Vancouver, 1977), p. 141.

- . bcited in H. Milner with B.R. Lemoine, "The National Question in

Canada," in Dim;trios I. Roussopoulos ed., Canada and Radical
A (» Social Change (Montreal, 1973), p. 186. ’

-

17Cited in Walter L. Gordon, 4 Choice for Canada {Toronto, 1966), p. x.

N
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Lameﬁt for a Nation. Philosopher-theologlan Grant was rigorously criti-
cal of the continental policies of the Canadian business class and
successive Libe{i} governments whom he accused of sacrificing Canadian
political autonomy in return for the material benefits of being an
appendage of the American economic empire. The last expression of
Canadian. independence, ?ccording to Grant, had been the nationalist doc-
trines of John Diéfenbaker; but even he had fallen under the force of
the_continenta; pdli_which had been g0 firmly established in Canada by
previous ru;i g parties., Grant revealed a tinge of Red Toryism when he
suggested that only ektensive gublic ognership could salvage the Canadian
identity; but this he quickly admitted was an impossibility in view of
Canada's strongly-Americanized social and economic practices. Grant saw

no other choice but to announce that Canada no longer existed as an
-

—

independent nation.
No éodner had Grant announced the death of Canadian nation#lism,

however, than a new school-of political commentators began to breathe

life into'the abused corpse. Left-wiflg reactions to Grant's pessimism

appeared in the pages of Canadian Dimension, a nationalfst journal ;/

el

which had begun publication iﬁ the autumn of 1963 and ftrequentlyffeatured

articles on the rgmifications of foreign Investment in Canada, Represén—

tative of this neé_left—wing expression of nationalism were the contri-
tfutions of political sclentist Gad Horowitz. Horowitz shared Grant's

disenchantment with Canada's drift intec the American empiré, but,

uniike the phiiosopher, insisted that socialism provided a realistic

answer to the problem. Horowitz claimed that the Canadian political

tradition providéd a strong base upon which nationalism and socialism
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could develop Bimultaneously.18

In a subsequent iésue of Canadian Dimension, a letter to the editor
written by historian Ramsay Cook, who had previously declared his anti-
nationalism throggh a égries of historical essays,l9 challenged
:Horowitz's suggestion of the connection between nationalism and gocialism.

Cook's letter was characteristic of traditional intellectual thought

which espoused that socialism should eschew nationalism because of the

4 . . :
\“ éf' imperialistic and militaristic overtones of the latter. In Cook's

Y

N

opinion, Horowitz's advice that socialists should become nationalists
was "bad tactically, and disastrous philosophica11§;h According to
Cook, "soclalists . . . must always give precedence to the human, social,
and economic over the national explanation of difficulties."zo
Consldered collectively, the ideas of G ;doﬁ, Grant, Horowltz and
Cook provide an interesting overview of the e;erging varieties of the
new Canadlian nationalism of 'the 19605.- Gordon, the Liberal-nationalist,
Jpelieved that the Canadian identity_coﬁld be preserved through\government-
éponsored initiatives and public pressure which would lead to a shifting
of the Canadian economy out of private American hands’into private
Canadian hands without a disruption of the free market system. Grant,

the Tory-nationalist, believed that successive Liberal governments and

the Canadian busigzggﬁélite had jointly sacrificed the Canadian economy

. [
18Gad Horowitz, "Torles, Socialists and the Demise of Canada,' Canadian

Dimension, vol, 2, no. 4 May-June, 1965. Seel also Horowltz, Canadian
Labour in Polities, Chapter 1, '

19See Ramsay Cook, The Maple Leaf Forever {Toronto, 1971).

2ORamsay Cook, Canadian Dimension, vol. 2, mo. 5, July-August, 1965,

p. 31.

&
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and therefore only the extensive application of public enterprise could
rectify the situation. But since Grant belileved that socialism was
impossible to Implement in the Canadian political climate, he ;cquiesced
n the face of what he interéreted as historic reality. The soclalist-
nationalist Horowitz bgligved.ghat Canadiaq.colonialism had been caused
by a continental application of capitalism whidh had been encouraéed by
~ Canadian governmental and business inferests and therefore an application
of socialism m;delled on national lines was needed to repatriate the
economy. And finally,.Cook, the anti-nationalist, pointed out the
ideological conundrum which would be created if socialism-and nationalism
were intertwined. | i

At its first few conventions held throughout the 1960s, the NDP,
*prodded by its left wing, was forced to respond to this growing concern
over forelgn iﬁvestment in Caﬁada as well as to the other political and
social‘develOPments of the decade which affgected both English and French
Canada. In the general elections of 1962 anq 1963 the new party had
recovered from the decimation of the Dieferbaker landslide but ;.ill
managed to attract only slightly higher than ‘thirteen per cent of the
popular vote. Polnting to{these'stﬁtiétiés and suégesting‘thét aﬂy .
furthef)modification of party policy would simply.lead to irrelevance,
the NDP's vocal left assemblage, at the 1963 national convention held in
Régina, won support for strongly—ﬁbrded resolutions dgaling with 5091a1
ang economic planning, unemployment, the rights of native'peOpies and
pensions. Alphodgh fhe radical repregentation was‘disaﬁpointed that’

the delegates did not adopt a more extreme gtand on nationalization, it

was pleaégﬂkfgieifhe phrase 'the principles® of democratic socialism"

Y

4 \ .
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had feappeared in asgeneral party state;nent.21 The convention also
reiterated.the NDP's recognition of the national status of French
Canada, approved of the principle of bilingualism and biculturalisgm,
and voiced its support for Quebec?é right to opt out of certain federal-
provincial programmes without financial penalty.

At the 1965 convention held in Toronto, the party approved of a

resolution stating that Quebec, due to its unique cultural and linguistic

heritage, should be treated with a "special status" in normal provincial

‘dealings with the federal government. The delegates also called for

the protection of the rights of French-speaking minorities in other parts

of Canada. An organized left~wing faction refgrring to itself as the
Socialist Caucus called for massive nationalization of industry but the

vast majority of delegates would only go as far as to support proposals

asking for more comprehensive economic planning in the national interest.’

Twelve members of the Socialist‘Caucus, some of whom had been involved

with the Trotskyite League for Social Action, were later expelled from

the party by the Ontario executive on the grounds that they had violated

the NDP's constitution by actively supporting another political organi-

zation. A committee formed in defence of the expelled, however, claimed
. . it

that it was the ralicals' strict adherence to socialism, not their

connections with another political movement, which formed the real basis
22

N

21Desmond Morton, Soctal Democracy in Canada (Toronto and Sarascta, 1977)
p. 45.

- - - -

22Committee to Defend the Expelled, "Stop Expulsions in the NDP! The
Expulsions in the New Democratic Party," University of Ottawa Library,
Specilal Collections.
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Two years later ;t the 1967 nat}onal convention McGill University
professor Charles Taylor ‘presented a paper calling for the implementa-
tion of the traditional socialist tool of public ownership tolrgpatriate
the Cénadian economy. Party leaders, however, uneasy with the increasing
amount of soclalist doctrine finding its way back into official policy,
won support for a more modera%e and less nationalistic position offered
by MPs Colin Caméron and Max Saltsman outlining a more responsible
mefhod.of managing Canada's bfanch—plant eéonomy. At the game convention
the delegates reaffirmed their belief in "special status” declaring'thaf
the province of Quebec should be allowed to maintain certain social
controls which the other provinces would be encouraged to relegate to
the federal powers. Although the NDP was not totally insensitive to the
new radicalism of b?th English and French Canada in the'l9603,.part;
‘vigilantes m;ved slowly and cautiously, keeping a éareful eye on
electoral polls not wanting to endanger the status of respectability for
which the party had battled so long. At the 1967 conjention, MP Andrew
Brewin announced: ''This party-is approgcﬁing the reséonsibility of
péwer. It has responsibility and greét influence. If we are to be
23

réaﬁénsible we have to forego the luxury of -extreme stands.”

Although they were far from arriving at an advocation of economic

nat#z;alism, Canadian trade unionists also discovered reasons to re-
examine the Canadian-American connection. Starting in January of 1966,
Amgxican—based multi-national corporations began to shift the focus of

their investments from Canada to the economlcally burgeoning countries

23Cited in Evelyn Dumas and Edouard Smith, '"The NDP Since its Founding,"
in Roussopoulos ed., Canada and Radical Soeial Change, p. 113.
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of western Europe. Thiﬁ practice over the next four’years would lead to

a gradual decrease in tﬂebproportion of manufacturing workers employed

by American multinationals operating in_Canada and increases in similar
areas in countries such as the‘!hited Kingdom, Belgium-Luxembourg, France,
West Germany, Mexico and Brazil.24 In response to this development the
executive council of the CLC in July of 1966 called for a Royal Commission
to investigate the effect of American investment on the Canadian manu-
fahturing sector. This concern  did not provide the basls for a rabid .

nationalisnfgg;gggk\ffffe unionists, but it was indicative of the far-

reaching effect of American investment in Canada.

a~

‘Equally upset with the decisilons of American corporations éﬁd their
effect on the Canadian jo; market was Quebec Liberal cabinet minisfer
Eric Kie?ans. 'Kierans addressed the Toronto Sbciety of Financial
Analysts in February of 1967 on the costs of foreign investmentfto
C%Badian economic’growth. This was a radical transformation for thg
man who, as head of the Montreal Stock Exchange, had led the denuncilations
of the Gordom budget of 1963. Kierans was one more exa;ple of a. growing
number of Canadians who were turning tq nationalism as a defence against
the lesé beneficial si&e—effecté of being an appeﬁdage of the American
economic empire. .

The 1960s in Canada produced a variety of expressions of nationalism

in both the English and French sectors of'qhe country. While the more

" popular French-Canadian nationalism focussell its attention on the

position of Quebec within Confederation, English-Canadian nationalists

examined Canada's lnternational status especilally as it related to the

243&& James Laxer and Robert Laxer, The Liberal Idea of Canada (Toronto,
1977), p. 41.
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United States. As the long-term costs of forelgn investment in Canada
began to overshadow the {mmediate benefits, a small group of concerned
Canadians such as Walter Gordon, Gad quowitz, Eric Kierans and various,
members of the NDP and CLC offered a variety of nationalist suggestiéns
which they hoped would lead to a more productive and 1ndgpengﬂgﬂganada.
fhese new Interpretations of Canada's role in the world fgfzgd patriéta
Gordon and Kierans to-alter their political phi osophiés Lonside:ably.
But the events.of the 1960s pe;haps affected no e as mgch as they
altered the life and views of political economist Melville H. Watkins.
In his own words, Mel Watkins moved from a "leffish Americanized
liberal to a radical and nationalistic socialist."25 His earliest
academic writings reveal’ that his ideas as a young economist were'co;-
pletely in accordance with the traditional prinéiples of free trade and
the pefpg&:étion of a North American economy dominateé by .continental
ptoduction énd exchange. As American involvement in Vietnam graduaily
revealed fts imperialistic nature and the demands of modern corporate

society led to Iincreased domestic strife in America, Watkins expressed
[ Y ' .

lis desire to see Canada pursue a separate identity in North America

by taking definitive steps .to resist the political and social influences

©
of the United States. Addin?a knowledge of economlcs to a newly-

discovered nationalism, Watkins came to believe that only Canadian

control of resource and manufacturing industries could guarantee Canada's

political and cultural sovére;gnty. After encountering opposition to
his nationalist doctrines from the Canadian government and busine éfgiite

he concluded that national economic autonomy could be achieved ?nly through

25Godfrey and Watkins, introduction.
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public ownership of industry and national planning of investment. Thig

metamorphosis led Watkins into a brief political career leading the
Waffle crusade to transform the NDP into a radical soclalist party wﬁich
could pursue the double goal of independence an& soclalism for Canada.
The changes in Watkins were definiti&e; but they occcurred gradually in )

J
response to the environment in which he discowé;;&\;imself in the

dynamic days of the 1960s.

Mel Watkins was born in 1932.in the village of McKellar, outside
of Parry Sound, Ontario. The first departure from his childhoed environ—
meﬁt éccurred when he enrolled as a Commerce and Finance student at the
University of Téronto, not a gharacteristic procedure for young péople

of his background. Although_he adapted quickly to academic life, he

"retained his rural-based suspicions of intellectualg, experts, techno-

crats and power magnates.26 At the University of Toronto Watkins was
treated to a unique interpretation of Canadian economic history at the
hands of Harold Innis. Innis had éaineé notable recognition for a thésis
which claimed that geography had determined Canadian economic
developmenf.27 Watkins was also exposed to ingights on the relationship
between modern technology and nationalism fhrough his graduate studies
with Marshall MeLuhan. He would later acknowledge the influenceé of Innis
—

for helping him discover "political economy as a defence against

[N

26Me1'Watkins, "Learning to Move Left," This Magazine is About Schoats,
vol. 6 no. 1 (Spring, 1972), p. 69.

27See Harold Innis, The Fur Trade in Canada (Toronto, 1927). This
treatise, which is known as the Laurentian thesis, was more fully
articulated by Donald Creighton in The Commercial Empirve of the St.
Lawrence (Toronto, 1937).
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Americanized econom{gs".and the teachings of McLuhan for permitting him
' to abandon old ideaé, challenge intellectual precedents and absolve
"ecommltments you have to thinés that arén't worth having commitments to."28
Watkins céntinued his studies between the yeérs 1955 and 1958 at the
Massachusetts Iﬁstitute of Technology wﬂere he recelved a graduate
degree in econoﬁics[" He admitted that the new environment of the United .
States transformed him from "a lukewarm Canadian nationalist” into "an
American 1eft;wing liberal."29
Up&n returning to Canada, Watkins assumed a teaching position at
the University of Toronte., In the early 1960s he displayed a concern
for extra-institutional education through his involvement with the on-
campus teach-in-movement, a series of open seminars and lectures held on
1ssues of current interest. His commitment to the teach-in seminars
indicated his willingness to participate in activities he judged as
valuable to social education, but he would later withdraw his services
when he believed the movement ''stopped doing radical things."30
- Recalling the influence of Harold In;is, Watkins co-edited a text-
book in 1963 entitled Economics: Canadz in an attempt to inject Canadian
content into the tegching of economics. This did not indicate, however,
a rejection of traditiocnal economics as 1t applied to North America.
Reviewing a book entitled The Canadian Quandary: Economic Problems and

. 4 ‘
. Polities for the July 1964 edition of the Canadian Forum, Watkins dis-

played a strong sympathy with the anti-nationalist,sentiments of the

. - -
28Watkins, "Learning to Move_Left," p. 72. See also Watkins, "Technology ¢ -<*\_\
and Nationalism," in Pefer Russell, ed., Nationalism in Canada N

(Toronto, 1%66).
2%1bid., p. 70. 7 .

Fid,, p. 72
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dain for nationalism in general
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author, ﬁafry G. Johnson. Watkins agreed with Johnson'; severe
criticisms of Walter Gordon's economic patriotism and expressed his-dis-

P .
« .« . mMOTe empirical work 1s necessary on the nature and \\
causes of Canadian economic nationalism in the hope that

we can exorcize this devil from our midst without, hope- 1
fully, ildcreasing our susceptibility to worse varieties.

(“\ Watkins reasserted ﬁis disapproval of economic nationalism a year
later through the medium of the ﬁniversity League for Social Reform.
The League had been founded as an intellectual society in”Octéber of
1962 at the University of Toronto following an address by Frank Scott

and Charles Taylor of McGill-University to the Toronto teaching staff.
The group declared itself free from the influences of political partiesi
but adopted a broad left-of-centre approach to current proﬁlems. In

the first official publication of the League, The Prospect of Change:

Proposals for Uanada's Future edited by Abraham Rotstein, Watkins con-

tributed an article entitled ''Canadlan Economic Po¥icy: A Propgsal.”
In this essay Watkins entreated'Canadians to abandon narrow economic

nationalism and reap the maximum benefits of international {investment.

* He claimed that multi-national corporations located in Canada operated .

efficiently and provided jobs for Canadilans at all levels of .industry.
In his estimaq}on there was no substantial evidence to suggest that
foreign ownership or control of industry posed a threat to Canadian

sovereignty. Speaking from the point of view of the average Canadian

~

31Mel 1le H. Watkins, review of The Canadian Quandary : Economié Problems
4 Politics by Harry G. Johnson, Ganadman Forum, vol. XLIV no. 522,
July, 1964, p. 80.




economist, Watkine agserted:

-
.

6ur overall conclusion is that we should stop harassing

foreign owners until we have put our house in order;

we shall then know whether there is anything left to

blame on the foreigners. 32

Although Watkins did not advocate an alteration in Canadian-American

. ) .
for increased Industrial activity in underdeveloped regions 6f Canadé;
a more equitable distribution of income and additionai finanéial aid‘
for the poverty—stricken countries of the third world. This genuine_
desirg,xo gee an improvem.nt in the quality of life at least partially
explains his willingness to participate’ in the activities of progressive
social forces such as the teach-in movement and the University Léagug

e " for Socia{iReform, although it is clear that he was far from having -

q,’ arrived at a radlcal social analysis.

| Excluding his brief studies with Harold Innis, the traditional
training in economics which Watkins received, especially the ideas to
which he was' exposed in the United States, blinded him from pefceiving .
the extent of American economic infiuence on Canadian life which was tg;
be his main concern in the. future. _iﬁ fact, his firsf flirtatiog with”
Canadian nationalism occurred not as a result of eéonomics, but in
response to American forei%p policy. 1In a Canadian Forum editorial of
September 1965 Watkins expressed his disillusionment with Americén

activities abroad: - -

i

2Mel Watkins, "Canadian Economic Policy: A Proposal,” in Abraham*\‘_,}
Rotstein ed., The Pr03pect of Chanq : Proposals for Canada's Future -
(Toronto, 1965), p -7 78,

commercial relations at this time, elsewhere in the article he called o
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™

»..In foreign policy; America remains the despair of

its friends and the® sgurce of perverse satisfaction

to its enemies -~ the helpless mire of the war in Viet

Nam, the ill-conceived intervention in the Dominican ;
Republic, the now-muted obsession with Castro, and t:he33 j
blind spot on China. ~ * '

2

Watkins was especially sensitive to the War in Viet Nam which he

’

believed was imperialistic amd unjust. Responding to his iﬁherent'pro—
clivity for action, he helped organize a teach-in on Viet Nam at the

University of Toronto in Octobér of 1965. His first expression of
T ‘ RN

nationalism, then, reflected a desire to diaspElate his country. from

s B . " .

the tarnished interrfational image of the United States. This develop-

menﬁ}in thought demanded that he re-examine his former analysis of'
Cénadiag—Americén economic relations. A new viéw emerged in a speech
he delivered to the Seventh Annual Educational Conference of the Ontario
Federation of Labour in February of 1966.

This speech marked a new and pivotal stage in the development of tle
political thought of Watkins. For tbe first time in public he reveaied
his belief that foreign investment undermined Canadian independence:

- It has become clear that foreign ownership involves not
simply the actions of a number of distinct and separate
Amerlcan firms but also the action of a single monolithic
government, and“the consequent threat to Canadilan sovereign-

"ty 18, in principle, of a diff ent and more serious order34
than economlc analysis implies|.

Elsewhere in the address Watkins pleaded with Canadlans to stop
following the materialistic and self-righteous practices of the United

States and concentrate on the creation of a more humane and equitable

33Me.1ville H. Watkins and Abraham Rotstein, "The American Dilemma,"
Canadian Forum, vol. XLV no. 536 (September, 1965), p. 126.

, ; |
34Melville Watkins, "The Bogey of Dependence,' Canadian Dimension, vol. 3 |

no. 3-4 (March-April-May-Jume, 1966), p. 24. : |



society. In relation to this problem Watkins also reveialed for the

|- . »

firet time a leftist-oriented view of Canada's social structure:

[

. Eanada'é]'preoccupation with collective economic welfare
and with regional problems has inhibited the recognition
of the existence of a class structure. To fail to ‘
recognize the latter is to preclude a serious commitment
to the welfare state and to the achlevement of equality .
of condition. What is ultimately ruled out is creative35 ) .
right—left pglitics at the national level. )

Writing once again for the University League for Social Reform, in
~
.a book edited by Peter Russell entitled Nationalism in Canada, Watkins

further demonstrated the dramatic shift which ﬁad taken place in his

———
-+ +

view of Cénadiaanmerican relations in just over a year. In an article
entitled "Technology aﬂd Nationalism" he declared that modern technglogy;r
emgnating from the United States, had threatened Canada's separate
identity. ''Technology," Watkins asserted, "pervades our private and
collective existence; it shapes our values and mouigs our institutions."36
He called upon the government to lower the tariff wh;ch he h;ped would
discourdge Amerlcan investment and along with it American technology
which he believed was rendering obsolete Canadian "j;dividualism and
'nationalism."37 Displaying another slight shift to the left, Watkins
implored the gsvernment to implement p?ogrammes which would improve‘the
quality ané protect the uniqueness of Camadian life by "educating top

management, increasing soclal mobility and increasing the scope for public

rather than privéte_entrepreneurship."38 As Watkins gradually rejected

.\
.

3B 1bid., p. 23. ;

36Watkins, "Technology and Nationalism," p. 284. ‘K\

: ) 5
3 pd. - - }

3811id., p. 300. L - .
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the values of America2~?ociety and their overflow effect on Canada, he

subsequéntly bégan to reject the economic system which had created them,
Later in 1966’'in a.review of Walter Gordon's baok A Choice for

Chnada Iﬁdbpendénce or CoZonLal Status, Watkins further expressed his

chagrin with/Mmerican infiltration of the Canadian economy and i'ts

accompanying evils:

’/

American statesman ha@ﬁfbrovided ample evlidence of late of
their view that American corporations are the instruments
of Americarn forelgn policy, 'ﬁot only in the narrow sense . .
of defenders of the American balance-of-payments biut also 39

in the broad sense’ of propagators of American ideology.

Having totally reversed his position on economic nationalism since the

last time he had discussed the ideas of Walter Gordon in the pages of
i

the Canadian Forum while reviewiﬁg Hardy Johnson's book The Canadian

_Quandary Watkins this  time gently chastized Gordon for not going far

~ - .

enough in his recommendations to protect Canada from American economic
and political dnfluencés. But, ironically, it was Walter Gordon who
provided Mel Watkins with the vehicle throuéh which hé could further
explore the detrimental effects of American comﬁanies in Canada and

a

make hils own proposals.
In 1966 Walter Gordon, upon ret%rning to the Liﬁeral’qabinet,

convinced Prime Minister Pearson to commission a Task Force "to analyze
[ ]

the causes and consequences of foreign investment, to assess actual

benefits and costs, and to put forth proposals for legislative consider-
ation."40 Watkins was asked to head the “Task Force and was- assisted by

Melville H. Watkins, "Is Gordon's Game Worth the Candle?," Canadian
Forum, vol. XLVY, no. 546 (July, 1966), p. 77. -

39

4OF’oreign Ownership and the Structure of Canadian Industiry, Report of
the Task Force on the Strucfure of Canadian Industry (Ottawa, 1968),

p. 2.- '
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Abraham Rotstein, Stephen Hymer, A.E. Safarian and four other reglonal
representatives of the Canadian economit field. After a year kf investi-

gation and deliberation the report was published in January of 1968

under the title Foreign Ownership and the Structure of Canadian Industry;

but 1t would be remembered as the Watkins Report.

The Report asserted that in most instances foreign investment,

primarily American had brought with it to Canada advanced technology
and seasoned entrepreneurship ngt indigenous to the Canadian business
climate. Yeo foreign—owned comparjies in Canada operated at a level of
efficiency discernibly lower than their‘parént corporations in the
United States and not substantially higher than Canadian—owned instit-
utioné of equal magaitude. Furthermore, foreign;owned corporations
adhered to restrictive marketing arrangements within international
firms, placed few CanadiLns on their boards of directors, displayed a
distinct disinclination to offer shares to the Canadian public and

exhibited a susceptibility to the policy of their home government, In

other words, branch plants and subsidiaries behavqg,in“the best interests

-

of their parent multinationals. The economiE'power of these fipis also

.discouraged Canadians from entry into the competitive field.

*ﬁ
Beyond the economic realm of foreign investment, the Tas ‘Force

also examined the political ramifications of foreign contfol of industry.
To the extent that governmental decision—making was eroded by the multi-
nationals; nntional independence was undermined. This development was
evident in the intrusion of American anti-trust laws into Canada, the

behaviour of corporations in response to the demands of the American

balance~of-payments accounts and the applicaqion of the Trading with

&/r _ | -
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the Enemy Act to branch ﬁlants and subsidia;;:% in Canada. In no un-
certain terms the Heport emﬁhasized the brimac;lof this issue: '"'The
successfullintrusion of foreign law constitutes a direct erosion of .the

-

soyereignty of the Hoét country insofar as the legal capacity of the
latter to make decisionms 1s challenged or zauspe.ndec‘i."l'l
The Watkins Report propdéed the creation of the Canada Devéiopment
Corporatibn, a publicly-run organization whicﬁ cled regulate foreilgn as
well as domeat?c in%éstment in Canadian industry. The Reporf also
recommended that the government persuade forelgn-owned companies to
offer commonswghares to Canadian buyers. The Canadian government was to
train young businessmen in managerial skills and sponsor national research
and develcpment schemes. Tariff-policy would have to be altered to
create competition in fhe public interest and tax laws would have to be
reformed to guarantee Canada its rightful share of branch p1§nt and -f:
subsidiary corporate€ taxes. These recommendations, designed to inéreaqe
the benefits of foreign investment while decreasing the costs, were to
be the New National Policy for Canada. | . W
Watkins believed that the proposals put forwepg by the Report were

mild, typically liberal and void of socialist and nationalist jargon.42

sensible

Political scientist H.G. Thorburn called the Report a "@R T,
1
and moderate document“43 and Red-Tory historian W.L. Morton labelled it
. o .
"a set of reasonable and moderate ﬁrop05als."é4 Although Watkins was

now firmly convinced that sgue degree of governmental iIntervention in H__,//
\ ' '

“lrpid., p. 311 -

42Godfrey and Watkins, p. 84.

“ -
43H.G. Thérburn, "Mr. Gordon's Questions Amswered,' Canadian Forum,

vol. XL gI, no. 566, March, 1968, p. 270.

44W.L. Mor on%\fhe Kingdom of Canada (Toronto, 1970), p. 553.

-
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the economy was necessary to offset the threat of foreign-controlled

multinationals, he had not yet arrived at a radical political strategy.
In one of the first articles he published discussing his work on the
report, Watkins, sounding not unlike Walter Gordon, wrote:

Canada is comitted to the capitalilst path of development,

and, in the final analysis, Canadians should prefer "home-

brewed capitalists over alien capitalista. If Canada 1s

to be a capitalist coulitry -— and the prospects for change

in this respect are ‘hatdly part of the agenda for 1970 —-

then a case can be made for a Canadian bourgeoisle whose 45

competence and initiative are of a higher order.

‘It was not the writing of the Report itself but the official
reaction of govirnment and business to the study which proved to be the
crucial step in the radicalization of Mel Watkins. The Financtal Post
criticiged the Report for what it termed its anti—Ameriéén sentiments
and Cabinet Ministers John Turner and Mitchell Sharp refused to endorse
it fearing economic retaliation ffom the United States.46 Although he

‘“

was not the most articulate critic of the study, Ontario Conservative

MPP Stanley Randall nonetheless had little difficulty in getting his [

point across when he called the Report "baloney disguised as food for
thought"47 and warned against "misleading allegations constantly dribbled

into our newspapers by economic wierdos."48 The business establishments

4SMel Watkins, "A New National Policy," in Trevor Lloyd and Jack -
McLeod eds., Agenda I970: Proposals for a Creative Politieas (Toronto,
1968), p. 175.

z'E‘)Ken Wyman, "A Report[f}om the Tip of the Ice-berg?,” Canadian

Dimension, vol. ¥ mo. 4 (April-May, 1968). '

47Cited in Godfrey and Watkins, p. 187.

“81pid., p. 183.
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Watkins addressed in the year following the ‘’elease of the Report greeted

him with general hossglity. Only the CLC and the NDP enthusiastically
endorsed the Report, the latter welcoming Watkins with open arms, a
gesture, party leaders may have regr;tted in view pf subsequent develop-
ments. The CLC claimed that the recommendations of the Report "would .
do much to increase CaAnada's control over the Can;dian economy.“49 On
the other hand, the radical left wing in Canada criticized the Report
for its moderation. Writing in Canadian Dimension, Ken Wyman ﬁfaised
tﬂe Report for its condemnation of the quiet diplomacy practices of the
Canadian government in relétion to the intrusiqn of American law Into
Canada, but added that the cautious recommendations’of the study
illustrated qulet diplomaéy of a different type.50

' Events in the year following the release of the Report led Watkins
to become mofe aware of the éhreat to Canadlan sovereignty posed by

foreign investment and the reluctance of the Canadian gowernment to take

remedial steps to guard against the intrusion of American law Iinto

o

/%Eﬂaspn

of the United States placed on American subsidiaries operating outside

Canada. Just prior to the publication of the Report, Presid

of the United Statés new mandatory controls designé to appr;\\lhtg more
profits for the home country to help improve its balgnce-of-paymeqts.
The severity of these new measures was reduced for Ca ada only affer the

Minister of Finance, Mitchell Sharp, conferred with Mx/. Fowles, the

49C'anad1lan Labour, May 1968, p. 37. Cited in Resnick, The Land of Cain,
. p. 180.° “p
' /

-

50Seé Ken Wyman, and George Lermer, "The Task Force Report: An
Economilst's Notebook," Canadian Dimension, vol. 5, no. &, April-
May, 1968.
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United States Secretary of the Treasurer. Testifyipg before the House
of Commons Committee on Finance, Trade and Economlc Affairs in March of
1968, Watkins sald: "It is clear that doubts as to which national policy
applies to American subsidiaries in Canada can, in the final analysis,
only be resolved in Washington."s1 In September of the¥same year
Watkins recalled the event during a CBC radio interview: "Ottawa found
it could communicate with Canadian incorporated firms only via Washington."52

Watkins discovered that his Report had proven to be too radical
for the quiescent continental policies of the Liberal Party and he later
expressed his belief that serious attempts were made to éuppress and
shelve the study.53 He also sﬁgted his opinion that 1t was disowned by
the government because it exposed the limitations of "liberalism —— and .
of Liberélism."s4 Frustrated in his attémﬁts to Impose national goals
on the Canadian government aﬁd business elite, Watkins was pushed towards
an alternative political strategy and a new view of society: s

Working on the report on foreiga ownership had made me into

an economic nationalist and defending the report had pushed

me towards soclalism. It seemed clear to me that only

through substantial nationalization could Canadlans regain

control of their economy. But it was equally obvious to me

that the people interested in nationalization would not be

the present business elite who in many cases were doing

tather well as branch plant managers. A powerful

transition towards socialism would mean that one had to

appeal to the ordinary working people who had most to gain

if Canada became economically independent. 3>

5lGodfrey and Watkias, p. 56.. ,
2 bid., p. 57
315:4., p. 84,

54Me1 Watkins, "Education in the Branch-Plant Economy," This Magazine is
About Schools, vol. 4, issue 1 (winter, 1970), p. 121.

5SWatkins, "Learning to Move Left," p. 82,
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" Watkine combined his disenchantment with American foreign and

domestic policies and their overflow effects on Canada with the empirical

\ h -

-evidence of the Watkins Report which revealed the colonizing nature of
foreign investment and arrived at an understanding of economic nation-
alism. His discovery of the colonial mentality of the Canadian business

class and the timidity of the Liberal government forced him to construct

a new political philosophy through which his redefined version of

national policies could be pursued. By early 1969 the radicalization

_process was complete and Watkins announced his new stand in a letter to
Canadian Dimension: "To implement the Watkins Report is decidedly second-

best; the first-best solution is socialism, and a radical socialism at

56

that." Although Watkins had been active in politically-oriented move-

.ments gf the University of Toronto and was famlllar with the highest
levels of Canadian government, he still lacked tactical political

-

experience and awareness through which he could expound his newly-arrived-

. at philesophy. The opportunity for Watkins to become involved in direct

4

political action arose when he made the chuaintance of James Laxer, a
left-wing member of the NDP. Watkins was searching foi some left-wing
authors for a proposed University League for Social Reform publication
when he met Laxer. Watkins and Laxer combined thelr separate experiences
of the 19608 and formed the basis of the Waffle movement. Although Laxer
" had not undergone a process of.radicalization in tﬁersame fashion as ﬁgd
Watkins, he brought with him to the Waffle a social education ;hich in

every way was pertinéut to the mood of the 1960s.

tﬂ'

—

56Mel'Watkins, Canadicn Dimension, vol. 6, no. 1 (April-May, 1969).
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James Laxer was born in Montreal in December of 1941 and had been
an active memb&r'of the NDP since 1962. Unlike Mel Watkins, Laxer did
not acrive at socialism slowly and gradually but had inherited at a
young age the Marxist philoeophy of his father, Robert Laxe€r, a pro—;‘
minent Canadian Communist. But events in the 1960s wqced have their
effect on James Laxer ad well. Laxer was subjected to a politica;
educatiou‘of aanique type as a result of his d%rect involvement with a ¢ |
new .social forcation which agpeared simultaceously in yaridus parts of
the western world in the early yeacs of the 1960s -- the New Left Movement.

The New Left Movement wae the name given to the youth-oriented
political expression of the 19608 which rejected'the materialistic and

Amilitaristic values and hietarchical structures of modern corporate
‘society. The imperialistic practices og-the world's two major super
powers, the United States and the Soviet Union, were equally subjected
_to the criticisms of the New Left. The movement was cost vigible and
active in the United States and the industrialized countries of western
Europe. American New Lefters, largely the product of middle-clas :
families, had benefited greatly from the wide extension of hjfher
education which characterized the post-war period. Having been born into
a world of material opulence, unlike most of their parents who had

- witnessed both war‘and depreseion and had struggled to achieve a com-
fortable standard of living, New Lefters questioned the obvious decadence
and wealth of post-war middle-class living and its command ovef the
impoverished lower strata of society. They attacked society 8 entrenched
jnstitutions, including trade unions, as bulwarks of the status quo and

totally renounced their faith in' traditional politics as a veh%cle for

progressi@e social thought. In the words of New Left guru HerBert
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"Marcuse: "No party I can envisage today will not within a very short

time fall victim to the general and totalitarian political corruption
which Eharacterizeé the political universe."57

Having rejected the t?aditional modes of social protest, the New
Left believed that the problems of modern socilety needed to be attacked
at the most fundamental of levels —- in the factories, in the neighbour-
hoods, and on the streats. The movement hoped to achieve its goalse
through direct action:

The sterility of the traditional revolutionaries, encouraged

the new left to open up the question of both theory and

practice again, In a fresh undogmatic way. Radicalism was
literally taken to mean going to the root of a problam.

58

The New Left phenomenon in North America grew. out of the civil
rights movement which had originated in the southernlUnite& States in
the late 195038 and early 1960s. The movement was especilally prevalent
on university campuses where students énd professors alike proposed

radical critiques of modern soclety. In the autumn of 1964 the Free ‘J/

Speech Movement was founded at the University of California Berkeley

campus in defence of the propagation of radical ideas aegﬂin December of

that year 800 students were arrested at a demonstration in support of
this organization. After 1965, with the escalation of American involve-
ment in the War in Viet Nam, New Lefters organized numerous anti-war and

anti-draft demonstrations and eventually exerted enough pressure om

in
-President Lyndon Johnson through their criticism of his foreign policy

to discourage him from seeking another term in office.

A

57

Herbert Marcuse, "Radical Perspectives 1969," Our Generation, vol. 6,
no. 3, December-January, 1969, p. 13.

58Roussopoﬁlos; Canada and Radiecal Social Change, preface, p. 7.
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The New Left in Canada waé/;;presented by the Combined Universiéy &

Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CUCND), a moralistic single-lssue '

protesi organizatfon which was founded in 1959. In the autumn of 1961

CUCND began publication of an educational journal called Our Generation

Against Nuelear War to augment the.numerous demonsﬁrations and garches
it had orgapized since its foundation. The firsteihitiop‘p? this '
magazine, which coincided with the creation of the NDP, strongl&;
criticized the party's founding.convention for net takipg a stronger
stand against Canada's participation in NATb. In 1963, responding to .
Canada's acceptance of nuclear weaponry and recognizing the ineffective-
ness of polite protest, CUCND adopted the true philosephy of the'&ew
Left and pledged tq. involve itself directly in non-violent social
activities-at the gfaserOts level. In the summer of 1964, fourteen“
CUCND members.initiated and conducted a study of the possible disarmament
of military installations in North Bay. In.autumn of the -same yeaf
CUCND transformed itself into the Student Union for Peace Action (SUPA),
a more radical and serategy—oriented organlzation which, like its
parent, was centred on university-campuses.

Itvie not surprising that the universities played such an ilmportant
role in social and political activities of the 19605; Demographic

statistics of the period reveal that a majority of Canadians in the H

19605 were betweeﬁ’the ages of fifteen d twenty-four, a result of the
N

post-war "baby boom. " Universit enrollment in Canada had almost doubled

in the first five years of-the 1960s and in Ontario alone twelve per

cent Qg‘the population between the ages of eighteen and twenty—four were

. enrolled in post—secondary educatidnal institutions as compared to &.6

i e o

e e—a—
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per cent of the same age group in the mid 1950s. The universities
provided the stimulation and the facilities for concentrated numbers of
youth to gather and examine their collective future in the technoloéical
society. As sociologist Marcel Rioux observed in 1965:

The young are in no hurry to join the cut—throat war that

adults wage among themselves. Confronted with all the

techniques of industrial society, the great industrial

and financial corporations, the bilg electoral machines, the

young feel deprived and powerless. 60
. ™

For the duration of ite existence from 1964 to 1967, at which time
it was replaced by the New Left Committee, SUPA was undoubtedly the
centre of New Left activitf in. Canada. Like itg/éounterparta in the

United States, SUPA was sceptical of orgarfized political Eapties and
chose to make its cont;iﬁqtion to society through direct social action
at the community level, In the sumer of 1965 it had eighty members
working full-time on projecté wlth Canada's ' poor and n;tive-peopieé in
places such as Kingston, the Koofepays, Saskatchewag and Quebec.q It
displayed its international character through its organization of‘demon—
sdfations protgsting the War in Viet Nam, the draft and the treatmgnt-?%
the American Neéro. It encouraged radical activity on numerous égmpuses
across Canadé and influenced other student groups such as McGill;s
Studknts for a Democratic University. .

As a member of Sﬁ%A, this -was the envirgffggt to which James Laxer

was exposed as a young man. From his earliest undergraduate days at thé

> - ° 4

Philip Reéni, » "The New Left in Ontario," in Dimitrious I. Rouesopouﬂ
ed., The New Left in Canada (Montreal 1970), p. 94.

Oparcel Rioux, "Youth in the Contemporary World and in.Quebec," Our
Generation, vol. 3, no. 4, vol. 4, no. 1, May, 1966, p. 12.

.
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University of Torqnto;'LaxEr had been involved in student politics.
In 1963 he organized a demonsératiqﬁ at Queen's Park in support of
"gpecial status" for Quebec which attracfed 2500 to.3000 participants.
While at the University of Toxonto Laxer also edited the campus news- g
paper, the Varsity, and in 1965 he was president qf Canadian University
lPress. When he moved to Kingston to pursue a graduate degree in Capadian
history at Queen's University, he remained active in student affairs
throdgh his continuedlparticipation in SUPA.

Althougﬂ Laxer had been influenced by the philosophy of the New
Left Movement, his studies in Canadian history made him more sensit%ye
than most New Left adﬁocates to the particular problems of Canada as a
nation, especially in fegard to American domination of -the economy and
French-English relations. He was undoubted1§'iﬁfluenced to a.certain
degree by the nationalist and reformist ideas of the subject of"his"
Master's thesis, Henrl Bourassa.61 In 1966, Laxer, espousing a position
not unlike the one Mel Watkins would a?rivé at two yeagé later, dff;rgd
this opinion on the question of the Canadian econonmy:
The reasoﬂ why repatriation of the economy has not takéh place
iq not because 1t cannot be dong, but bepause it would not
benefit those dominant in this country to do so. While there
are no universally accepted plams for repatriation, many J
approaches have been developed. But such plans will 1lie
dormant until an opposition movement motivated not to duplicate

the American model, but to create a system without elites
: 62
becomes powerful in Canada.

- Laxer believed that the Canadian New Left was not properly addressing

itaélf to the crucial questions facing Canada. 'From the early 1960s,"

61See Joseph Levitt, "Images of Bourassa," Journal of Canadian Studies,
vol. 13, no. 1 (Spring, 1978). ' n .

62James Laxer and Arthur Pape, "Youth and Canadlan Politics,” in -
Roussopoulos ed., Canada and Radical Social Change, p. 53.
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Laxer wrote, "the Canadian New Left derived much of its style and ideology
from the United States, and_American—centred issues filled its political
ageuda." This preoccupation with American i&huea, such as the draft and
the question of civil rights, Laxer claimed, prevented the Canadip

student movement: fxrom formulating "a political strategy relevant to

‘Canadian society." "In general," Laxer concluded,

—

-4

American radicalism tends to be an inappropriate gulde for
Canadian radicals because it 1s conceived out of the con-
ditions of.-the heart of the empire rather than the conditions63
of a depepdent country.

Laxer believed that before the New Left could have a positive

-

effect on Canadian society it would. be necessary to break the strangle-
hold of the American empire over Canadian affairs:

Today, the issues of the war in Vietnam and internal racilal
violence combine with the American takeover of the Canadian
economy to modify a traditional Canadian view of the United
States as both a. society to be emulated, and a powerful
. ally and protector against chimerical threats from abroad
- « « . for Canadians who wish to pursue the elusive goal of

//,__d,,//' an egalitarian socialist societ¥; American imperialism is 64
the major enemy..
Laxer also believed that ghe New Left's rejection of all the trad- -
ipioqal agencles of protest was not applicable to the Canadian experience.
A knpwledge of the history of radicalism in Canada, asg expres‘pd through
organizations such‘as the CCF and varipus industrial trade unioms,

along with an appreciation of political organiziné which he had Ixherited

A"
from his Communist father, convinced Laxer that the New Left shouldﬂg§;

63James Laxer, "The Americanization of the Canﬁﬂian Student Movement," in
Tan Lumsden.ed., Close the 49th Parallel ete: The Amemccunzatwn of
Canada (Toronto, 1970), pp. 276-278.

64James'Laxer and Gerald L. Caplan, "Perspectives on un-American Traditions
in Canada," in Lumsden, pp. 308-310. '
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infiltrating the NDP. To some extent this had already happened, as is
suggested by the New Democratic Youth convention of 1965. At this con-
ference "'the left caucus of the group proposed and won significant support
for a resolution calling for

Canada's withdrawal from NATO, the immediate nationalization

of basic and key sectors of the economy, ultimate workers'

control of factories, student and faculty representation on

all governing bodies of the universities, and the recognition65

of Quebec's right to self-determination.

Many of the young proponents of this programme would relterate similar
resolutions four years later as members of the Waffle.

Laxer was not the only political activist who desired to see a
restructuring of the New Left in Canada along natlonal lines. Cy Gonick,
the editor of Canadian Dimension, also pleaded with the movement to
abandon the isolationist attitudes of its American relative and become
more relevant to the Canadian scene. The following passage expresses
this conviction and, like the New Democratic Youth resolutioﬁ; further
ant{cipates Waffle philosophy:

A serious New Left, instead of isolating itself from "the

establishment" by forming ghettoized communities, should .

be penetrating the major institutions where people are —— A

trade unions, churches, teachers' socleties, student

organizations, the NDP, to create within them epnstituencies

which can be harnassed to a political movement gimed at

national independence and socialism, to guard -agpinst

elitism and to insist, in all of these activities on 66
member participation in decision-making.

Y

Although Laxer had expressed his willingness to work within the

structure of the NDP, he was not satisfied with the present state of

6SStan1ey Gray, "The New Democratic Youth Convention," Canadian Dimension,

vol. 2, no. 6, September-October, 1965, p. 23.
66C.W'. Conick, "Strategies for Social Change," Canadian Dimension,
vol. 4, no. 1, November-December, 1966, p. 39.
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radicalism within thé parfy. Laxer was one of m;ny ND? leftists who
believed the barﬁy had been "born at the end of a iong ideological 3‘$///f
retreat An the part of its predecessar, the CCF."67 He was disappointed
that the NDP had not,;;;cted in a more pgsitive fashion to the new L

' social and political undercurrents of the 1960s and believed that the (
moderating and anti-nationalist influence of international unionism
prevented the'pa;ty from devising a more radical strategy: "Hampered

%by American-dominated intéfnational unions and out to win a growing
urban- middle class electqrate, the NDE-is not likely to deal with basic
1ssues in a new wa;—%f’g Laxer hoped that the lead of the gﬂew Left
would encourage the NDP to increase itérinvoivement in exéra—parliamentary
actiﬁify: "It was the New Left," Laxer wrote, "which had to remind us
that it ié an abdication of responsibility to concentrate on electoral '
péwer at the expense of one's immediate community."69

Despite his criticismé, Laxer admitted that, in thg final analysis,

the NDP was the most logicql vehicle through which Canadians could |

attempt to structure a new society:

) The NDP 1s the most important -institutional expressibn of

* the Canadian left. More than any other organization, 1t ffﬁh’
embodies the cultural and political traditions of the “» .
Anglo-Canadian working class .*. . The NDP brings together
the essential constituencies —- workers, farmers, students,
intellectuals ~- that are necessary in bullding a méssTO ) -
socilalist movement. : . ) .

67 ’ j\
Laxer and Caplam, p. 315. ,

68Laxer and Pape, p. 49,

69Laxer and Caplan, p. 317.

mid., pp. 314-315.
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The challenge before Laxer was to persuade the NDP to accept the

radicalism of a Canadianized New Left while simultaneously encouraging

—

New Lefters to accept the structure qi,the NDP. The nature of the prob-
lem was best described by New Left observer Ian Lumsden:
( The NDP has been obsessed with parliamentary politics and
“  has allowed quasi-constitutional issues —~ such as that of
bilingualism and Quebec -- to distract its attention from
‘the question of extra-parliamentary power, which 1is much
more pertinent to the issue of the Americanization of
‘Canada. The New Left, on the other hand, may have become
so mesmerized by the dynamic revival of American radicalism
that it, too, has been distracted from the need to devise
strategies that are appropriate to Canadian institutiqns7l
and their cultural peculiarities. o
To suggest that the NDP had been totally insensitive to the
political undercurrents of the 1960s would be as unfair as it would be
inaccurate. At Iits conventions held throughout the ‘19608 the party had
voiced 1its opposition to inc;eased foreipgn ownership and had apﬁroved °
of a policy of "special status" for the province of Quebec.’ During the
1968 federal election campaign the NDP attempted to include the findings
of the Watkins Repoit'amongst the major issues of debate, but the new
_and charismatic Liberal leader, Pherre Elliott Trudeau, mesmerized ‘the \
- ~ . . . .
electorate with the single issue of French-English relations. Trudeau,
a strong federalist and adamant anti-nationglist, ridiculed the NDP's
&
"two nations" theory and its accompanying imp&iéation'of "gpecial status"
for Quebec. The Progressive Conservative Party, under the leadership of
Robert Stanfield, had also expressed its'beiief that Canada was composed
N 4

of two founding peoples and consequently suffered as well at the hands

of Trudeau. The new Prime Minister's promise io English Canada to ¥od

.

71Ian Lumsden, "American Imbe;ialism and Canadian Intellectuals,” in
Lumsden ed., Close the 49th Parallel, p. 326.

[
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concesslons to French-Canadian nationalists and his plgdge to Queﬁ?ckegp.

to érotéct their Interests through a strong and unified federal bloc

led the Liberal Party to a majority victory. Future leaders of both

major opposition parties would think carefully before expounding on

extended privileges for the province of Quebec. Later-in-léﬁ& the NDP

caucﬁs égthered in Wakefield, Quebec, to hear'addresses by Charles Taylor
*and Kari L;vitt_on the extent of corporate power aﬁé,;he e%fects_of
American invéstment on Canadian political and economic sovereiéﬁty.
Early in 1969 MP Ed z;oadbent-researched and—presented a paper outlining

a socialist approach to industrial democracy. The NDP was clearly

W;E;gégﬁﬁng to the growth of nationalist and socialist sentiments which

characterized the 1960s, but for James Laxer the responif)lacked

. Y
immediacy and definitigp. In the spring of 1969 he initiated a move

designed‘to instdil} the NDP with a more radical posturé.

Laxer first began to articulate his discontent with the NDP in
February<of 1969 in conversation wi;h his: friend and fello? party member,

/

Gerald Caplan. Caplan was a young but seasoned political :ctivist who
had manqged campalgns for David Lewis iq'the early sixties., Laxer and
ﬂgﬁlan appealed to other disgruntled NDPers, including MP Ed Broadbent,
and a series of discussion_sessions followed. On April 29, 1969, a

Il

group of elevén NDP members, including the recently radicalized and
p;)liticized Mel Watkins, met in Toronto an:l laid the foundation for an
internal left caucus. At a subsequent meeting oﬁe of tbe attendants,
Gilés Endicott, requndigg to an uncertain.gpsition on the question of
public ownership, utte;ed something to the effect of: "If we're going
to waffle, I'd rather gaffle to the left than waffle to the right," and

the group was presented alth its unfortunate but éndﬁring name, After
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several of these small informal gatberings the group arrived at a number
of principles thch ifjdecided to submit to other party members for
discussion .and debate. These postulates w%fe\embodied in a statement,

of which Laxer was the main autﬂor, entitled "E?r an Independent Socialisg

- " 72
or the Waffle Manifesto.

{

Ca_néfd:i
le Wafflers announced their primary goal in the first few lines

\ L
of the Manifesto: "Our .aim as democratic socialists is to.bulld an

1
[- 3

independent socialist Canada. Our aim as supporters of the New Democratip
Party is to make it a truly socialist party." The Waffle Manifesto
imp;ored the NDP to respond to the new movqnené;{;f nationalism and
soclalism in Canada in order to co-ordinate the building of.a mass
socialist base which would lead to the creation-of a new gociety. 0f
prime importance,_the Waffle claimed, was the achievemeﬁt of economic
independence: "The major threat 60 Canadian survival today is American
control of the Canadian economy. The/mﬁﬁor issue of our times 1s not
national unity but national survival, and the fundamental threat is
external, not internal." The profit-motivated operaéions of American- \’/////
based multi-national corporations, the Waffle alleged, had reduced Canada
to a "resource base and consumer market" of American comme;cial interests,
Moreover, a too-close economic association.with the Unitea States had
subjected Canada ti the psychology of the American empire, an empire
"charactérized by militarisﬁ abroad and racism at h%?e."
-
The solution to Canada's problems, according to the Waffle, was the

implementation of socialism. The Canadian capitalist class, "junior

pan;ners" in the American-controlled continental syatem, could not be

72See Appendix A,
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1
_depended on to repatriate the economy or redistribute wealth:

"Capitalism must be replaced by socialism, by national planning of

investeent and by the pubiic ownership of the means of production in

the interests of the Canadian PeOple as a whole."  The Waffle belleved

that independence and socialism were Interdependent goals for Canada -
and that Canadian nationalism was ,a solid base upon which to build a

mass socialist movement because ;é its historical anti-i perielist

nature. ’ -

Turning to the country's internal problems, the Manifesto addressed
jtgelf to the question of national unity. The Waffle entreated the NDP
to recognize the existence in Canada of two distinct nations. But the
group believed that the unity of the two peoples could be maintained
though a unity of purpose:

An English Canada concerned with its own national survival

would create common aspirations that would help to tie the

two natlons together once more . . . Socialists in English

Canada must ally themselves with socialists in Quebec in
thlis common cause.

The Waffle believed that American domination of Canada further aggravated

the country's ieternal divisions. Although the group recognized the

legieimacy of the national aspirations of French Canada, there was no

mention in the Manifesto of self—determieation or the need to dismantle

the federal system: "A United Canada is ef critical importance in

pursuing a successful strategy against the reality of American imperialism."
If the NDP was to be the political arm of the new socialist eociety,

jéhe base of the movement was to be found at Working-class‘level. Workers

and trade unienists, the Waffle declared, were "central to the creatiom

of an independent socialist Canada.” But the plan, to succeed, must be

-~

based upon full participatory democracy:
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The New Democratic Pafty must provide leadership in the

astruggle to extend working men's influence into every

area of industrial decision-making. Those who work must

have effective control in the determination of working

conditions, and substantial power, in determining the

nature of the product, prices and so on. Democracy and . '
.socialism require nothing less. '

The NDP was to tap the wealth of socialist sentiment wherever it
could be found in socilety:

The New Dembcratic Party is the organization suited to

bringing these activities into a common focus . . .

The New Democratic Party must rise to that challenge or

become irrElgyant. Victory lies in Joining the struggle.

The temptation is great to liken the Waffle statement to the Regina
Manifesto, and many political pundits did just that,lget a close exam-

. : N
Ination of the two documen@e reveals some basic differences of time and
strategy. The Regina statement had been born in the depths of depression
in response to an economic system which had failed to provide sustenance -
.’—"/,‘ = - . .

for the majority of society. The Waffle paper, on the other hand, had

LI
beeﬁjhritten in times ef relative prosperity in response to a system

. which had created an ovyer-emphasis on material production and had feduced
\\\\\\“‘*ﬂaeﬁeggge,tc*EEE”EtaEus/ef satelYite of the American empire. The Regina
statement defended the right of workers to organi;e but promised to
concentrate pienning in the hands of government-paid technocrats and
spoke only briefly of worker participation in industry. The Waffle
stetement, reflecting the infiluence of New Leftism, desired to see a
complete redistribution of power which would include the workingman in
the process of managerial decision-making. On the question of national
unity, the Regina Manifesto was silent while the Wafflefgletement
emphasized the need to recognize the national status of French Canada.
The older ﬁrogfamme sald noehing of foreign investment in‘Caneda end

blamed economic nationalism; as reflected by a high tariff, for the

1
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deprivation of Canada's agricultural class. To the Waffle, the question
of American investment wés of preeminent importance and economic nation-
alism was inextricably linked with the achievement of socialism. The
Regina paper briefly alluded to the problem of the inequaliﬁy of the
sexes In the work force whereas thé Waffle statement oddly said_ﬁothing
of this, although this issue would later bec0méga predominant tenet of
Waffle phglosophy as feminism increased in popularity. Both doﬁumente
were radical in tonk and temperament and both called for the replacement
of capitalism by socialisé emphasizing the implemenfation of public
ownership, but in the finer deEails, each statement was clearly an
individual responsé to t?e problems of a particular generation. -
The Waffle Manifesto was a reflection of the new radical political
and social undercurrents of the 1960s. The statement combined a number
of radical ideas, most of which had made their first appearance in the
pages of Canadian Dimension through the writings of Cy Gonick, Charles
Taylor, Gad Horowitz and James Laxer. There were two especlally notable
passages in the document. First, the statemeﬁt linked socialism with

nationalism. Nationalism was a position infrequently associated with

socialism because of its historical overtones of imperialism ahd militarism.

—

. . _
In the case of Canada, however, the Waffle understood nationalism as the

best defence against encroaching American imperiafism‘and a necessary
precursor to the achievément of sccialism. Secondly, although the Waffle
encompassed the philosophy of th? New Left regarding the ddstribution of )
power in society, it totally contradicted that movement's attitude
towards the usefulness of political parties. The New Left rejected all

existing political organizations as "part of the establishment and



56

- . 1
therefore too corrupt, authoritarian and manipulative to work withinl"73

This analysis may have been applicable to the United States which had
l
been dominated by the two-party non-parliamentsry system since its ‘

L
1

foundation, but Canada had a-more radical political tradition ‘which ﬁad
been established by a number of militant trade unions and organizations

such as the CCF/NDP which could be utilized in the building of the new
~ ’ ‘
society. The Waffle subscribed substantially to the New Left philosophy,

but it was clearly a Canadian edition.
The Waffle Manifesto differed most radically from exisédng NDP E

policy in its endorsement of the traditional socialist tool of national-

ization as a means to regain powers from American-owned mqigi~nationall

_ < - = L
corporations. Although the NDP had consistently called for greater \

Canadian control of the economy, it had suggested a number of regulatofy

meagsures other than public ownership to -achieve this end. The Waffle E
also stressed the importance of NDP involvement in extra-parliamentary

educational activity at the grassroots level of soclety, a suggestion
; \
which had not been treated as a priority by the party over the past

decade. On the question of Quebec, the Waffle Manifesto did not differ.
drastically from official NDP policy. Both views recognized the existence

. in Canada of two identifiable nations although the Waffle position embreced
[

English-Canadian nationalism to a greater degree. To the Waffle, the

achievement of economic nationalism took precedence over the self-
determination of the province of Quebec. Some months prior to the birthi

of the Waffle Manifesto, James Laxer had written:
’ L . Q\J

-

‘T;Gonick, "Strategies for Social Change," p. 39.

}
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Quebec separatists who wish to break all links with '
English Canada can offer their people little more than
a formal soverelgnty that would allow them to negotiate

only the detaills of their dependency on the United States.74

This interpretation was less radical than the one offered by the Canadianf/
Union of Students in 1968, a!position which would later be adopted by

Laxer and the Wafflei

Quebec must have the right of self-determination, and

this does not incldde the idea that this choice is made
by the English-speaking majority of Canada who have been75
oppressing and exploiting them.

In June of 1969 the tiny Waffle group elected a five-member co-

&lér*Offfnating comnittee with Glles Endicoit as secretary for the purpose of

distributing and seeking support for the Manifesto amongst other members
[}
of the NDP. The document was sent to various individuals within';he

party and appeared with endorsement in Canadian Dimension. The slow
emergence of the Waffle from the back rooms was described by Mel Watkins:

None of us who wrote the Waffle Manifesto, and certainly

not myself, ever sat down and sald: "Let's radicalize the

NDP." 1t was much more of a spontaneous thing of a dozen - -
or so people realizing they were in the Party and fed up,e

with it. We never set out to do what we ended up doing
-...Interest in what we were_doing sort of snowballed until

riding associations were endorsing our Manifesto . . . 77 t/jéi::*
it was simply spontaneous combustion. ,
Y ‘ ’ ' L4 -
-

. & -
74James Laxer, "The Search for Canadian Nationalism," Canadian DimerEipn,
vol. 5, no. 7, December-January, 1968-1969, p. 41 .y

Spon 1. Ray, Political Thought of CUS (Ottawa, 1968), p. 10. Cited in
Resnick, The Land of Cain, p. 192.

7800dfrey and Watkins, p. 102.

T bid, p. 109. ' /
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" A significant number of NDPers voiced their support for the ideas

of the Manifesto. Many of the party's younger members who had been
rédicalized thrdﬁéﬁuiheir experiences with New Leftism and student
movement§ of the 1960s endorsed the statement. Some of the senior members
of the party, who had never bgen pleased with the mere reformist policles
of the NDP, saw in the document a return to the radical days of the |
, CCF and addéd their approval. The mounting support‘ﬁor the Manifesto
within.the party ";;Lnged what had been an gssentia;ly iﬁtellectual
endeavour into a potenfially political one."78

On July 26, 1969, twenty-nine Waffle supporters, all residents of
Kingston, Ottawa or Toronto, met iﬁ“Kingston to discus;'tpe newborn- |
caucus. It was decided here that thé oup would attempt to have the
- Manifesto endorsed at the NDP federal co ention plaﬁned for October in
Winnipeé The meeting also approved'tﬁe idea of a press conference to
publicize the Manifesto to be held some time prior to the convention.
Glles Endicott James Laxer and John Smart were a;;igned the task of
se;;ching out wider natlonal support for the statement. The decislon_
was also takén thap~the group would submit individual'reéolutions on
sﬁeéific'topicé fof ciycuiatioﬁ and debate at'the convention. A ntmber
of committees w;re set up to.look into and prephre pol statements on
Quebec, foreién owné&:ghip,gndustriai democracy, extrdtparliamentary.
activities;{internal part§ reform, the Americaniz;fion of Canadian '

Uniyersities, the mass media, poverty, economic policies, regional

. diépafity, women's liberation, foreign policy and agriculture. The

78Miluer and ﬁémoine, “The National Question in Canada," p. 185.

. ‘ ‘ . o .
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Waffle was quickly beginning to resemble an organized political structure -

L -

and had even set up an "Information Expenses Fund” for the collection of
money to cover its expenditures.79 . -

In August of 1969 the germinating Waffle met in Toronto to discuss

~

its progress to date. It was declided to send the minutes of the Kiggston
meeting and additional copie; of the Menifesto to riding associations iﬂ\\\
- and fgdéral council members. By September 2, nin;ty—fouf NDPers had

endorsed the Waffle stgtement. Among those who approvéd of the progrémme

Q’ . ! -
were Jeremy Ackerman, leader of the Nova Scotia NDP, Britikh Columbia . "4_,/”
\. ’ . . . .

MLA's Dave Barrett, Eileen Dailly, Gordon Dowding, Jim Lorimer snd Alek////

MacDonald, and Manitoba MLA and editor of Canadian Dimension, Cy Gonick.

0f the remaining sﬁpporters of the docﬁment eighteen held party positions
or were party workers, seven héld pos;tions with the ﬁew Deomcratic Youth,‘
and seven were associated in an official capacity w{fh trade gnioné.
Twenty-four silgnatories who. were associated with post—secondary educational
institutions comprised tﬁe iargest single identifiable gkdup of supporters'
of the Manifesto. These endofsers of the statement cleafly did not
reprgaent the fringe element of the NDP. The influence they w%blded

within and outside of the organization was too great to be ignored by .
. g .

\\\\fij;farty leaders. . V"j: - o
On September 4, 1969, the Waffle introduced itself to the world at

~-

~——

a'press conference held in Ottawa. Speaking for the group, Mel Watkins
,” presented the Manifesto and announiced the intention of the group to

fally support for the documeqt at the NDP convention in October. The:

-

- - ) . ' . - \
Minutes, Kingston Meeting, July 26, 1969. CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File,
Public Archives of Canada.

79
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_ ‘;immediate goal of the group,| Watkins déclared, was to reinfuse radicalism

.r

into hhe NDP, and the long-range objéctive was the creation of a mass
soclalist baée at the working-class level of society.
The reaction of the press to the Waffle Méq;festo was generally

critical and in some cases hysterical.xkJournalist‘Charles Lynch asserted: . !

-

I

"I -do not believe they could elect a dog-catcher, anywhere in Canada,

-

on such a platform."80 Lynch also expressed hig, belief that the group

could be seen as "acting in the interest of international commuuism."81

’ Singling out Mel Watkins, because he was the only member of the group's
centre core with an extensive public profile, Jack McArthur stated: '
"Watkins has cast oﬁf higumask.of moderation. And who can_blameLhim?
Eventually a man must do his own thing, no matter how wildly sociaiist,

anti-American or even anti-democratic it may Bound."gz' Douglas Fisher

and H%rry Crowe in the Toronto Telegram expressed doubt that the Wafflers

1

were bona fide members of the NDP and called the statement "a jumble of

discarded slogans of the 1930s, a nostalgia of guild socialism and above

all a frenzf/of anti—Americanism.“83 Even the left-wing nationalist

' Abraham ‘Rotstein in the pages-of the Canadian Forum rejected the Manifesto

for what He claimed was an overly—thiépies approach to the problems of

-

the seventiles. Rotgtein, like many éthers, disapproved of the Manifesto's
- " A

4 T
80 , ~ o \\
Cited in Godfrey and Watkins, p. 109. ‘\\ |
. 81Cited in Canadian Dimension, vol. 6, mo. 5, October-November) 1969, |
" p.-4. ' . f/n AY '
820ited 1n Godfrey and Watkins, p. 109. /Q
83 '

Cited in Canadian Dimension, vol. 6, mo. 5, October-November, 1969, .

. P-égfy . . _j'll "
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pertinacious anti-American tone: ~7

A Manifesto.which pivots on a reactioy to Ameriég at a low
point in its history is in‘my view, npot an enduring_basis- 84
\\\23~ngfﬁ.to construct the edifice of Canad}an-independence],

The aptione of the Waffle had caused a certain degree of discomfort
within the-rauks of the party as well. On Seb;gmber 3, Harold E. Thayer,
a ﬁémber of the NDP federal council and General vi;e-president for
Canada of the Internatiénal Assoclation of Machinists and Aef%space
Workers, wrote to Waffle co-ordinating committee secretary Giles Endicott
ﬁrotesting that officers of the party had not been made awére of the
early Waffle meetings which he implied had been held secretly.85 Later
in September Endicott received an unhappy letter from Catherine Allan,
secretary of the Mailllardville NDP clﬁb and Gerry Richardson, provincial
council delegate of the Coquitlam Constituency in British Columbia.
Allan and Richardson complained of the "adverse publicity" the group was
attracting to itself which they believed was potentially damaging to the
party's public image. The authors of this letter described the Manifesto
as "five pages of virulent anti-Americanism' and called it "an emotional
and critical propaginda statement with no constructive ideas, which
leéves us wide open to the cﬁarge of extremism without offering

solutions."ae"NDP Deputy Leader David Lewis, attempting to rationalize

84 \brahan Rotstein, "The Search for Independence," Canadian Forum,
vol. XLIX no. 585, October, 1969, p. 1l47. '
8SHarold E. Thayer to Giles Endicott, September 3, 1969. CCF/NDP Papers,
Vaﬁfle File, Public Archives of Canada.
f . :
86Catherine Allan and Gerry Richardson to Glles Endicott, September 25,
-1969. CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, Public Archives of Canada.

a
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éhe appearance of the ﬁéffle,_asserted that a "lack of dialogue [had]
precipitated a feeling of futility on behalf of those who differed with
NDP policy.” But the Waffle, Lewls éharged, had exﬁressed its discontent
in language which was "blétantly offensive_.."s7

Irrespective of the warilety of negative responses it elicited within
and outside of thé NBP, the Waffle had begun to have its effect on barty
policy in Ontario as early as the autumn of 1969. The introductlon to
an Ontario NDP publication which appeared shortly after the Waffle
,Statement was igsued read:

. A union of awareness and ekﬁerience has brought a radicalism

to the redefinition of the New Democratic Party in the

Seventies which may astonish those who believed that we gg

were drifting into the comfortable consensus.
This ;tatement can be interpfeted as a dlrect resﬁonse from the NDP
hierarchy to the charges of individual Wafflers that iﬁe\barty was
moderating itself out of existenc The booklet also contained a synop-—
sis of the Waffle position written by Mel Watkins. The nmedia résponded
to this pamphlet no differegtly than it had feacteé to the Waffle
Manifesto. In two separate editorials the Globe and Mail called the
document simultaneously anti—Américan and anti-Canadian. In the Toronto

Telegram Douglas)Fisher implied that ﬁt would be wise for the NDP'to
e C.

keep the writers of this bookiet in the bacf;;ggmq\folding leaflets.89
~

W

-
e

Cited in Nixon Apple, "The CCF, the NDP, and the Waffle: Toward an
Interpretation,’ unpublished B.A. thesig, Department of [Political
geience, Carleton University (ottawa, 1976}, p. 62. . o

w

88.ted in Desmond Morton, Social Democracy in Canada, p. 91.
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Although the Waffle poéition had,not yet officlally been debated withih
the party, it had ciearly nudged thé consciences of the Ontarioc leader-
ship, although even in this cabacity it continued to draw bad-press.
The Waffle debate which would takerﬁlacé in Winnibeg was previewed
in the September/October issue of the Ney Demqfrat, the official organ
of the Ontario NDP. The entire Waffle Manifesto was reﬁrinted‘along with
the names of the original ninety-four signatories and Wafflérs Mel Watkilns
and Ed Finn contributed arﬁicles on economic nationalism and Ameriégn
) dogination of Canadian unioné respectiyely. Commenting on the Manifesto,
H\\}ohn Harney feared that the Waffle's recognition of the natiﬁnal status
of French Canada would be interpreted in the public mind as passive_‘
gcceptance-éf the possibility of a divided Canada. Apparently he had
forgotten that the NDP- itself had officially regcognized the existence
6; two nations In Canada. Deputy Leader David Lewis, who was qgickly
becoming ldentified as the primary anti-Waffle proponent, criticized the
Manifesto for its "self-righteous" attitudes towards the United States
.and 1ts over-—emphasis on the need for public ownership: "In my view, it -
is a form of short-sighted thinking for a gocialist to aim ﬁis shafts /
-only agaiﬁst foreilgn-owned co}ﬁorations‘. . . Our knowledge of the
economy has progressed and QQEFE are many more tools available in /

addition to public ownership."90 Prior to the October convention, the

4 ) I

gldes were clearly taking shape.
Mel Watkins had arrived at a radical political philosophy following

his discovery of the total Pamifications of, American Investment in
Canada and the reluctance of the Canadian government and business elite
f..“ 4

9%%&3 Demoerat, September-October, 1969.
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to take the steps necessary to repatriake the eébnomy. James Laxer
desired to see the.ﬁhilosoﬁhy of the New Lgft gpﬁlied to Canada's
national héeds. Through their seﬁarate exﬁeriépces, both men came to
believe that independence and socialism were desirable ior Canadé but
neither was possible without the other. Watkins, the pationalist turnéd
socialist, and Laxer, fhe soclalist turned nationalist, agreed.that the
logical place to Initffiate a move towards the achlevement of these
goals was within the\ranks of the trgditionally protest;orienfEd'and
labour-based NDP. Gathering around them é coterie of like-thinking

’ .
individuals, Laxer and Watkins proposed a ae£ of princiﬁles which, upon
adoptioﬁ, would transform thé NDP from a moderate rﬁﬁorm party into a
radical saciaiist party.encpmpassing the nationalistic and socialistic.
undergurrents which had characterized the first nine years of the 1960s
in Tanada. Although original Wafflers Ed Broadbent and Charles Taylor,
both prospective future leadership candidates, quickly retreated back to
the moderate fold of the NDP when thé group moved well beyond its
original intentions, the Waffle managed to gain endorsement for its pro-
gramme from ninety—four individuals, twenty-four riding associations and
the New Democratic Youth. With a Manifesto outlining a new dream for
Canada, Laxer and Watkiné set off along a road they hoped would lead to
independence and socialism for their country in the 1970s. The_first
stop along that road was the NDP federal convention in Winnipeg,

October 28-31, 1969.
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CHAPTER II:

THE DREAM DENIED

"Socialism is on the agenda of the Beventies."1 The speaker of
these words, Melville Watkins, had expressed his belief only a year
earlier that Canada was'coﬁmitted to the capitalist path of development.
Yet here he wﬁs at the NDP federal convention in Winnipeg imploring his
fellow party members to endorse the Waffle Manifesto which would commit
the NDP to the building of a national soclalist state. The debate over
the Waffle Manifesto was the most prominent feature of the four day con-
vention held frﬁm October 28 to 31, 1969. The unchallenged Tommy Douglas

had previously announced his intention to remain as leader of the NDP

" until 1971 and there were no other issues of principle importance on the

™

agenda. This convenient void permitted the Waffle to steal the spot-
light at the coﬁvention. The absence of'ofher salient issues also allowed
the group to monopolize almost totally ali press reportage. The debate
over policy initiated by the Waffle transformed a routine conference into
an intense battle of words and strategy creating a gash in the party

ranks which would fester over the next three years.

In response to the Waffle Manifesto and its growing number of
supporters, Deputy Leader David Lewis and repentant Waffler Charles Ta ;;;\\\\\

hurriedly amended a resolution on economic nationalism whi

1Mel Watkins, Transcript of Winnipeg Debate. CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle
File, Public Archives of Canada.
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leadership group had planned to submit to the convention. By strength-

s

ening its own ﬁrogrammé whilé avolding the more offensive fea ufes'of
the Manifesto the NDP officiary hoped to co-opt the radical Waffle pro-
posal and simultaneously maintﬁiﬁ the resﬁectablelpublic image of thé
party. This stateméﬁt gfs entitled "For a United and Independent
.Canada,"” but became known as the Marshmallow Resolution.2

The Lewis-Taylor p;oﬁosal spoke strongly in favour of economic
independence for Canada but was more.moderate in tone and temperament
than the Waffle declaration. “It called for "Canadian control of the
economy, public control of investment an@ other priorities, and democratic
social planning to use our resources for the enrichment of the human
condition." The alternative programme recognized the threat to Canadian
sovereignfy posed by American multi-national corporations but chose to
lay the bulk of the blame for the cézzgiou of this situation on past
. and preéent Canadian governments and business elites rather than on the
Americans themselves., The Marshmallow Resolution stressed the numbér
:gn& variety of vehiéles available to Canadians which would aid in the

repatriation of the economy: '

'...expansion of public investment and
public ownership, government planning, investment controls, a just tax
system, purposeful monetary policies freed from the ;estrainta of a

fixed exchange rate, and necessary lgws to limit and regulate foreign
investment and subsidiaries in éanada." The Marshmallow statement
asserted that the.ﬁrovince of Quebec, along with other unfavoured regilons

of Canada, was entitled to a more prosperous and clearly defined role

to play within the federal system. However, there was no mention of the

2See Appendix B.
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existence of "two nations" in Canada. The reduction of French Canada
from one of the country's two founding nations to simﬁly an important
reglonal identity m;rked a discernible retreat from the NDP's former
policy of "special status" for Quebec. This ;ew and nilder bosition
consequently allowed the Waffle view of French Canada, originally
identical to the NDP's earlier ﬁolicy, to appear to be more radical than
it'actuallﬁ was. The Marshmallow Resolution said nothing of extrd-
parliamentary actlvities or the need to create a mass soclalist base
at the grassroots level of soclety.

The Marshmallow statement was less dogmatic.and all-encompassing
fﬁan the Waffle Manifesto. Nevertheless, 1t was the most explicit
and pationaIistic position the party hierarchy had ever offered on the
question of the Canadian economy. It was stricter in its approach than
the 1967 position of readjustmeﬁts and 1nitiatives. and included public. -
ownership amongst the "policies of democratic socialism” to which the
party adhered. Dgapite its success at having drawn this degree of -
radicalism out of the officiary of the party, however, the Waffle chose
to remain intranaigent and insisted that‘ﬁarty policy fully appropriate
the spirit and conviction of the more radical resolution. . Seconded by
Dennis McDermott, Canadian Director of the United Auto Workers, David
Lewls presented a motlon asking fo; the adoption of the Ma;shmallow
statement. But Mel Watkins, éeéénded by James Laxer, called for the
Marshmallow paper to be referred bgck to the resolutions committee "to

be rewritten to correspond in substance and principle"3 to the Waffle

Manifesto., Under the heat and glare of the television lights, the

;

3Winnipeg Debate.
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Waffle-Marshmallow debate began.

The argument attracted some of the party's most influential mémbera
and several aspirant leaders. Sbeaking for the party line were David
Lewis, Dennis McDermott, John Harﬁey, Ed Broadbent, Allan Blakeney,

Sydney Green, Tommy Douglas, Charles Taylor, E%elyn Gigantes, Terry
Morley and Donald MacDonald. Across the floor at a separate microphone
Mel Watkins, Lauriler Lapilerre, Cy Gonick, Walter Smishek, Carol :
Gudmundsen, Gerald Caﬁlan, Gordon Dowding, Irving étowe, Paddy Neale

and John Conway lined up to express tﬁeir support for the Waffle position.

The Marshmallow Resolution, claimed the first speaker, David Lewis,

squarely attacked the problem of foreign investment in Canada: "L}

. ’
is a strong statement because it doesn't put ;Fsélf into any ideological
straight-jacket." The Waffle paper, on the other hand, was overly-
dogmatic ;nd restrictive in its approach and spoke in an "incomprehensible
language . . . foreign to the Canadian people' which would only serve to
confuse the electorate. Responding to Lewis, Mel Watkins pointed out
the growth ;n radicalism which had occurred in Canada during the 1960s
and the need for the NbP to respond to this phenomenon in a relevant
fashion: "The New Democratic Party must relate itself as a Party to
these pew undercurrents of radicalism. . .” It must become the parliamen-—
tary wing of a broad social movement.” The Marshmallow Resolution,
Watkins continued, "speaks to iédependence and hardly at all to socialism.”
He accused the Marshmallow statement of being shy-on the question of
pﬁblit'ownership: "For to be a socilalist is to know that the ownership

Al 2

of the means of production matters.” ‘The Waffle resolution, however,

‘
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speaks to socialism, to the building of a society of

equality of condition by taking the leading sectors of

our .economy, and particularly our rich natural resources,

under public ownership; by democratizing our places of

work and our communities} by building a mass movement

for which this party can then speak in Parliament.
Watkins denied the charges of gnti—Americanism which had been 1eve;1ed
againét the Waffle by the bress. He also .stated that the group was com-
posed totally of loyal NDPers who were ﬁrebated to accept the democratic
mandate of the conventilon, |

Following_Watkins, Dennis MéDermott spoke against the Wafflé‘state- »
ment in a manner which revealed in its simplicity the realistic féars of
the party hierarchy. In his fumbling, buﬁbling way, McDermott called
for an élemen£ of realism to be injected into the debate: '"...the year
is 1969, The place is.Planet Earth. We are not living on Mars. We
belong to“a poliéical party not a pseu&;—inteilectual debating society.”
McDermott's message was ﬁlatantly clear: the NDP would never achieve
‘ power on the radical Waffle platform. McDermott‘called‘the Waffle's
critical Btatement; of American soclety and forelgn policy "How to be
unpopular in one quick lesson.”

Almost all of the remaining cr;fics of the Waffle Manifesto expressed
their disapproval of the negative and dogmatic tone in which the paper
was cast. So much emphasis was placed upon the aggressive rhetoric of
the statemeﬁk that the more salient question of the paper's strong soclalist
position assumed secondary jmportance throughout the debate. " Ed Broadbent
asserted that the farty "oust talk to Canadians with“a vocabulary that
they undg;stand." Pérty leader Tommy Douglas, recelving a standing

ovation from.the majority of the crowd, stated that the Waffle Manifesto

was "ambiguous and ambivalent'; but the Marshmallow Resolution set out
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"in gpecific and intelligible terms the means by which we propose to

geinfeeonpmic'iedependence." Allan Blakeney and Sydney Greem both

objected to the ubatart natere of the Waffle, imﬁlying that the grbub
had violeted party ptinciﬁles through its secretive meetings and overly- .
assertive aﬁbroach. ) _ :
fhe remaining advocates of the ﬂeffle Hanifesto pointed out the
failure-of the NDF to resbond to the new eocial impetatives of the
decade. Menitoba MLA Cy Gonick asserted: dThe New Democratic Party
has been more g%gierned with-reetectability than with social action."”
Waffler Carol Gudmundsen from Saskatchewan claimed that more radical :
Qliciee were needed to ald Canada's farming community and Gerald Caplan
contended that the Waffle programme would 1ead to a more effective and
equitable foreign aid policy. Almost all of the debators, whether
Marshmallow or. Waffle, expressed the opinion that the vigorous and
intense argument had been a healthy stimulant for the spirit and morale .
of the party. But the radical tome and alienating lanéuage of the Waffle
' Manifesto, its severe criticisms of what it termed\ggg,ﬁﬁerican empire
and its over-—emphasis on the single issue of public ownerehip encouraged \\\
a majority of the convention delegates to reject the Watkins referral - ;
motion by a vote of 499 to 268. ‘ _ :
Altpough the.Waffle lost tve main bout at Winnipeg, its influence

4 |

L ]
permeated a number of secondary {ysues which were discussed at the con- ~

///\\_ vention. The delegates approved of a Waffle—suppof{iflresolution stating
- Ao - . -
( -EEEE_EEE’ﬁDP’ upon forming a government, would withdraw from NATO, NORAD

\\‘and.joint Canadian-American military agreements. A resolution calling

. . [
for indfegsed female representatgon on the federal council received over ///\,

.

fifty per cent of the vote but fell slightly short of the two-thirds ;

f
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majority required for constitutional changes. On the question of‘multi—
nationals in Canadh, the convention endorsed a comﬁromise prograﬁme

calling for the creation of the Canada Develbﬁmenﬁ Corﬁoration, comﬁléte
informational disclosure of foreign-owned dorborations, st;ppage of the
intrusion of Amefjcan law iﬁto Canada, extension of public aﬁd co~o§erative
ownership and the lowering-of interest rates of financial institutions.

A resolutlon endorsing inc;easéd ex;rﬁiparliahentary actiyity submitted

by Wafflers froﬁ the Kingsfbﬂ.riding association never reached the floor:

for debate but was approved in principle by the convention and passed

on to the federal council. Although the Waffle Manifesto itse;f did not ik
mention Quebec's exclusive right to decide its own future, Mel Watkins
proposed a résolution biaming EnglishLCauadi;; and American capitalists
' for Quebec's subserviant positioq}within Canada and calling for that
province's right to complete_self—éetermination.' The majority of dele- :
gates, however, recalling the criticisms to which tﬁe party's Quebec
pollcy had beemw subjected during the 1968‘e1ect£;n campaign, fgllowed
the advice of theilr leaders and endorsed a résolution allowing the
federal -council to re-examine and possibly totally withdraw the NDP's
former positi®n of "special status" for Quebec. A%Eyough 1t was not
solely the interests and efforts of the Waffle whichhdetermined the
passage of a number of p&ogresgive resolutions at the convention, the
- constant lobbying and campaigning 0f the group throughout the conference
clearly brought a greater foc:§>upon the issues of forelgn policy,

economic naggpnalism and extra-parliamentary activity.

. WaffléiQ\slso displayed a respectable showing in the internal party

elections which\took place at the convention. Mel Watkins attracted

" 455 votes which 'weTe enough to give him the last available position of
v—\ | ‘ | - )
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vice-president of the party. In addition, Wafflers Eileen Dailly, Cy
Gonick, Richard Comber, Jack Shapiro, Jackie Larkin Brown, John- Conway’

Una Decter and Giles Endicott were eléqtéd tp:positions on ‘the federal -
council. Toronéo alderman and Wafflé-supporter Karl Jaffary and James
Laxer were appointed to co-chair a committee séé up to 1nveétigate the
possibility of thg NDP working in conjunction with Vafi&us municipal r
community organizations. ' |
The Waffle had seriously challenged the Eautibus and restrained
radicalism of the NDP of the 1960s. It had gathered together in oﬁe
sweeping statement several méjor issﬁgs of conténtion whicﬁ had arisen
in Canadian sociéty in the previous decade. The éssertive approach of

the group appealed mainly to the educated youth of the party and to the

veteran CCFers who welcomed the return to radicalism. Although its P

approach was foo zealous for the majority of tﬂé democratic soc
in the NDP; the Waffle had nonetheless managed "to bring to centfe-
stage the questions which it believed were most relevant to present-day
Canadian society. RReactihg to the impetus provided Eyrthe Waffle, the
NDP was forced to reassert and clarify its positién;on &anadian control
of tﬂ; economy. The result was the Marshmallow statement aﬁd a number
of strongly-worded individual resolutions.

The controversial events and results of the convention did not go
9npoticed by the Canadian press. Although the Winnipeg Free Press was-
pleased that "the stridently anti-American call-to-arms of Professor.
Hglville Watkins and b;sfaéépciates was beaten back," it c?itiéized tﬁe"
nationalist tone of the Marshmallow statemenf fearing that ig would
discourage foreign investment in Canada. It was an especially odd _
policy, reasoned the Free Press, in view of the fact that Manitoba NDP



; ’ * A
Premier ‘Edward Schreyer ‘and Finance Minister Cherniack had just completed

trips abroad designed to attract inveatment capital from both the

“United Stetes and Japan.A The, Globe and Mail pointed out the ilmmense

-anti-Waffle sentiment prevelséé amongst union leaders, such as CLC-
"secretary-treasurer William Dodge who termed the policles of the group
"dangerous nonsensge.'" Dodge feared® that the ‘anti-American comments of

. 4 - . ’ - -t
the Waffle would disrupt Canadian-American relations to the detriment

ofhﬁhe»Canadian’economy.s This negative reaction of the unlon brass to

-

the Waffle was a sign of things to come. The Toronto Star, one ofwthe
few'maiﬁstreae Canadian papers tﬁat;had ever expeesged an editorlal
cencern ebout Canada's econdmie eutonomy, offered a more positive assesgs-
ment of’tﬁe results of the eonvention°

The Canadian people have been provided with a moretdistinct )
<~political alternative and, of even more importance, an
alternative that is more strongly nationalist. A conven-
tion that can make a claim like that can't have been a 6
complete bust. .

The Waifle had survived its first major battle with ‘+he NDP's

derate wing. " Laxer and Watkins were both surprised and pleased with

./

the subggﬁhtial support the group haﬁerceived during the Manifesto
debate, policy discussions and party elections. Reflecting on the

: v
defeat of the major Waffle position, Watkins later admitted that the

Manifesto was "too academic, too elitist' and "too rhetorical."7

AWinnipeg Free Press, November 3, 1969.
SGZobe and Mail, October 29, 1969.l f
Sroronto Star, November 3, 19695 - |

J
7Mel Watkina, thfie News, edition 4 November, 1969.

'
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been cast, \and the radical political expression which had been set in

.
PR
-

However, he did ‘not reveal a changed attitude toward" the principlea of

the paper. - Cy Gonick auggeated that the charisma and emotiomal appeal

of Tommy Douglaa alone had drawn 100 votes to the Marshmallow Resolution.

Although Tommy -Dodglas disapproved of the Waffle programme, he

respected the CCF/NDﬂ tradition of internal party dissent and had <

earned a reputation of shis own for outspoken radicalism. Consequently,

o,

he declined to initiate disciplinary action against the group. Although

the debate at the convention had induced a certain degree of polarization‘

and name-calling, most members of the NDP left Winnipeg feeling refreshed

’

and revitalized. Neither the Wdffle nor the NDP 1eadersh§§ group

. believed that a Split would occux within the partyffa a redult of the

diacussion/%hich had taken place at the conventigp But the die had

-~

.

motion by the appearance of- the Waffle in Winnifeg would dilate over
the next few:| months.,
Although 1 Watkins had announced at the convention that the

‘*-.___,-...
Waffle was prepared to accept the democratic mandate of the delegates,

the int;rest in the group which had been created within and outside of
the party during the four day conference convinced him and Laxer to

continue working.with the clique as a permanent left caucus within the
NDP. Shortly after'the convenfiaﬁ a nine-member national hougekeeping

committee w;J\eétabliahed.and asSigned the task of bringing}&ocal.Wéﬁfle
-, . . -‘_1' -

,groupa into exiatence. The mefibers of the_originalrcommittee, all

chosen frgm Ontario to facilitate gommunications,'Were Mel Watkins, ‘ o,
James Laxer, Gilea Endicott, Danny Drache, Andre Beckerman, Lorne Brown,

Regula Mbdlich, Dan Nicholla and John Smart.' At a meeting in Toronto

.on November 16 the houaekeeping committee decided Jto hire Jackie Larkin



Brown as a full-timelorganizer to plan a national.stfle‘convention for

sometime in mid 1970. On Novembsf 17 a Waffle gyoup in Ottawa was

-

"officially formed and on December 11 a étoup of Toronto NDPers declared\"
themselves the official Wafflepspokésmen.for tﬁat city. Later the

“ same month the housekeeping committee devised a scheme allowing for
representatioa_on a national steeriné committee from Waffle groups all

across Canada. Early in 1970, respondipg to a suggestion that it strike

w

out independently, the Waffle reasserted its intention to pursue its

goals from within the NDP. All of thsse‘activities wefe repo:tedkin a

Waffle‘newsletter printed by Laxer's .wife Krista Mseots and Tracy Morey.
By January of 1970 the newsletter was‘being regularly distributed to
approximately 400 interested NDP membeTrs across Canada. In only two
months the,Wafﬂleihad set up a self-financed‘internal party structure
with functioning governing bodies and ao exclusive mailing 1ist-' Tte
sustained existence and clearly recognizable structure of the group
distinguished the Waffle from its radical predecessors within the CCF/NDP
,and in the future would form the basis of its most important struggle
within the psrty “
Over the first few weeks of 1970 the separate identity of the

+

Waffle became more apparent both wij}in.the ranks of the NDP and in the
public eye. In an attempt to resolve the growing split in the party,
the ND?P federal council on Februarp‘l appointed'aﬁ eleven-member e
commission to examine the question of economic nationaii%E in the hope
of srriving at. a policy which would satisfy a greater number of party

members. Once again the presence and pressure of the Waffle had forced

the NDP to critically reassess its stand on this vital 1ssue. Included

1

- : - 0w

4



76

on the council were Mel Watkins and Waffle adversary David Lewis. To

some political observers the creation of this committee and the inclusion
: - :

of Watkins represented a peace-seeking compromise between the Waffle

-and the NDP leadersﬁip; To eliminate the impression that any Waffle

acquiescence had taken place, however, Watkins wrote a letter to the

editor of the Globe and Mail which apseared on February 6 claiming that .
the group had not abandoned its role as a permanent left caucus within

the party and that his poéition'on the committee was specifically as

4

the spokesman for the Waffle viewpoint., Furthermore, Watkins wrote,

the policy review committee to which he Qad been’ named was "an elitist
group that takes no cognizanﬁe_of the rival grassroots of the party and

p -
the sources of the new radicalism."8 .

P

The indisereet and apolitical actions of Watkiﬁs sent_ﬁinor shock
waves thrm.{gh the NDP hierarchy.® His real sin was not 3_119 annc;imcements
on the stiie of the Waffle but his public criticigm of the oberations
of the internal bodies of the party. ‘His misbehaviour elicited an
dimmediate résponse from NDP f;deral;secretary Clifford Scotton. Scotton
wroté personally and privately to Watkin; anfl other federal copncillors
expreééing the need for party members to keep internal criticJE:s out of
the ﬁress. The federal secretary also denied the charges that the "
review committee was unrepresentative.g But the damage had been done

and Wétkina.had caused an enormous escalation in thg NDP-Waffle contro-

versy. It was no longer simply a quest%bn of policy. The leadership
L, E G .
. i 0 ) -
B1obe and Mail, February 6, 1970.

. ' ‘-. o !
L 901ifford Scotton to Mel Watkins and federal officers, February 6, g?
“ 4.7 1970. . CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, PubliciArchives of Canada. S
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A

practices of the NDP had been brought under direct and pﬁblic attack' <
by the spokesman of the irsurgents

Numerous other public statements and articlea by prominentaWafflers
soon established the group as the paramount nationalist organization in
Canada. Criticism of Canada's ties with'the United States was fore-
most in all Waffle statements, egpecially in the area of energy resource
development. The Waffle objected heatedly to Minister of ' Energy, Mines
and Resourées J.J. Greene's announcement at a Washington press conference
late in 1969 that Canada and the United States should pursue a common
energy policy based upon the assumed‘uealth of Canadian resources. In
February of 1970 the Waffle condemmed the aasertions of the Américan
Schultz Report which outlined the need for the United States to acquire
greater access to Canadian resources for domestic and military purposes.
Later in 1970 Mel Watkins would write an introd#ction to Kari Levitt's

book entitled Silent Surrender, a leftist monograph outlining the

politiéal, economic ‘and soclal detriments created in Canada by American °

L

investment. The public statemerts and articles of the Wafflers attracted

-

. attention on both sides of the international border. In the Februarﬁ 9
edition of The Nation, Edward Cowan, Canadian correspondent for the

. New York Times, credited the Waffle for the creation of a growing

Anationalist sentiment in ganada even amongst non-leftists. 10 The wide

B

publicity the Waffle attracted to itself marked the beginnings of a f

:aerious‘dilemma for the NDP. Over th

e

nature of the group's public s
<

couple of years the carefree

ke it extremely difficult

temerits would
for the'aVerégé Canaﬁiaﬁ-voter to distinguish Wafifle pol&py from the
R . " R

i

loEdward Cowan, Tﬁe'Natioﬂ, February %, 1970.
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NDP's officlal programmes. Having clearly established itself in primt,
the Waffle, whose mailing list now boasted 500 names from all provinces
in g?nada except Prince Edward Island, organized its first major public
activity. ' ‘ o -7
<

On March 6 and 7 of 1970, in conjunction with the Univeréity of
Toronto NDP clyb, the Waffle sponsored a public seminar on the
Americanization of Canada. The main speakers on the first day of the
conference were Walter Gordon;, Mel Watkins and Cy Gonick. Gordon
repeated his belief that the Canadian economy could be repatriated by
private Canadian enterprise with the help of government initiatives.
Watkins and Gonick both equunded the Waffle doctrine that indepepdencgo :
could be achievgd only through socialism. Other.guests.of the conference
spoke on the pervasive influence df the United States on Canadian unionism,
education and foreign policy. But the most important statement of the
twé—day conference was that made by James'Laxer on the Waffle view of
Quebec.

Laxer clarified the uncertain Waffle'fosition on Quebec which had
revealed itself at the Wiénipeg'cothntion gnd unabashedly announced
the group's commitment to Erenéﬁ Canada's exclusive right to decide
its own future: ‘ , . _ ‘ T

English Canadian socialists must recognize that Quebec is

a nation, in the full sense of the word and that Quebeckers

must have the right to self-determination up to and
including the right to fo independent Quebec state.

-

This reviéeq_stand diametrically conitradicted the re&iéions df_thé NDP's .

~F

offi;ia%,Qﬁebec policy which wer ultaneously taking place. The ‘}
11 o 3 . :
. **yames Laxer, "English Canada and Quebec," Ed Dahl Papers, Public
Archives of Canada. - oo _ L Y
. - s . l 'J \\ 1"/
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party‘sz{?adersﬁip grdup was In the pfocess of glowly reneging on its
former endorsement of hspecial status" for Quebec in the hope of
improving the NDP's i’ederalist image in the eyes of English Canadians.
Support for the right sf self-determination, ﬁowever, was the only
" possible alternativeAfor the Waffle considering the ultra-democratic ™ -
tenets upon which the movement was theoretically based. Laxer, however,
emphasized the Waffle's belief in total Canadian independence and
repeated ﬁis desire to see French and English-speaking socialists come
together in a freely—determined alliance to fight off the imperialism
of the United States. He @riticized René Lévesque and tﬁe geparatists
:for not clearly defining the political scope of the problems in Quebec:
...the PQ 1s ignoring the necessity for Quebeékers to
struggle for independence from the American Empire if
- they are to achleve true mastery in their owm house...
Only when a working class soclalist movement becomes
the dominant force in the national struggle in Quebec 12
will Quehec politics become fully anti-imperialist.
Having successfully spongored its first major public seminar, the
'Waffle turned inward to restructure its expanding membership. On March 28,
1970, the Ontarilo section of the Waffle was officially incorporaﬁed.
The original steering cgmmittee of Gord Cleveland, Kelly Crichtqn and
John Sﬁart was expanded to incléde four Waffle representativgs,froﬁ
Toronto, two from Ottawa and oné from each of Kingstog,*Oshawa and St. @
C;tharines. In additiom, each city group elected a goverhingAcouncil~to'
deal with local problems. Once organized as a regionallunit, the Ontario
Wa;?le-issued a provingial Manifesto entitled "For a Soclalist Oqtario

in an Independent Soclalist Canada."13 _
x ‘ - . ) . '

12 .. : {
I\ I'b‘bdo ) . . . ' »
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The Ontarlo statement was bitingly critical of past and present
provincial gover;ments for the ease with which they had allowed American
corporations to dominate industry and resources in thé province. This
practice, the Manifesto claimed, had ied to under-develqpment, an
unequal distribution of industry aﬁd wealth, the degtructioh of the

its parent, the Waffle Manifesto,

environment and the advent of a ch-plant culture and mentality. Like
he Ontario statement contended that

-extensive public ownership was needed to serve thé immediate and long-

range interests of the residents of Ontario. The NDP was to use its

organjzing powers to briﬁg about the creation of a new social movement.

But there were some fine differences between the Ontario Manifesto and
the 6régina1 Waffle statement which had appeared half a year earlier. ;k

;Je Ontario paper wisely attempted to dodge the accusation of

lad '

ant{iAmericanism wiich had been hurled at the original statement. Being

. J
as specific 'as possible, 1t stated:

{ v '

Our comblaint is not against the American people and the

progressive movements in that country, but against the

American corporate, political and cultural domination of

Canada.
The Ontarlo Manifesto placed greater’emphasis on the role that the tradé

s and the wage earners would play In the development of the"nqgE
. L] . .
goclety. More significantly, the Ontario document blamed the American-
based international unions in part for the fragmentation of the Canadian
working class. By following the American model, Canadian workers,
drastically fewer in number than theilr brothers-and sisters <4n the
Uuifed States, found themselves within small, relatively weak and
depoliticized trade unions. The Ontario Waffle demanded full autonomy

for Canadiarn unions which ﬁould allow them to. expand in size and strefggth

L - . ~ ' ‘
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and pursue goeiﬁﬂﬁerticulerly relevant to the Canadian worker. Under-
standably, these comments only wldened the already sevece division between
the Waffle and the Canadian representatives of international unions

such as Dennis McDermott and Harold E. Thayer. Furthermore, if a mass
soclalist base was fo be cfeatee amongst wage earners, the NDP would
_need to dedicate itself to the echievemeet of progressive laboer measures,
guch as workers' control of industry. But the Waffle shortly discovered
what perplexing problems intervention in the affairs of labour could
create. .

# 1n early April pf 1970, Duelop Canada, a Bripish—based multi-

national corporation, announced pleﬂs to close its Toronto plant on

May 1. The closure would put approximately 600 men out of work mid-way
through a two-year collective agreement. Phil Japp, President of Locgl
132 of the ﬁnited Rubber Workers of America, to which 300 of the men
belonged, appealed to the Ontario government to block Dunlop'e unilaferal

“

decision. Premier Robarts replied negatively: "We think that industry
shoeld be free to go where it thinks it_eheuld go . . . we don't think.‘
that it 1s possible for us to dictate to industry."l4 hltHEugh Japp
received no official support from the central office of theé international
Rubber Workers and only nomihal support from local Toronto labour organi-
zations, he and his men initlated a public canvass to advertise and gain
support for thelr plight.

Shortly into the campaign Japp and the workers appealed to the
Waffle for assistance and eupport The ‘Waffle enthusiaetically agreed

to become involved and the consequent escalation of the project created

£ .

£
KB '
e

\ 14Cited iﬁ Steve ?enner\ “A Case History of Dunlop: How the Workers -
\ were Sold Out," Waffle News, May, 1970.
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by thé pfesence of the group drew the rest of the NDP and the Toronto
Labour Cou;cil into the exercise as well. Volunteers canvassed 20,000
homes in the area of the plant and collected between 27,000 and 30,000
signatures on a petition ilmploring the jntario government to forcé

Dunlop to open its books to_allow a feagibility study which would consider

the possibility and profitableness of the plant remaining operational

*under worker control. Nearing the announced- date of cloéure, and

~

having experienced no positive progress, the area NDP MPP James Renwick
and the provincial capcus persuaded Japp to abaﬁdon plans for further
demonstrations and concentrate on Increased legal action to assure the
men substantive severance pay. Cn May 1 khe plant closed.

The invol%ement of the Waffie and the NDP 1n the Dunilop affair
displayed the dangerous impact with wﬁicﬁ ideologies could clash.

~

Writing in an edition of the Waffle News, Steve Penner, one of the most
active Waffle membeéé th?oughoutlthelc;mpaign, severely criticized both
_the ,Robarts gove?nment and 'the representatives of the internaticnal
United Rubber Workers for‘éheir lack of response to the‘plead of the
Dunlop workers. Penner also censured MPP Ji}eshRenwick and Local 132
pré;ident.P£il Japp for'having abandoned plans for a factory sit-in in
favour of increased legal action. Penner aécused.%ﬁpp of.being ouf of
touch with his own. constituency. _The Waffle, Penner concluded, "had
made the migtaké of working with a politician and a union leade; Qho
15

were social democrats rather than directly with the men themselves."

"Mel Watkins, who had alsd"been involved with the project, added:
- . L

i}Ibid.

b
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...after the event one cannot help but see that in this
particular case the leadership sold out, with the help
of the NDP caucus, and we ourselves did not propose .
alternatives in a forceful enough way.

. Objecting to Penner's criticisms, Michael %%ue of Scarborough,

Ontario, wrote to the Waffle defending the actions of Phil Japp and

James Renwilck. Prue reminded Penner that Japp and the workers had

started the campaign themselves and had cgntributed an enormous number

of hours to canvassing and demonstrating: "To state that militancy

was missing resulting in a misguided and incoherent effort is absurd."

Prue pointed out that the average age of the workers was forty-eight

and the majority of them belonged to an era which did not easily lend

itself to radical ;:Eibnzz "...many woyld not accept a radicalism

spawned outside of the local... Any radicalism of a violent or aggrévated

nature would have resulted in an exodus of support from the general

'membership." Pemnner's explanation of the failure of the campaign,

" according to Prue, was 'politically naive and mis-guided pseudo-

intellectualism." Although the men appreciated the outside assistance

they had received, Prue claimed that the Waffle had made a serious

tactical error in trying to impose an alien ideology upon the Dunlop

workers:

The union was convinced from the outset that it would run
its own program and succeed or fail on its own terms and
methods. Mr. Pemnner seems bitter .that they failled and in
-effect blames their "social-democratic" valués. This
doctrinaixe truth which was his wag not that of the workers.

Seeking clarification, Penner responded to Prue's comments. The

real problem, Penner stated, was that the radicalisW® of the men was never

LY
v

16

17

Mel Watkins, "Learning to Move Left," p. 87.

Michael Prue, Waffle News, July, 1970.
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fairly tested. FPenner éccused Japp and other union leaders of "elitism”
and "paternaiisﬁ“ £6r not involving the workers more directly in the
dgcision-making process of the campaign:

...the point is that the campaign proceeded quite inde-

pendently of the men in the plant who were after all the

ones who had to pay the price of the campaign's defeat. |

Throughout the campaign the radical militancy of the Waffle claghed
with the moderation of the union leadership and the NDF caucus. Prue;§
lettef suggests tﬁat the men chose to follow the path set ouﬁ for them
by Japp.and Renwick rﬁthér than by the W;ffle.- Penﬁer suggests that
thé opportunity for the men to prove their potential radicalism was
never provided. Either way,‘ﬁhat had been aptly demonsérated was the
danger of turning a particular materialistic battle into a general
ideological war. Jim Gi1l, NDP Project Director of the Toronto Labour
Council, who viewea‘the.campaign as a typical situation of "too many -
_chiefs —— and too few indians,” commented:

...come of our party theoreticians incorrectly assesged

the situation and the group with which we were working.

Naturally, after having set their own high standards,

gome were disappointed that the end result of our‘efforts19
did not meet these standards

2 .
The Waffle's involvement in the Dunlop campaign fatefully affected
the group's relationship with the NDP, and in particular the party's
. b R '
organized labour wing. In. the late 1960s James Laxer had expressed

objections to the undue influence of intermational unions on NDPbpoliqy.

At the Winnipeg convention of 1969 internationalist Dennis McDermott

)

18

19

Steve Penner, Waffle News, July, 1970. : ot

Jim G111, New Demgcrat, vol. 9, no. 4, May-June, 1970.
- 7 ’ _— -
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and Canadian unionist William Dodge had bo;ﬁ criticized the Waffle for
wﬁat they interpreted as anfi—Américanism. Early in 1970 the.Ontario
Waffle included criticisms of international unionism in its. provincial
Manifesto. The Wafflers and the unionists had obviously not started
out as friends, but the Dunlop incident brought them into each other's
direct line of f;re. To Watkine and Penﬁer, the uﬁion leaders had sold
;ut the interests of the workers and were thefefore detrimental to the

achlevement of soclalism. To the un%ﬁﬁists, the Waffle had:overstepped

its role in the campaign and had attempted to foist its-own gobals upon

the workers. This growing animosity between- the Waffle and the union

r
I

,leadership would eventually contribute to the demise;of the grouﬁ
within the NDP. " . .

H Although the Waffle failed to achieve its objective in the Dunlop
debacle, ité nationalist inflﬁenceé were evident at,thé elghth con-
stitutional convention of the'Canadién Labour®Congress held in May of
LQ?O in Edmontonl Al that confefeﬁhe a rgcengiy—orgaqﬂzed reform

caucus won positive although Quaiified suppoft for its programme calling

for the implementation of social unionism, industrial democrac& and

greater autonomy for Canadiaﬂ Tocals of in£érnational unions including
" the right to merge. Acknowleﬁging its séurce of inmspiration, the

g#oup called itself the Pancake. The Ibr?nto-SEar coﬁmeﬁt;& on tﬁe

new mood of the unionists: y .
with the CLC now committed to Industrial Democracy, to
Social Unionism and to greater autonomy from the American
Labour Movement, the dream of a just and independent 4
Canadian soclety no longer seems 80 £f%¥ail...The Canadian
Labour Movement seems to have got a second wind in
Edmonton this week, and its about time. Too often
recently, Labour has worked like a slacker in the fight
1for social justice, its aims %ncreasingly‘sglfish, its
leaders secure-Mnd suspicious of change, 1t days of

L q , >
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militant struggle in the 30's little more than senti- - {
- mental memories...Through the fmpetus of a Refgrm Caucus,
however, ‘the Canadian Labour Cngress now gilves evidence,,
of renewed commitment and refreshed radicalism. °
The pronouncements of the Waffle pervaded a number of other ateas
involving a Variety of political philosophies. On June 3, 1970, Mel
Watkins and Walter Gordon held a joint press conference to publicize

the recent appearance of a book edited by Dave Godfrey with Mel Watkins
entitled Gordon to Watkine to You. /This monograph contained analyses
of American infiltration.;;’i;i\aapadian economy ranging fromvthe ideas
of Walter Gordon to the Waffle Manifesto. On a CBC television special
aired June 29, 1970, historian Donald Creighton told‘interviewer

Larry Zolf that he probably would have joined the NDP had it endorsed
‘the Waffle Manifesto in Winnipeg. Some months earlier Creighton had
stated in an interview published in the Globe andd%ztl: " respect and

admire Melville Watkins. Nationalization is about the only thing Epat

might work."21 Creighton had expressed his disdain for American

fa

domination of the Ganadian economy in written chronicles of history: and

in the future would explore it in novel form. 22 - o

A The Waffle was able to attract nt least moral“support for'itself
. ' Sy . ' . ) >
" from nationalists of all political stripes in Canada because it was, in

s

effect, the only outspoken and serious nationalist ABsemblage in the

-

country .The success the Waffle had achieved in carrying the nationalist

20Cited in Gil Levine, "CLC's Reformers: Victorious or Co——opted?,".

Canadian Dimension, vol. 7, no. 1-2, June-July, 1970, p.- 12. =
2lGZobe.—and M&il . March 20, ‘19703 . -
22See Donald Creighton, Canada's Fzrst Century (Toronto, 1970), Thé
Ebrked Road (Toronto 1976), or his novel Takeover (Toronto, 1978)
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torch into the general political arema, according to ibronto Star

—

columnist Anthony Westell, had even affected the continentaliat

Trudeau. government N
4 .
The NDP prodded by the leff-wing waffle group has made )
. Canadian nationalism in the face of foreign ownerahip
and control a major issue in Canada... Responding to
this political.pressure, the Trudeau government is .~ ]
developing its own programme of economic nationaliam23 !

including the cpc [Canada Development Corporatiod) . ° g 2

1

. ~, The change in the Liberal attitude to- which Weatell/referred was,

l-

exhibited‘in a speech delivered by Minieter of Energy, Mines and '
Resources J.J. Greene in Denver, Colorado in July gﬁ 1970. e?epite his:
comments of December 1969 which contained the suggestion of an integrated_
continental energy deal between Canada and the United Statds, Greene J
tolu a. gathering of Denver businesamen that Canada would take definitive
measures’ Eg guarantee its own energy needs before aﬁ?’such deal could

be consummated Greene admitted that this new nationalist approach to

the diatribution of Canadian reaources was a result of che new ﬂood in .
nlh

) thia country. The Canadian financial community, however, did not

1

approve of . Greene' S\change of’ heatt any more than did the Denver buainess—

'men 8 conferencef ; e Frnanctgl Post of July 11, -1970, accused Greene

.of "taking pot shots .at a deeply troubled:ally'and'friend "25 ~In the

\same iaaue,-floyd 5. Chalmer ‘reminded,Canadians that true nationalism

[

; |
+ Brpronto star, vay 19, 1970, / e
A »

-

|
24Cited i Wuffie News, May 1970

Zsfhnancoal Post, July 11, 1970. .Cited ih,Reanick, The_pend of Cairfy
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fhe Waffle had not brought about a nass conversion to naticnalism, but

’ . : 88

-

sits articulation of a growing concern reached out and touched variOus

. ..‘

v’,-..
sectors of Canadian soclety. . L -

A
4 ' 3
v

Although ‘the Waffle had successfully elicited nationalist sentiment
s «¥ L
from a aubstantial uumber of Canadtans, it was unhappy with its progress

-

at the grassroots level of soclety. . In%July of 1970 individual nenfbers

of the Ontario branch of the movement warned against an intellectual
smugness which was setting into the group and criticized tng organization

for not.more efficiently- utilizihg NDP riding associations as centres
[

of socialist education. In an attempt “to remedy this situation the
Waffle set about preparing resq%?tions which would commit the NDP to

greater invdlvement with trade unions, women's groups, tenants' assoc-
r

{ations and the pooT. Lghese proposals, along with a toughlyaworded

4 -

programme calling for immediate nationalization of natural resources,

_were to be presented at,the upcoming Ontario NDP leadership and policy,

»

convention. Although SaskatcheWan Waffler Don Mitchell had just recently .

“pr
placed third in the leadership race of that province's NDP, the Ontario
group decided against presenting a.lea;;fahip candidate for the Ontario.
rg‘-

party, although it did agree to contest/ all internal party positions. .
The question of 1eadership, James Laxer asserted, cou;d only be relevant.
“in so far as it was part of an overall Waffle strategy:

...the challenge £ power must .be aimed at the structures

and the political practice of the NDP &and not merely at &
single leadership position or, right—wing ideological \?
perspective. Running for the leadership must be seen as 5
a-tactical question placed in its largér concept — it ,y
should not be viewed as a moral jmperative.

»

[
S

2] james Laxer, Waffle News, July -1970.
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,Prior to the Ontario NDP, convention planned'for October of 1970,

the Waf%le reviewed its nolicies at its first official naticnal con-
‘ference held August 1, 2 and 3 in Toronto.' Although the Waffle member-
,Ship 1ist now boasted 1500 names, only between 200 and 300 people attended
the convention. A new national structure for the Waffle.was agreed upon
at this meeting.-- The members of the old housekeeping committee, who
had. first congregated{:}ter’the Winnipeg convention, resigned* their
seets and a new national council consisting ofgfive.men and five women
was'eet up: ?rovincial représentatives were added to the committee
according to the following formula: Ontario - 5; Saskatchewan — 3;
British Columbia - 2; Alberta: -2 Manitoba - 2; and each Atlantic
p:ovince - 1. Ne official representation was granted to the province
' of - Quebec but the'national committee was instructed by the assembly to

\

maintain close ties with the leftist elements of the_Quebec NDP.
- Ix ¥ .
i Aside. from restructuring its internal éperations, the Waffle arrived
w s ! -

at two'major declsions at this convention concerning 155 future actdvities;

.= . . far™
Firsti}xontrary to the verdict reaghed by the Ontario branch a month

eaflier, the group?decided that it would nominate its own candidate for
the NDP federal leaderéhip contest which was expected to takhcplafe/;n

1971. The mégtrity‘qf the group agreed that a leaderehib-campaign

\th:;Dgh which

it could advocate its philoeophy and programmes. Although the decision

wbuld provide the Waffle with a voca1~and effective‘medium

to run a candidate was ratified“by-a majority of wéf?ié?ﬁ}\;hg group

agreed with Cy Gonick's suggestion that the garticular candidate not be
. ’ ' v

chogsen until November or December. Secondlyy the groun{agreedvon plans

for a natlon-wide demonstration to be held in September protesting the

bulk sale of Canadian natural resourcee to the United States. The

-

S
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responsibility for this protest fell into the hands of James Laxer who

had already begun to_ develop a reputation through a series of written

'articles as an outspoken opponent of the Liberal govermment's energy

resource commitments to the United States..

In just over a year the Waffle had grown from a handful of NDP
dissidents into a clearly identifiable moderate—size leftist movement
of national stature. Due to the absepce of any other' serious nationalist
grouping in Csng?a it had easily monopolized the issue of repstriation _
of the economy and had infiltrated the consciences of nationalists of e
a variety of ppliticdl colours. ,It had forced the NDP to adopt a more ’

radical and claritied programme calling for tougher restrictions to_ be

T
-

placed on foreign-owned industry. Through its writings and public ‘7?;5

educstional activities it had drawu enormous publicity to itself an

the issues with which it was mosat concerned. At its first national con--

© ventlon in August of 1970 the group decided to sponsor its own candidate

for the leadership of the NDP and announced further plans for a concen-
trated effort to pursue its nationalist geals. Although a number of
Trotskyites and Communists had surfaced at this conference, great care
was taken to insure that all proceedings were conducted by members of
the NDP. Despite its obvious parallel party structure, independent
activities and outspoken nature, the Waffle remained strictly a creation

v

and Instrument of the NDP.

B

Differences of opinion over the Waffle's prioritiesrsurfaced“

&

- Immediately following its first national convention. .Wafflers such as

Sté@e Penner, who had joined the groza because of its fundamegtal
=X

approach to soclal problems at the community level, expressed disappoint-

ment that discussion of the leadership question had dominated a large -
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part of the conventioﬁ's proﬁeqdings.. Penner feareé that an over{
emphasis on politics ﬁould &elay the building of the.m;ss soéia;ist
base among the working ;lass. Penner also gxp?eséed hisﬂdiscontent

_ \ . :
that the group was dominated by university-educated members of the

middle class.28 Complaints came in from Saskatchewan that the group

"

.
.

was dominate&.by the Ontario members>’ and a representative of the .. A
i . .

New Democratic Youth accused thé goférning committee of elitism.30 As
the group began more to resemble a political party, it began to inherit
the problems of such an organization. ' . e

' In late August of 1970 the anxieties-qf Canadian nationaliéts such
as the Wafflere were further heightenéd by thelfindings of the Wahn ~
Report. This;stu&y,ipioperly eﬁtitled The Eleventh Repo¥t of the

Standing Committee on External Affairs and National Dé?bn elﬁa\Fectzng

- Canada-U.5S. Relatﬁons like the Watkins Report before it, pointéhrout

the threat to Canadian political sovereignty which accompgnied fq;eign

investment - The Hahn Repott called for the creation of the Canada

Development‘Cprporation and greater autonomy for Canadian unions which
were affiliated with internationals. But also like the Watkins tudy,

the Wahn Report received a negative response from tle business community.

- In an editorial entitled "Tensions :are Mounting," the Finaneial Post

3

-accused the report of beidg too "toughly nationalistic.” 1 Responding

??%teve Penner, "National Conference Analysis," Waffle News, August 1970.
29Mar11yn Hindmarch, Maija Crane, Lorne Brown, Caroline Brown and Pat - Qf

Gallagher, “Saskatchewan Analysis of the National Convention," Ibid. -

Oia. . ‘ ‘ o

31F£nancial Post. Cited in Resnick, The Land of Cain, p. 158.
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to the gemeral reaction to the Wahn study, George Bain of the Globe and
Mail, ong of the few journalists who had tolerated the Waffle programme,
. / -
commented:

If there is one thing that worries.Canadians more than

economlc domination, it is that someone, sometime, will32

try to do something about it. o,

- In'September of 1970 the new naticnalist comscience which was
¢merging 4n Canada revealed itself through the formation of the non-
| - .
pé}itical Committee for an Independent Canada (CIC). This nationalist
préssure group, founded joiantly by Walter Gordon, economist Abraham
Roé%tein and. Toronto Star editor Peter Newman, took in'g variety of
nat%onalists who professed pglitical convictions less radilcal than those
of e Waffle. Although these {ndividuals had expressed their concern
for Canadian economic independence onm previous occasions, they were
. o . N
prodded into actiom by the Waffle's virtual monoﬁo%; of nationalist
igsues. Journalist Christina Newman degcribed the motivations of the
grodp's founders:
That the Waffle was the only organized independentist
- movement in the country dismayed Gordon and Rotsteln
because they believed it would isolate nationalistic
f ideas in & fringe movement 80 remote from the Canadian
| political mainstrean that they could never be realized.
[ {rhe CLC] was meant to provide a focus for nationalists
! with ideas less radical -- though no less passionately 5,
held -- than those of the Wafflers.

lAlthOugh there was now a second nationalist group on Canada's

1

{\3 -3201ted in Abraham Rotstein, "The Wahn Report,” Canadian Forum, vol. T,
no. 596,.p. 195.

33

Cheistina Newman, "Growing Up Reluctantly,” Maclean’s, vol, 83, no. 8;.
‘August, 1972, p. 58. See also Cy Gonick, "Liberal-izing Continentalism,"
Canadian Dimension, vol. 7, no. 4, October-November, 1970, p. 5.

(
\“///\\\\/\~\ '.

)

R T



93

political horizon, the Waffle unquestionably remained the more militant

and controversial of the two., On September 12, 1970, the group sponsoted
i
& nation-wide demonstration protesting the sale of Canadian resources to

the Unite& States. James Laxer especially disapprcved of the Liberal

government 8 continental trade agreements which he believed treated
Canada as an American supply base and locked the country into a perma-

nent state of underdevelopment. He also believed that American invest-
~

ment in Canadian resources created only temporary jobs for Canadians,
< - : .
threatened the environment and drew Canada into the American military

machine. He made many of these ideas puhlicrin e little book entitied
The Ehergy Poker Game. On the day-of the rally Laxer addressed 120
people on Parliament Hill‘while in Toronte approximately 1,000 people
participated in a Waffle-organized protest march. Groups of less than

a hundred also partook-iu demonstrations in Edmonton, Regina and Calgary.
The undertaking, however, had littie effect on governmental policy, .
Later that month the Liberal government agreed_to export 6.3 trillion

.

cubic feet of natural gas worth $2 billion to the United States over

o

Id .
-a fifteen year period.

The Waffle mext turned its collective attention to the Ontario

'NDPlconvention of Occober 1, 2 and 3. The Waffle had earlier decided

- not to run & candidate for leadership at this convention and displayed

-

little support for either of the two main confenders, ftephen Lewis

and Walter Pitman, although both men had addressed a Waffle pre-convention

4

rally~on September 19. A Waffle spokesman criticized both Lewls and
Pitman b cause‘"neicher would advocate nationalization of private

industry as the first step towards peoples', control of the Ontario



econgmy."3§ The Waffle Eon&ention strategy was to gain recognition of
sﬁéqific resolutions and to elect members-to‘internal.barty fosts. Its
slogan going into the conyention waé? "Let's falk policy ... not

_ personalities." -

In the leadershigfrace Séepheg Lewls polled 1,188 votes as compared
to Walter Pitman's 642 and Douglas Camﬁbeil's'1ess;than—spsfzacular
twenty-one, Waffler Krista Maeots lost the election for party president
to Gordon Vichért by a vote qf 818 to 516 and Waffler John Smart -could

only attract 373 voteg to Gordon Brigden's 895 fdt the position of

‘ o T,
ful in their attempts to win positions of vice-president. But Wafflers ) \

par%; secretary."chkié Larkin Bfownlgnd Gordon Cieveland were unsuccess-— - .
Bruce Xidd, Krista Maeots, John Smart and Jackie Larkin Brown were all
elected to the grovincial council. In addition, James Laxé; received
637 votes to ensu;e'him the position of one of two of the party's .
federal representatives.
Once again the Waffle had'substantial impact on the\éézfz;}p the
area of policy resolutions. The Ontario Manifesto "For a Socialist
Onterio in an indePendEnt Sociélist Canada" waé defeated'by a narrow
| margin of 744 to 628. But the Waffle was triumphant with its reso-
lution on the gontrol qf'naéural resources. Rgactiﬂg to the recent sale
of natural gas by'the Liberal government to the United Stateén;fhe.
'convention‘enthusiastically‘passed thé Waffle~sponsored resolution
‘which read: : ' )
... the Ont;rio NDP, recognizing that the natural gas sale .

to the United States is the first step in a continental

energy resources-deal, advocétesﬁthe/pationalization of u,,_\?ﬁﬁ\\\

4

3Z.Tr.f;lcy Morey, '"Leadership Hopefﬁls Meet Wafflers," Ontario Waffle pub-
lication, Ontario NDP .Convention, October 2, 3 and 4. Ed Dahl Papers,
Public Archives of Canada.
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the energy resources industries of Ontario and urges the
federal government in conjunction with the provinces to
bring about public twnership of these industries across,g

Canada. '
The party also pledged not to homour any coummitments-arrived at by

previous'governments in regard to the sale of natural resources)should
¢ P S o ,

the NDP assume power. And for immediate action, the. party promiged to

sponsor a natioanide edgéapiohal pngramme dealing with the staté\?f

Canadian energy resodrces. . | ’ ; \

. : \
! The excitement of the Ontario NDP convention, however, was eclipied
by events in another part of the country. As Ontario New Democrats we%é

gtill mulling qvéf the results of their recent conference, a bizarre \\

N

.
episode in Céngﬂiﬁh’hiatopy was being written in the province of Quebec \\

wﬁich-interrupted and stupified all normal proceedings in the.country.

In stunned incomprehension, the entire nation awalted word on the kid-
nappings of British Counsel Jémes Cross and Quebec cabinet minister"
Pierre Laporte By ﬁemﬁgrs-of the separatist terrorist organizatioﬂ Front
de liberation du Quebee (FLQS. On October 16 Prime Minister Trudeau
invoked the War Measures Act éuspending civil 1iberties and extending
unrestricted power to authoritative agencies to aid in their search for
the kidnapperé. Tommy'Douglag, David Lewis, Ed Brdadbent and thé majority
of'the NDP federal caucus were the only parliamentary voices to be ralsed
in objection to the peace—time‘1mp1emen£ation of the Act. The next day
‘Pierre Laporte's crumpled body was diséovere@ in the trunk of a car. The
horror ofI0ctobe£ 1970-£emporarily brought toéether the different factioms

of the NDP just as it brought together differing elements of the country. .

+

33urye Waffle Campalgn on Canadidi Resburces: Some Proposals,"” Ed
Dahl Papers, Bublic Archives of Canada.
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The Waffle‘d;opped its concentration on the question of energy resources
" and sponsored several rallies in deéence of the small group of NDP MPs.
Long-range goals were temporarily édspendqd as the Waffle, along with the
rest Sf ;he country, suffered through a period of political and social
. disruption the likes éf which few Canadiana.had previously witnessed.
Although uormalcyrwould not feturn to the country for several months,
the Waffle reverted Fo the pursuit of its original géals by late November
at an Ontario Waffle conference. Included én\the aéenda of this meeting
was the Waffle's relgtionship @ith labour, decision-making within the
group and strategy for,tﬁé>upcoming NDP federal convention. fhé most
important outcome of this meeting was the seiection of'James iaxer as
leadership candidate. From this point to thé time of the conven;ion all
'Waffle activities and statements reflected an ovefall campaign strategy.
- At the end of 1970 the Waffle remained the preeminent mnationalist
group in the country although its pressure and presence had iﬁdirectly
.\1ed télthe creation of a seéond patriotic grouping, the Committee for
an Independent Carada. Through public rallies, writted articles an&
press releases the'Waffle-héd raised considerablythe political consﬁiences
l. of Canadians with regard to the question oq economic nafionalism. At
"the Ontario NﬁP épnvention of October 1970 the group won supportlfor
a reso;ution calling for public ownership of the energy resources
industry. But the group still encountered fierce oﬁbosition to ifs
policies from certain quarters of tﬁé coun?ry. One of the most out- -
spoken opponents of ﬁaffle philosophy; Stanley Rahdall, Ontario Minister.
of Trade and Dévelopment, continued to‘inaist'that fﬁreign investment
was necessary to create employmgnt. ' Prime Minister T?udeau claimed that

economic nationalism was solely an Ontario phenomenon, but even he, near

i
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the end of 1970, aéﬁitted:- "I think the times have changed a bit/..
Canadians have become a 1ht more nationalist economically than they
were before."36

The Waffle had made the question of economic nationalism the pri-
mary issqe of éoncern at the NDP convention of 1969. Throughout the
following yearlthe group, through a varlety of agtivities, brought this
issue to the aféention of the general public. At the end of 1970'the
Waffle began to concentrate on a second national isgue — self-
determination for the province of Quebec. In the mié 19605 James
Laxer had expressed his doubt that separatism was a ﬁise‘goluéion to the
crisis in Quebec. The original.Waffle Manifesto simply echoed thg
official NDP policy which recognized the national status of Quebec within
the federal system although a reaolution calling for self determination
had surfaced at the 1969 convention. 'In March of 1970 at the Waffle- _

sponsored University of Toronto public séminar, Laxer revealed the

wiliingness of the Waffle to accept the principle of self-determination.

. On December 21, the Waffle spokesman, in an interview with La Pregse,

suggested that the NDP should attempt to seek some accommodation with
the separatist Parti Quebecois. In January of 1971 a comprehensive
Waffle resolution demanding Quebec's right to determine its own future

was published in Le Devoir. The proposal read, in part:

’ e Nouveau partl démocratique reconnalt au peuple du
' Québec le droit 3 1'auto-détermination nationale, y

compris le droit d'établir un Etat indépendant du
Québec.

But the Waffle qualified i;s call for self—determination‘by‘exPlicitly

36Cited in Resqich, The Land of Cain, p. 147.

)
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speaking socialists: A

Morin, the leader of the Quebec NDP, Claude Lemelin of Le Devoir wrote::

;98

stating its ultimate desire to see an alliance of English and French~

¥

\
’ )

Al heure actuelle, les néo-démocrates ne doivedt pas se
laigser absorber par la définition d'amenagements con~ .
stitutionnels, mais plutSt jeter les bases~d'usie alliance
populaire entre les socialistes des déux nations du pays.
Nous croyons que cette alliance dégagera progressivement’
plusileurs elements d'un programme politique commun. ‘' Nous
croyons aussi que, dans lg mesure ou le peuple du Québec
et celui du Canada anglais se découvriront des aspirations
comnunes, il leur apparaitra justifig d'oeuvrer 3 37
1'intérieur d'institutions Economiques et politiques communes.

-

Although the Waffle statement arcused the disfavour of Roland

. «.the suggestions outlined by Jim Laxer and the Waffle
group could turn out to be the only way to maintain
fraternal links and an intimate and fruitful co—operation38
between the two nations in Canada. -

It took some months for the Waffle to arrive at a definitive view

of the question of the self-determination of Quebec. The 1mmediacy of

-, . _ ;
" the issue was undoubtedly heightened by the events of October 1970. But

more importantly, the Waffle needed & new torch to carry into the NDP

-

leadership convention. Although it had not abandoned'its views on

economic naticnalism and public ownership, the Waffle needed ko inject

some fresh elements into its campaign to maintain the attention of

fellow party members who, by now, were well acquainted with the group's
A

‘ nationalist and socialist philosophy.

new feature.

-

connected with other aspects of the leadership race. As Laxer unveiled

the Waifle position on Quebec in a number of newspaper articles, interviews

-

&

-3 ' ,

37

38

Le Devoir, January 19, 1971,

Claude Lemelin, Le Devoir. Reprinted in Waffle News, January, 1971.

The Quebec question provided that

Waffle pronouncements on self-determination were tactfully

I'4
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and speeches, he frequently includéd‘criticismétof fhe other candiaates'
views of the issue. David Tewis and Ed Broadbent, Laxer cléimed,‘héld
,a view of Quebec not essentially different from that of Pierre Trudeau

»

whilé candidate John Harney was tdtallylambiguous on the question, The
final candidate for 1ea§grship, Frank Howard, was':hastized by the
>Waff1e for having been bne.of four NDP MP's to support the War Measures
Act. With this plank added to tﬂeir nationalist and soclalist platform,
the-Wa;flefs launched the Laxer campaign.
Iihe battle between James Léxer and the other leadership candidates

-which would reach its:p;int of ciimak at the NDP conventiqn in April
reveéléd itself in all party activities months prior to the gﬁthering.
While Lewis,-Ha;ney, Broadbent and Howard'were competiqg with one
another individually for the station of NDP chief, Laxer clear}y repre—
sented not just new leadership for the party, but a fundamenfal change

in ideology and direction, An early'sign of this internal party division
was revealed at an NDP federai.co;ncil meeting heid in Toronto July 16
and 17. The Waffle representatives on the councilt acting as a bloc,
criticized the partisan compositicn of the fifty-six member resolutions
committee which had béen named for éhe*gnfil convention. This was the
commlttee that decided which resolutions received by éhe party from
riding assoclations reacﬁed the floor for debate and in whdt shaﬁe and
prder. The Wafflers complained that the committee did hot contain a

fair proportion of their own representatives or female members. Although
- the council did not accept'the broposal of Mel Watking that the committee
~admit twenty ﬁafflers, ten men and. ten'women, the £inal coqyosition‘did

include approximately one-third women and en increased nﬁéger of Waffle

spdkesmen. At the same two-day meeting the Waffle representatives also
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convinced the‘fgderal council to consider a proposal calling for public

ownership of the oll and gas industries'in'Capada.
‘ It is clear that the Waffle had begun its campaign for Jamés Laxer
éarly in 1971; but it 13 equally true thaé the anti-Laxer forces.were
alsoiérofusely_at work early in the year. On January 14, Desmond Morton,
in a speech to the Ddﬁ.ﬁalley NDP association, called the ngflers
"erinning, academic faces,/hirsut; and bésﬁéctacled, preaching total
nationalization, bufeau?é;cy and mindless, romantilc protest.” Mortoh
accused the Waffle of adding to the longevity of the Trudeau regime by
scaring off moderate NDP supporters with its radical polic_ies.39 More
inﬁicative of the growing tactical battle between Laxer and the mainstream
candidates, hoﬁéver, was a confidential memorandum dated January 20

addressed to David Lewié from Marc Ellesen, the NDP director of research.

Discussing the strategy of the Lewis camp at the upcoming convention;

fliegsen wrote:

I suggest we attempt to seek Federal Council approval for

the position that votes on resolution matters be taken at
certain times during or at the end of the day. Becaugl/ 4?5
of the hard-core dedication of the Waffle Group, it i

imperative that the anti-Waffle forces be there at all

times when votes are taken on important policy matters.

A large number of labour delegates do not participate in

these policy matters and are therefore very difficult to40

round up for the final votes.

Elieson’s note revealed two engaging elements. First, it was an unequi-

vocal admission that the Waffle forces posed a realistic threat to the

favoured positions of the NDP's hierarchy. Secondly, it divulg%gjthat the

"

39Desmond Morton, "Comment on the Waffle," CCF/NDP Papers, WaffIE’Flle,'
Public Archives of Canada.

40Conf:l.dential Memorandum, Marc Elieson to David Lewis, Jaﬁuary'ZO, 1971.
CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, Public Archilves of Canada.
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Lewls forces were depending heavily on the labour delegates for support.

Exhibiting greater confidence about the leadership convention
publicly than his aid Marc Eliesen had expressed in private, David Lewis -
continued the campaign through a_press release igsued January 28. It
read, -in part:

I'am certain that the convention next April will defeat the

more extigme, unrealistic and doctrinaire Waffle proposals

and I ho?ﬁ that an end may be brought to the harmful and

divisive/factionalism which 1s as unnecessary as it is

dangerouk. © :

In this same item Lewig\EcCuseH‘the Waffle of fraternizing with the
Parti Quebecois and thus contravening the NDP's pro-federalist conviction.
"-The Waffle, Lewis claimed, had confused the public and damagéd-tﬁg
image of the NDP by behaving like an independent political party, _The
Waffle's nationalization schemes were "old fashioned and out ‘of date

‘ l ,
soclalist fundamentalism." '"'There will for a long tdme to come, if not
fore%er, be a large and Important private sector in the economy, " Lewié

concluded.él .

On February 2 Ed Broadbent issued a Press release in which he -
echoed Lewis's regret that the Waffle had distorted tpe‘pplibies of the

NDP in the public mind.42 Two days later Frank Howard made .his contri- -

- -t
bution to the pile of press releases through a public statement declaring

that the Waffle was attempting to "establish by.ﬁoise‘wqit it cannot-

substantiate in reason.” ﬁowaid rejected the Waffle's proposals of

41David Lewis News Release, January 28, 1971. CCF[NDﬁZ?apErs, Waffle_
File, Public Archives of Canada. A ’ - :

42Ed Broadbent News Release, February 2, 1971. CCF/NDP Papers, Wafflef
File, Public Archives qf Canada. : ) 2.
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public ownerahip as well as ita policies on Quehec which ‘he interpreted
‘ N
"destructive both to the NDP and to the coucept o£~Canadian unity."
o d called on the other leaderahip candidates to explicitly announce

- thelr stands on the Waffle prbgramme.43 Thia 1aat request clearly

-

p revealed the polarizing/nature of the contiuuing campaign
" James Laxer reapouded to this barragé’of criticism on February 12.

Laxer claimed that Lawis s and Howard'a criciciSms of the Waffle only

e

" revealed their own lack of policies. He steadfaatly denied that the

' Waffle dghatituted a party witgzn a party ‘ Laxer also diamiased the
i

'

P charge that the Waffle resolution on Quebec was pro—aeparatiat, although

‘he added: o ' .. . ?
Quebec and Engliah Canada must have the right ,to limi
their relationship or expand it depending on the 44 "
democratic deciaiona of each people. .

Laxer was still not openly advocating independence for the rovince of (4

Quebec.' He consiatently meintained hia original degire to see 1ish

‘and French—apeakiag socialists join together to combat the encroachments

—_-n..* -

of the American empire. But he was adamant.in_his beliefrthat the
nature of ahy suth alliance, if\it was to be etfective, must be based‘ !
updn the freely—expreased asp}rations of the two partie : : '
Much tolthe chagrin of David Leﬁiﬁ“ﬁhd the other n:;jgaztleleader—
. ship candidates,, the ﬁéﬁfle position on Quebec suddenly assumed eater ,

. credence late in Feﬁ}uary when the Quebec NDP elected Raymond Lalib (Eg_

43Frank Howarngewa Releasd, February 4, 1971. CCF/NDP Papera, Waffle '

File, PublicilArchives of Canada.

James Laxer News Release, February 12, 1971. CCF/NDP Papera; Waffle

“——._.__Fdle, Public Archives of Canada
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- convention with its radical nation

public press.
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party presidemt.. 'L%:l.ibert'é was the former Lfad{r‘of_ Quebec's largest .

and most militant teachérs union. Wit ~the'open ed;boft and encourage-

been clearly determined. The W fflerhad aucceesfulﬂy dominated the 1969

other substantial issues. In 1971 the group was still the ¢entre of "

lh

» L

attention, but this time it had made itself .goticeable by moulding the
\ <
question of Quebec into the major convention issue., As convention time

¥

drew nearer, the growing tension within the NDP ag explored in the

In a feature story on Nﬁé MP and anti—Waffler-Max Saltsman, Richard
Jackson, in the February 19 edition of the Vietoria Daily: CoZonzst
maliclously attacked the leftist group. Jackaon heartily agreed with’
Saltsman's contentidn that the Waffle displayed arrogant pretence at
intellectoal superiority:'" Jackson chastized the "wildmen of the Waffle"
for their harsh criticiam of Saltsman’ 8 support of the Wai Meaaures Act
and elafmed that they would lead to the destruction of the NDP if they
were not J:cmt:ed.l'5 Other mainatream newspapers in Canada displayed a

}
ce of the. Waffle pr:ogramme. On February 10, the

alightly greater’ }:e-}:er

Toronto Star edi/éoriali ed

Richard Jackson, Vietoria Daily Colonist, February 19,,1971. k




RS

-

104
1 .
The ideal outcome [of the convention] is a win for the
- NDP r€stablishment, but with the Waffle staying in the
party as a strong intelligent ginger group. Organized
labour needs a rap or two, especially about foreign control
and Mr. Lewils may shirk from administering it unless
pushed. The pa:liamentarians need reminding that all P
the answers aren't in Ottawa. Andkeveryone needs to

think more about Quebec, not excluding thinking the[‘6
unthinkable, ; o N

\ L .
‘On Febrdary 20‘the\ﬁqose Jaw Times Herald offered this opinion of the

Waffle:

B

At least we know exactly hhege they stand agﬁhtZE?
‘have, for the first time in many a moon, :glve e

people. some clear-cut’ altex;)xatives when they go to 47

the polls. = - .

The most intense moments Bf’the Waffle debate undoubtediy occurred

within the ranks of the NDP itselﬁ Stephen Lewis, getting into the,

act to help out his father 8 bid for 1eadership and displaying his own

 anti-Waffle sentiments, attacyed the group at a provincial council

-_imeeting‘ of the Ontario NDP in Kitchener on February 21. Twenty-four

" hours bsfdre Lewis spokela;psrtial text of ﬂ&s speech, in which he

iy ] .
criticized the Waffle for its extremism and in pafticular its Quebec

?olicjg;ﬁad appeared on the front page of the,GZobe and Mail. One week

later, in’ HamiltOn Desmond Morton was ‘back into the fray. This time

addressing a steelworkers political codgerence, Morton asserted that

.the Waffle was "almost totally ignorant of the ropts of the Canadian
- @

left, its traditions and its circumstances He accused the group of

importing the bulk of its ideas from the United Statés. Its stand on
o, ‘ -
Quebec, Morton claimed, would lead to the break up of the country.

. s
N

The Waffl%fs ideas were -"archale...opportunistic" and "irrelevant."

—

46Torq#%o Star, February 10, 1971.

47Moose'Jaw Times-Herald, February 20, 1971. o
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Moreover, the members of the group were fiot even good party workers.48

Months before the convention the sides were clearly drawn. It was -
equally clear that Laxer stood alone on one side of a platform and faced . j
four opponents whose pfogrammes, wﬁile not interchange le(fﬁiffpaled__m__a/‘”kf\\%,
in comparison to the raﬁicaliam oﬁ the doctrines of the Waffle. Laxer
travelled.throughout the country during’his campéign speaking individually

cn more thdn éighty occaslons and entering into debate with other leader-

. ship candidateé no less than twenty times; Nearing the end of the
campaign 1t became apparent that tﬁe iace was between James Laxer rep-
rgsenting the Waffle and David Lewls personifying the party's moderate 3
wing. Lewis had the support of thirteen of twenty-two member; of the
NDP parliamentary caucué. Laxer, on the ther hand,.could depend upon
the votes of many Ontario Wafflers who.had wbrked profusely within their
riding associations to have themselves.eiected delegates to the con-
vention. Laxer, however, was not the object of affection ampngst the
officialdom of t@g,trade unions. “ -
Aithough Laxer had approached the unionists during the pre-.
cofivention period he had relétively'little success in shak -tgg bad .
" name the Waffie had incurred among labour leaders. The group Raturally
had made few friends with p;ople it had accused-of being sellouts to the i
system, right-wing and paternalistic. Waffle attacks on the American
infiltration of Canada were not well received in union offices which

were affiliated with international organizations centred in the United ' [

States. .The anti-Waffle sentiments shared by the union brass were

48Desmohd Morton, "The Waffle Within the Ontario New Democratic Party,“ o
‘CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, Public Archives of Canada.
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revealed through a number of statements issued to the press, In a

, Globe and Mail article of April 12, Denmnis McDermott criticized the

Waffle's dogmat;sm and revealed his own interpretation of political

1dealism:

Eihe Wafflﬂ has turned out to be a haven for every social
misfit in the party ... They boast they are better socialists
than anyone else. But the best socialist of all is Ed
~wa Schreyer. He won an election and that is what politice.v.‘l R
‘ . . g
is7all about. )

s

In the same bBrticle, Fred Dowl Canadian Director of Food and Allied

Workers, assdrted:

: e -
B;sicall “the: Waffle did more’to damage thg party than
apything/that's happened in the past fiftéen years. I

am completely opposed to their whole position. >0

efor of the #hite collar workers of the CLC, added:
.. it's time we had people who did some work rather than

51
professors who write resolutionms.

A convention booklet published by the United Steelworkers also
revealed a strong leadership disapproval of Waffle policy and strategy.
The second sentencélof the pamphlet's preamble is clearly an dmplicit
warning to union -delegates to beware of Waffle rhetoric:

A unique opportunity lies with the federal NDP convention
to chart courses away from the policies of erosion
practiced by the Liberals and Conservatives for the past
twenty-five years. But the delegates must make suve that
sterile debate on extraneous matters or artificial com-
petition over words "right" or "left," do not divert that

purpose. [italics as in originaﬂ ?2

“6lobe and Mail, pril 12, 1971.

52United Steelworkers of America, Information vol. 19, no. 1, March 1971.
' ]
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At the 1969 convention in Winnipeg, Dennls McDermott spoke for

many delegates when he objected to the Waffle programme on-the grounds

that it was poor election material. Two years later, many party members
still shared this sentiment. The burden of alienating ideology,
however, was a theme which had been debated throughout the entire exis-
tence of the NDP and its predecessor, the CCF. Prior to the 1971 leader-
- b ‘ -
.ship election, the recurring problem was expressed succinetly by NDP MP ) }
Max Saltsman:

My choice is a man who-can put the party In a positién S0

that it can approach the public. I'm tired of belonging to

a debating society. We have to be willing to pay the

price of being a party. That price is.not to a{ways be 53

the conscience of the country. ' :
Once again faced with the problem of purism versus pragmatism, the NDP
entered into a four-day debate over its future starting on April 21, 1971.

The NDP leadership convention took place at the Ottawa Civic Centre.

4
The presence of the Waffle once again permeated every facet of the

;

conference, but the-Dttawa.meeting differed'gfom the Win?}peg gathering
-of 1969 in fwo important ways. ?irst, the Waffle phenomenon was now well ~
-known to party members. There was nothing-néw,pr novel about the'group.{
As a_ result, there was organized oppositioﬁ.within the party, ﬁarticﬁih
arly amongst unionists, prgﬁared to meet the radicals on the convention
floor reéolution bf resoiﬁtion, vote by vote. Secondly, there was the

all importaﬂt-question of the 1eadership-réce. All Waffile resolutions.
inevitaﬁly became synonomous with';hé Laxer leadership caﬁpaign. ﬁhe
Wwaffle was now offering a package deal to the delegates. For thé/majority

" |

S3poronto Star, April 22, 1971. \ .}

R 1
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of them, 1t was an all or nothing affair. The Waffle couid only hope

to have most of its resolutions passed if it could carry the leadership

‘ race as well, . »

The first reselution-to reach the floor was a Waffle- proposal
calling for increased female representation on governing councils of the
NDP. ~The motion‘wee*prese;ted by Waffler Krista Magots -and seconded by
leadership candidate John Harney. Although this was a falrly moderate
resolution with whieh to begin debate‘because it appealed to some noﬂ—
Waffle women as well as some non-Waffle males, such as Harney, the
proposal was rejected The Waffle claimed that the remeinder of the
policies which it had submitted to the resolutions committee for

Y
approval *had been 'severely distorted and debilitated. The revision of

»

\
one such policy resulted in the presentation and adoption of a foreign

aid resolution which halved the designated amount of Canada's contri-
bution to international development as had.been agreed upon at the
Winnipeg convention. The Waffle also failled to have its strbng condem-
nations of the Viet Nam War and the War Measures Act adopted by the
convention. Of fifty-eight submitted proposals en foreign ﬁolicy, the
resolutions cqmmittee allowed only four to reach the floor. Waffle
resolutions onragriculture and extta—parliaqsntary activity were rejected
outright. The greatest electoral successes experienced by the Waffle
at the convention weré. the triumphant passages of a resolution tanning
leadership placardslfrom the convention floor and a second one requesting
a time change of a planned demonstration on Parliament Hill.

On the question of public ownership, the resolution adopted by the
convention was an unequivocai retreat from the party's former stand.

- -

Whereas the NDP had breviously put forward a policy calling for the
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nationalization of the oil and gas industries,-tﬁe‘new position oniy-
méptioned public ownership as a possibility. In his persuasive manner,
retiring leader Tommy Douglas reassured the delegates: '"There must

always be a role for private ownership where competitiog is sufficieﬁf

* to prevent explolitation of the public and employees."54 But the shdift

,in party strategy, according to. Ed Broadbent, put the NDP "back to the

late fifties in terms of. policy positions."55
1 -

Undoubtedly, the most important’ issue discussed at the convention

" was the question of Quebec. Opinions on this subjgct'were distinctively

divided between Wafflers and non—Waiglgrs. James Laxer, with the
support of Richard Comber and Raymond Laliberté of the Quebec NDF, had'
-~ N _ )

submitted a resolution supporting the right of self~determination for

. . ‘ _
the province of Quebec. The majority of New Democrats, prodded by the
party 1éadership, could not accept this position fearing that it would
be interpreted by the public as a pro-separatist stance. Seeking com-
promise, and consequently alienating a number of his own.supporters,

Ed Broadbent devised a resolution calling for continued .support of the

federal system while simultaheously recognizing Quebec's ultimate right

_to self-determination. But both sides of the Quebec debate remained

' -

intransigent and meither Wafflers nor moderates accepted Broadbent's
proposal. The final resolution on ngbeb adopted by the convention was
one composed by Charles Taylor of McGill University which took a strong

|
federalist stand but censored force as a method of\maintaining national

M pid.

55

Cited in Michael S. Cross, ''Third Class on the Titanic: The NDP
Convention," Canadian Forum, vol. L1, no. 603-604, April-May 1971, p. 4.
L's



.
ae

PIS

110

'
Ta

unity. The Waffle lost this nosr.important debate by a vote of 853 to

425,
. One faction of the-party which was esnecially criticai of the
Waffle's Quebec resolution was a lobby of moderate New Democrats who
called themselves the NDP- NOW group. This %?dre, which had been organ-
ized by Desmond Mbrton ahfew months prior_rortﬁe convention, was ;
decidedly anti-Waffle in its purpose and approaoh)an had fought with

Wafflers for control of the convention's resolutions committee. The

KDP ROW group stressed the importance df.electoralﬁvictory gnd_excoriated

"the Waffle for its idealistic and doctrinaire approach to the Canadian
PRI

political scene. Individual members of the NDP NOW aggregation
challenged Waffle candidates for several internal party positions. Joyce

Nasgh and'Peggy Prowse of NDP NOW were elected vice-presidents of the

'party while the Waffle managed only to maintain a single representative

in this offfce. NDP NOW member Mary Eady was returned as party treasurer
rh
and Roland Morin, NDP NOW advisor, was re—elected associate president of

the party by a margin of 807 to 680 over the Waffle choice and Quebec
backed Marc Boulard. 1In other party elections the Waffle placed onl

two of its members on the federal council, a decrease from its 1969 ta

?or the office of party president Donald Macdonald defeated Saskatchewan

Waffler Carol Gudmundsen by a verdict of 885 to 565.

- Of course, the most important and intriguing battle of the convention

’i‘

was the leadership race itself. gavid Lewls, the oldest and most
experienced CCF/NDPer of the leadership candidates, was favoured to win.
John Harney. and Ed Broadbent, however, were both pooular high—orofile
members of Fhe party, and Frank'Howard could depend on some patriotic

support fron,the British_Columbia delegates, at least on the first ballot.

st B
2y . -

*
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Then there was Jamea Laxer. Laxer was unquegtionably more than a sin-
‘gular threat to David Lewis and the othef 1eadership candidates. He
cgrried with him the Waffle d1abel. He was the repfesentative an@
leadership cholce of the group.of New Democrats who for EEE past two
'years had kept the party in a state of constant tumult and confusion.
A strong second-place fiﬁisﬁfby Laxer would bew an effective reminder to
the pérty hierarchy of the diséontgnt which remained'wifhin the NDP per;
taining to official policy and practice. Realizing the potential danger

by
of ,a strong showing by Laxer, some Lewis supporters admitted the . -

(

poséibility of voting for Broadbent on the first ballot to'prevent
Laxer from finishing a too-respectable second.56 Lewis's ultimate
desir‘e. was to win the leadership of the party and discredit the Waffle
group at the same time. He only received haif his wish.

The furious months of campaigniné and cajoling were‘reduce& to the

intensity of a few moments when the results of the leadership balloting -

were announced. The voting pattern was as follows:

Ballot . I IT III v
Lewis 661 715 742 1046
Laxer 378 407 508 612
Harney 299 347 431

Broadbent 236 223 . ) v
Howard 124 *

David Lewis was undoubtedly the delegates' choice for leader as was
demonstrated by hils personal poll on the first vote and increasing .

st%ength on each successive ballot. James Laxer's second-place finish

after the first ballot, however, revealed the force of a strong_wéffle‘-

o - »

56Peter.Regenstrief, "Waffle Sharpens Old NDP Dilemma: Is it Political
Party or Movement?," . Toronto Star, April 22, 1971.

I
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contingént. Laxer's géins following the first vote were probably more’
indiéativé ofﬁthe presence of moderate anti-Lewis .sentiments than they
were of Waffle poﬁularity. Judging from the decrease in supporftfor

Ed Broadbent between the first ané/second ballots, it can be ;onjectured
that some Lewls supporters made good ;n their promise to vote for
Broahbent 32 the first ballot in an att?mpt to push Laxer off the board
sooner. (This strategy failed due to the stremgth of Laxer's forceé

and g8lso on account of Johnxﬁaégey‘s surpr%sing third—pléce finish‘on :
the first ballot. It is a reasonable assumption that_the vast majority
of the 490 voting delegates represeﬁting trade unions affiliated with
the NDP followed the advice of their leaders ;nd supported David Lewis.
If this is true, then Lewls and Laxer almost evenly split-Eﬁe remainiﬁg

—r

delegate‘votes on the last ballot.
James Laﬁé}, after the final co;nt, followed tradition afijgflled
o .
_upon the delegates to express unanimous support for David Lewis as-new
leader, a gestuéé which élicited disdain from somé of the more intfansi—
'gent Wafflers. In a show of strong party solidarity D;viq Lewis
responded by declaring: "I look forward to working with Jim Laxer and

his supporters in a unified party in the next election."37 ‘But in a

" more soberiné moment Lewis had commented: MAfter the convention we will
put our house in crder."58 Laxer's defeat led to contentious debate in

the immediate post-convention discussions as to the future of the Waffle.

5?Cited in James Harding, "The Unity oﬁ‘Opposites: The Waffle and the

NDP," Our Generation, vol..7, no. 4, vol. 8, no. 8, September 1971,
p. 108. _ N
K : ' ‘ Y
58Chodos, Burgess and Davidson, "David: ‘Tﬁé Centre of his Party,"
p. 32. - ¥ ’ N\
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In the Canadian Forum Michael Cross exﬁressed his suspicions that a'
puége of the leftist group was in the offing..59 In a post—ccnventiqn
interview in the Globe and Mhil; Lewis;exblicitly stated his opinion of
the Waffle and the state ef the NDP: .

The Waé%le 18 an organization of its own. T am the leader
~of the NDP and I don't intend to- spend any time talking
" “about the Waffle. I am not going to be articulating any

policies of the Waffle. I will spend my time talking about60 %
the policies of the Nﬁ P.

1

An ultimate clash between the Waffle and the NDP's moderate wing h

had been formulating ever since the radical splinter group first appeared

in 1969. David Lewis had hoped that the 1971 leadership convention

would prove to be the final showdowﬁ, but this was naot to be the case.

~ Although Waffle convertion strategy had been etifled at'elmost every

.- S /
turn by organized lobbies such as the NOW group which challenged

the radicals on resolutions and for party poeitions, the Laxer camp still
managed to attract thirty to forty per cent supposé on most debates.
Moreover, twenty-nine year old James- Laxer had taken David Lewis to a
fourth ballot before the leadership race was decided Events at the
convention Had only further emphasized the polarization which was

plaguing the party. As in 1969, both sides left the federal convention

claiming an important moralgwictory. The mutual elation would soon end.

A

\

S%tove and Mail, April 26, 1971.

59Michael 5. Cross, Canadian Forum, P~ 59.
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CHAPTER IIT:

pasd ‘ DISSOCIATION AND DISINTEGRATION

In the months immediately following the NDP leadership convention
Waffle exhibited an intractable will to survive. Despite the-
opposition it had confronted at the meeting and irrespective of Danid
Lewis's pronnuncement that the NDF would soon put its house in order,
the Waffle{conginued ﬁo hold meetings and nromulgate'policies in pursuit
of its éoal of Independence and sccialism for Canada. Waffle organiza-
giggg\if;Kingston, St. Catharines and Oshawn increased their membership
and new %Llls were created in Windsor, London, Guelph, Hamilton and
Sudbury. The St. Catharines group formed a Waffle Labour Caucus.and in
the summer of 1971 a Waffle women's wing was instituted. In June the
Waffle initiatg& plans for a counter—cnnference to protest the Conference
dn Economic and Cuitural Nationaiism proposed by thélontario provincial
governnent. The NDF. provincial caucus expressed its approval of these
plans and the party eventually agreed- to sponsor the event. In July
Waffler John Smart presented a brief to the National Energy Board
objecting to six separate applications requenting-fhe export oE natural
-gas to the United Statenl The national media coverage attracted by
Smart's brief may have influenced the board's final decision to reject
all nix applications., Although the éallup poll of June 1971 indicated

that the NDP was favoured by twenty—four:per cent of the respondents,

the highest ranking the party had achieved In four years, David Lewis -

114
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and the party hiérafchy came to believe that the timéihad‘come to take
declsive action against the Waffle. Before the finalfbattle Betwéed
(EngWfole and the NDP began, however, the left-wing gfdub involved
itselfiin severdl newaorthy events. The most impdrtant of - these yaé
the Tex Pack strike in Brantford in July of 197l. ’

Tex Pack Limited of Brantford manufactured gauge dressings and .
filter materials for industrial use. The plant was owned by the American
Hospital Supply CorPoration (AHSC) of Evanston, Illinois, a multi-
national company with branches in 120 countries. The May 1970 edition
of Fortune listed the AHSC as tje.fourteenth fastest growing corporation
in Agericd By mid 19&2, howev r, the Brantford plant had stopped
producing several items| and wag be used simply as a depot and distri-
.bution cedtre for material minufactured in other AHSC factorles. This
slowdown in production led to the 1ayidg off of 126 members of fhe
predominantly female work corps between March and July of 1971. " The
average take home pay of the remaining workers, who were members of the
Canadian Textile and Cpemiéal Union, was less than sixty—five(dollars'
per wéek. On.July 16, Qeienty-iive workers, objecting to the recent

" layoffs and }ejecting.the company’'s offer of a éwentf cent per hour
increage in pay over a two year period, walked dh; on dtrike.

The rea;tion of Tex Pack management to ihe dtiike ﬁas immediate and
ruthless. In the July 28 edition of the Hamilton S?ectator, the company,
using an alias, advertised for strike-breakers. 'lhesg replacement *
workers were bussed in to Brantford from Hamilton at compa y Expenée and
_were guaranteed-safe passage In and o:;/o£~thg plant by varjous contin-

gents of the Hamilton, Ancaster, Bran ford and Ontario Provincial Police.

In addition, the compan withheld vacatiou a from.strikin workers.
‘ py‘ 7aca pay _‘\gA

e
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Both of these tactics, that of advertising for strike-breakers and with-

- '

holding vacition pay, under the circumstances, contravened Ontario Labour
Law. F;f;een'étrfkers also received telegrams announcing theirodis—
missél from the g‘ompanyT Facing almost iusurmountable odds and receiving
no financ151‘assistance from the Brantford District Labour Council
becaﬁée their union was not gffiliated'with the CLC, the strikers
appealed to the Waffle for,assistarice in early August.

The Waffle had little trouble collaborating with radlical textile
.unionist'and naﬁiénalist Kent Rowley who shared. the group's discontent
with in:;rnational unionism. Once committed, theIWaffle quickly put
its well-oiled organizational machine to work. It instructed a gro;p of
University of Toronto®professors to prepare a report on the strike for
submission Ep the Ontario Legislature and organizea a demonstrat%?n in
Toronto toﬂpfotest goéernméﬁt inaction. The promotion of the strike
which occurred as a result of Waffle involvement encouraged the Brantford
District Labour Council_to issue a statement and organize ; Tally support-
ing the strikers, although the committee still withheld financial aid.

The Waffle also arranged for sympathetic members of Local 1005 of the .
Hamilton Steelworkers Union to\join the picket lime at Tex Pack. This
increased physical-presence led to a number of‘eonfrontatiéns on the
plcket line resulting in the arrest of fifty demonstrators, among them
ﬁel Watkins, Robert Laxer and Steve Penner.

Bf mid fall of 1971, after a long and strenuous struggle, the
sfrike was won. Almost all. of the strikers were recalled and éranted

a fortyqfour cent per hour increase over two.years. The Waffle had

clearly assisted in the' success of the strike through its contributions

. of massivé-pﬁblicity and.bodily reinforcements. Alfhough thid was a

il B
W
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surfaced in’the midst of the strike in a speech delivéred by Jean
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happier momeént for the Waffle than had been the aftérmath of the Dunlop

- -

-
strike in Toronto, the grqu had enc0untered similar problems I First

the presence of the Waffle had created some trepidation amongst local

1

unionists who believed an alien philosophy was being foisted ' upon the
workers. Some of the sympathetic strikers in Brantford refused to dis-
tribute literature which wasxstamped with the Waffle 1dgo. Secondly,

the Waffle had once again undermined the authority’ and hegemony of

labour's designated spokesmen. Objections to this type of interference

-

Beaudry, executive vice-president of the CLC, at the Saskatchewan
Federation of Labour Convention held October 15, 1971. At that meetding
Beaudry succinctly voiced organized labour's views of the overzealousness .

of the Waffle:

What is giving the organized labour movement concern is the
fact that these groups Have not been content to stay working
for political ‘solutions within the party, but have engaged
themselves. actively within the labour deEment and have
attempted to take unto themselves the right to make trade
unilon decisions, even though the majority of them lack any -
. trade union experience, '

" .

Beaudry spoke for many union leaders when he concluded: "We don't
appreclate and will not tolerate outside interference;
Although the Waffle's latest intrigues in Brantford had once again

raised the ire of the labour wing of the NDP, the different factions of

. the party interrupted their bickering .long enough to-prepare for the -

Ontario provincial election which had been called for October 21, 1971.
The party centred its official campaign largely around the moderate, -if .

aggressive, image of its new leader, Stephen Lewis. 1In fact, in the
i ' ~

!jean Beaudry, October 15, 1971. CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, Public
Archives of Canada.

b
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final weeks of the cempaign, a GZobe and Mail editorial declared Robert
Nixon, leader of the provincial Liberal Party, the more radical of the

two men.. The official NDP campaign concentrated on issues such as g

" guaranteed annual income, free tuition, salaries for housewlves and the

4

extension of medicare and largely lgnored questions of labour policy

and working class conditions. This approach presented a curious con-

tradiction to the programmes of six Weffle members who had successfully

~ procured the NDP nominations in their ridings. Although these candidates

time and time again bledged their allegiance to the NDP, their particular
campaigns were dominated by Waffle strategy and policies.

Although all party meﬁbers were disappointed with the NDP's poor
third—place finish in the election, especially with the losses of working
class\éistricts such as Brantford and Oshawa, the Wafflers were generally
pleased with their own personal showings. None of the six NDP-Waffle
candidates werelelected to the Legislature, but five of them managed

to increase the percentage of the NDP vote in their ridings as compared

to the provincial election of 1967. Dan Heap who ran on an NDP—Waffle

" ticket in St. Andrew/St. Patrick raised the party vote 16.4 per cent.

Steve Penmer in Dovercourt improved on the NDP rating 5.6 per cent and
came within thirty;eight votes of* victory. Dave Neumann in Brant, Jean
Usuer in Carleton East and Garth Steveuson in Carleton increased the

NDP poll 7, 14.3 and 4.1 per cent respectively. Bruce Kidd, who ran

on an NDP-W;ffle ticket in he riding of Beaches-Woodbine incurred a

loas of 3.8 per cent of ts vote and lost a party-held seat. Naturally,
the Waffle was elated with these results in view of .the fact chat the
overall party improveuent across the province'had only amounted to 1.3

. : . ) - .
per cent. .This accomplishment, however, should not be overstated. 4.

L]
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ﬁecau;e-the Waffle carefully handpicked the ridings in which it’believed
its supﬁoq; waé strongest, and ignored the others, it did not have\xQ
share the inevitable losses the ﬁarty encountered in traditional Tory
and Liberal fidings. Moreover, the attraction ¢f the Waffle programme \\\J”’J
drew some campaign wgrkers away from théir home ridings thus leaving :
local candidates shor; of election helpers.

Within a week of the election the Waffle controversy within the NDP
was égki&éled. Once again, the major confrontation took place between
the Wafflé-and the trade'union 1eadérship group. Two days prior to the
Ontario Federation of Labour convention qﬂich was planned to run for N
threg days starting on October 31, the Waffle Labour Cauéﬁs introduced
itself at a.press conference. The purpose of the new Waffle wing was
described in the following highly convoluted terms:

The job.of the labour cauéus is to suggest and to carry

out ways of heightening radical socialest Egié] con—

gclousness and at initiating a revolutionary movement .

among workers in order to establish a_ dictatorship of

the working class which will evolve into a communistic2
soclety, .

or

Althgugh the Waffle had ;reviously spoken of the need to create a mass
socialist base at the grassroots level of soclety, and had criticized
both the NDP and the CLC for their negligenée in this matter, the group's
labour statement was the most radical example of Marxist-Leninist
thought which it had yet offered. To many observers the Waffle was
begi iné to resemble a Communist party, minus the Moscow connection.

The Wafflé labour pfogramme was fully exﬁlained in a pamphlet

k,——_—\ B . N
A\ . :

1

2Statement of the Labour Caucus. CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, Public
* Archives of Canada. :
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entitled "A Socialist Program for Canadian Trade Unionists." This
docuﬁent was circulated at the OFL convenéion by the Waffle which also
operated a hosﬁitality sulte at the Royal York Hotel for the duration
of the conferencé\\;The statement called for massive increases in public
ownership and worker'éontrol and a better deal for women, the unorganized
and the unemploved. The p;ogramme was ferocious in 1ts attack on.
union leadership. . The 1§bour hlerarchy, according to the Waffle, had
succumbéé'to the pressures of the capitalist system and betrayed its
working class féots. The "right wing establishment in the trade union
movemeng" had feplaced "rank and file militancy with bureaucracy.”
. ‘ . :

Under a section entitled The Brass, the Waffle passed the following
Judgement on trade unionism in Canada:

Before the labour movemenﬁ wlll be able to mobilize its

great strength for immediate and long range battles,

we must realize that under a right wing bureaucracy, -

the official trade union movement has become a major

institution buttressing private corporate enterprise.
"At bottom," the Waffle added, union leaderé who had sold.out to the
interesté of American corporate soclety and alienated their own members
in the process, had "no stomach for thémstruggle to free Canada frém
the American empire."3 . s

Once‘again he Waffle perceived nationalism as the i&gical'bggé
upon which to buil'_g nev social movement. The first step 1n the process
was to be the establishment of "completely sovereign and independent

#4nadian unions” which could ywursue the particular interests of the

Canadian worker. Once out from under the control of the internationals,.

—————T .

3Waffle Labour Committee, "A Socialist Program for Canadian Trade
Unionists," CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, Public Archives of Canada.
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sqall and ineffective Canadian versions of larger American models would
be able tO‘mérge and form ﬁowerful forces for social change. All of
this was to take ﬁlace with the comblete involvement of the rank and
file members of each union:

Tn place of 'business unionism’ which has aped the capitalists

in their methods, motivation and style of operation, and which

has in effect become a buttress of capltalism as a system,

organized labour needs social unionism with a strong, demo-

cratic edge based on militant action to defend the all rpund4

interests of the workers. o ‘

'Union leaders naturallf responded angrily to the Waffle accusations.
Labour veterans who had more than once been involved in long and bitter
sfrikes and frustrating bargainiﬁg sesslons with management resented
being labelled right wing and docile. Many union leaders believed that.
they alone could understand and represent the views and needs of their
members., ,The aspirations of the Waffle were foreign to many rank and
file wo kefg as well. "With the working péople in the lead,” the
Waffle deciéred, "otﬁer.sections of socieéy such as students and farmers,
wiif join increasingly in the struggle to build an independent socialist
-Canada."sv To the ordinary Canadian workingman whose main concerns were
wages, hours of work, pensions énd holidays, this role as v;nguard of
the New Jerusalem imposed upon him from outside was indeed overwhelming.

The Waffle encountered éhe greatest aﬁount of criticism to its
labour programmes from the large intefnationél &niﬁns such as the

United Steelworkers and the United Auto qukersgqf America. Denmnis

€
Il

4"Labour in Ontario," Ed Dahl Papers, Public Archives of Canada.

(a3
S"A Socialist Programme for Canadian Trade Unionists."
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McDermott of the United Auto Workers, a long-time.outspoken foe of the

Waffle, and other officials of the internationals were naturally‘yﬁésa5ﬂd;“ﬂ

fortable with the Wafflé's insistence on completely sovereign Canadian

unions. Donald MacDonald, president of the CLC, William Dodge, the

CLC'g/;ecretary-treasurer and Willi;a Mahoney, Canadian Director of

the United Steelworkers were all members of the CanaQ‘an—American

Committee, a pro—continental organization which promoted greater

Canadian-American economic integration. Directing his comments speci—

fically to the question of nationalism, Larry‘Sefton, a former director

of the United Steelworkers provided the classic response:
Nationalism has never put a penny in a worker's'pocket
and it never will. Nationalism has never rallied the

» workers to anything but the trenches for conflicts between6
the races of people on earth.

' l' . -
‘The escalating battle between the Waffle and the unionists would shortly

mage it impossible for both groups to continue existing within the
ame organization. %
The Waffle's aimost'independent participation in the Ontario
provincial electlon and its continuing agitation against union leadefi

puehed the party officialdom to its breaking point. Writing in the

ettawa Citizen November 4, 1971, NDP ebokesman and strategist Desmond

Morton asserted: "By making the NDP aepear faction~ridden and far more
exteeme that its actual programme, the Waffle hurt the party's electoral
prospects." The burpose of the NDP, Mortom ¢laimed, was to, "become a
government,rnot a perfectionist'sect." Morton also revealed inithis

’
*

6

Cited in Robert Laxer, Canada's Unions (Toronto, 1976), p. 119.

)

——

i e e Y

i ay,

[N et L



J7

123

»

article the growing incompatibility between the Waffle and the NDP's
affiliéted labour wing. -If the party‘wasito recover in Ontario, Morton
concluded, the Waffle would have to go.7 It would not be long before
an imp}icit Qtate of war was declared within the NDP.

The first volley to be fired in the battle came from Don Eastman
of the Hamilton Mguntain Riding Association. Eastman, who had been

defeated in the Ontario provincial election, blamed his loss on the

presence of the Waffle within the NDP, despite the fact that fellow can-
didates Ian Deans, Norm Daviscon and Reg Gisborm had all been victorious

in the Hamilton area. Nevertheless, Eastman desired to see the Waffle

égielled from the partyrand, through the Hamilton Mountain Riding
Assoclatlon, proposed that the sectlion of the NDP;S constitution which
forbad members to support other political 6rganizations be amended to
Tead:

Exclusion from membership belonging to or supporting
another political party include those who adhere to

" any clearly identifiable ongolng political group who
organize, solicit funds, employ staff, hold press con-
ferences to expound their point of view instead of
operating within and supporting democratically arrived
at decisions of the party through convention and 8
councll action.

re

Eastman did everything except add the phrase."and those calling

themselves Wafflers" to specify exactly to whom his resolution was

directed. The Hamilton Mountain statement appeared in the Globe and Mail

on November 30 along with an endorsement fromIan Deans, the Ontario

7Desmond Morton, Ottawa Citizern, November 4, 1971.

BHamilton Mountain Riding Association resolution. CCF/NDP Papers,
Waffle File, Public Archives of Canada.

o
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NDP House leader. Dennis McDermott. also voiced his approval of the
" motion as did the Welland NDP riding association. But there was no

unanimity amongst NDPers as to how the Waffle ﬁroblem should be apprdached.
Although the majority of party members could not support the group's
radical pfogrammes, many of them appreclated tﬁe poliﬁy debates which
were frequently ini;iated by thé‘ﬁaffle and respected the long-standing
CCF/NDP traditioﬁ of intérnal‘party dissent. In response to the Hamilton
Mountain resolution, the following statement was forwarded to the
Ontario executive from the Bellwoo;s Riding Association:

.+.the membership of Bellwoods riding association urges

the party not to embark on this course. It is our feeling

that Waffle supporters are loyal members of our party.

Any attempt to limit debate through administrative measures
can only in the end do irreparable damage to the pa#ty.

9
Similar resolﬁtions were received from St. David's, Sudbury, Eglinton,
Etobicoke, hindsor West, St. Catharines, Peterborough County, High Park
and Halton East, ﬁot all Waffle-controlled ridings. ‘

gver the next couple of months the war within the NDP remained in
‘the, paper stage. Resolution after resoiution were met with an equal
num?er of counter—reéolutions. As the debate escalated within the
par£§, events in the federal political arena reminded the Waffle and the
geneIE? public of the premise upon which the'group had-initially been
founded. Late in 1971 the findings of another Royal Commission on |
foreign investment ip Cenada, the Gray Report, were leaked to the

Canadian Forum. The Gray sfudy, which was never officially released to

the public, surpassed the Watkins Report of 1968 in its exposition of

9Bel[l.wut:ds Riding Association Resolution. CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, )
Public Archives of Canada.
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the political and economie dangers foreign investment created in Caqada.
The strongest palliative Suggqéted'by Gray, howeVér; was . the creation
of a foreig& investment screeﬁing‘&genty; The weaknesses of Gray's
proposals, in view of the damaging evidence ﬁe had uncovered, provoked
Mel Watkins to assert publicly that the need for independence and
soclalism in Canada was now more relevant than evér.19 Although the
Gray Report was destined to join its predecessors, the Watking and Wahn
studies, on the now-crowded parliamentary shelf, its forced appearance
served to remind many Canadians that the issue of economic nationalism
as encompassea by the Waffle remained a tangible and serious question.
E;rly in 1972 the attentions of the Waffle switched back to its own
affairsi On January 9 of that year, in conjunction with the Windsor and
District Labour Council, the group sponsored a symposihm criticizfng
the terms of the Canadian-American Auto-Pact. FEd Broadbent and Ted
Boun;}ll, Ehe newly-elected NDP MP.for Windéor and party labour ecritic
addressed the 350 people in attendance. Although the meetihg had been
endorsed by the Windsor and District Labour Council and had-eafned the
praise of the Windsor Star ;§Z the city's mayor, Dennis McDermott of the
ﬁAw was 1nfuriated with the qufle's actions. McDermott was especilally
upset with the.Waffle's suggestion that the autoworkers participate in
& one-day work stoppage. This, McDermott beliiyed, constituted a blatant

infringement upon the rights and perogatives of labour's proper.-leaders.

10See Mel Watkins, "Thrge‘Socialists Look "at the Gray Report," Camadian

Dimension, vol. 8, no. 4-5, January 1972, and Watkins, "A Strategy
for whom?," Canadian Forum, vol. L1, no. 612-613, January~February,
1972,

.
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Moreover, if the workers chose to follow the Waffle lead the credibility

of unionists such as McDermott would be damaged in the eyes of both

" labour and management. McDermott unleashed his anger in the Windsor

Star on January 17:

[The UAW has dissociated itself from the activiti e
the Waffle and, in my. view, the NDP will have to(do the-
same thing...the Waffle is acting as an independe?m party
doing its own thing without consulting anyone..,tHe
leaders of the Waffle are footloose academics with no

affinity and very little understandipg of labour,

11

On January 18 in the Globe and Mail James Laxer responded to
McDermott's comments and attacked the UAW director for his anti-nationalism:

L

I have no intention of behaving like a compromised
Canadian just because Mr. McDermott is more concerned
‘about the heads of his union in Detroit than he is 12
about the sellout of the auto pact safeguards...
From the beginning, because of its harsh criticisms of international
unionis;, the Waffle had never won the affection of labour leaders whose
organiéations were affiliafed with groups in the United States. The
rift bétween the uﬁions‘and:the~Waffie Increased in proportion as the
leftisg group continually iﬁvoived %tself with labour affairs, programmes
and strategy. Caught in between;‘.eeping a careful efg on the poils, was
the NDP leadership group, with David Lewis at the helm of the federal
organiéatiop ;nd_his son .Stephen in charge of the Ontario wing. When the
"NDP hierarchy was fihallylforced to move on the ﬁroblem, ié would be in-
Ontario,-the birthplace of the groub, where the exorcism would begin.
On March 18 at a provincial council meeting held in Oshawa Stephen Lewis

openly declared war on the group.

-

11D9nn15 McDermott, Windsor Star, January 17, 1972.

-123ames Laxer, Globe and Mail, Jauua;j 18, 1972.
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Stephen Lewis admitted at the outset of the, meeting that what he
wasg about to say was fhe host difficult speech he ever had to make 4s
leader of the Ontario party.13 But "we, as a ﬁoliticalvﬁarty," Lewis
declared, "can no longep proceed in our present state." Lewls addressed
himself: to the_prleem of the Waffle under four peneral headings: ’
human relationships, party structure, relations with labour and ideology.
In the first are;,‘Lewis asgerted, the Waffle had initiated debate within
the NDP mﬁich had contributed more to the creation of long-lasting
rancor th;;-it had.to the establishment pf ssund party policy: "There
hés crept into.the party evidence of acrimony and gitterness withoqt
precedent." Lewis admitted that the CCF/NDP had always tolerated dissent
‘from within party ranks; but in the case of th; Waffle, internal protest
had been carried to the point of self~destruc£ion.

. Lewié dedicated the greatest part of his speech to.diSCussing EQQ"
structure of the Waffle. He accused the group of setting.up an organi-
zation parallel to thaf of the NDP itself. Pointing to the Waffle's
mailing iist, collection of dues, publicatioﬁs, public announcements
and committees, Lewls quipped: " "...it all rather reminds one of a .
political party." This parallel str;;ture which the Waffle had created,
‘Lewis claimed, redirected funds and energy which rightfully bglqued po
the central.organization of the NDP. Lewls also expressed concern with
what he believed'waa infiltration of the Waffle by Trotskyites, ﬁaoists
and American New Lefters, aé had been evidenced at a recent Ontaric

Waffle conference held at McMaster Uniﬁersity in Hamilton in February.

4

/4

lBStepﬁég Lewis speech, March 18, 1972, Oshawa. Reprinted in New
. ‘Democrat, March-April, 1972.

4
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Borrowing a phfase from another political figure, Lewis announced:

"I didn't -assume the leadership of this party to preside over its dis-

memberment. '

In his thirdltopic area, Lewis spoke of the Waffle's relationship

* with organized labour. The Ontario leader contended: "There has

developed in our party a sneering, contemptuous attitude towards official

trade unionism ‘and the labour leadership." Referring to the Waffle's

- attacks on unlons, Lewis queried: '"...by what perverse assessment of -

reality does the New Democratic Party have to do Pierre Elliott Trudeau's
dirty wogk for him?". As co-founders of the DNP and as the historic
defenders of tﬁe rights of the workingman, the unions, Lewis claimed,

had earned a révered position in party politics. Furthermore, the use
of the NDP's name on Waffle labour literature, Lewis asgerted, amounted
to "palpable slander.” Using this as an example, the Ontario 1eade£
pointed out, quite'cgyrectly, that the Wafflb;é use of the party name

on publications which had not been ratified by the general membershiﬁ or
the executive council was in violation of the NDP's constitution.

In the fourth and finai section of his speech, Le@is grappled with
the question of Waffle ideology. The offénse tﬂe Waffle had ;qmmitted
ig this ared, according to Lewis, was not its criticism of party ﬁolicy,
;“p;actice which had always been welcome within the Cf¥/NDP, but its.
réfusal to adhere to decisioms which had been arrived at democratically
_ét party conventions. This situation created‘an extremely perplexing
problem for a democratically-based party such as the NDP. The Waffle's
obstinance and use.of dogmatic lahguage created "in the public mind

inevitable confusion about what our policy really is, and where the

. devil we're going."
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Lewis's two major complaints against the Waffle were “the divisions

it had cau;;d within the'ﬁarty aﬁd the restulting confusion which had
.been created in the public‘aind; Lewisfs speech revealed a much greaéer
concern for pragmatic politiecs than ideological arguﬁent. .He left no
doubt in anyqne's mind thatuphe=Waffle had hurt the politicai objectifes
of the party and Bome"disqiélinary action would be forthcoming. But
Lewis was wiéely sensitive to khe negative responses which had been
received from several constituency riding§ fallowing the tabl;pg of the
Hamilton Mountain ?ésolution, "The prospéct¢6f-a ﬁﬁrge, or_éxpﬁlsioﬁ,
the energy, the time,.fhe f;atféi&é, has an gbsoluﬁély ﬁightmarish
quality about it," LeGiS'admitted. Reiectiﬁé the Hamilton statement out-
right, the Oéhawa delegation su#p&rtedlparty seérégary Gordon Brigden's
sugéestiqn that a th;ee-member committee consisting of party president
Gordon Vichert, tieasufér John Brewin and Stephen Lewis's gdvisor and
ex-Waffler Gerald® aplan be assigned to study the question of «he
responsibilities énd’BBligations of partg members in view of the Waffle
problem and report back to council in June: This‘proposal was pgssed |
by a vote of 157 t9t62. A breakdown of the voting reVeals strng union .
suppor%'for the creation of the investigative committé;. Of the union
delegates present at the council, seventy-eight were in favoﬁr of Brigden's

of - ’ .
motion while only twelve exprg&sed opposition to it. The rest of the’
voting was compriséd‘of the riding deiegates who were fifty-nine to
forty-four in favour of the motion and members of the e%ecutive‘who

- .

endorsed the proposal by a margin of twenty to six.
i . \

f __" b4

A few dajs following ‘-the Oshawa meeting, Donald Téylor, Aséistanﬁ

Mo Demoerat, March-april, 1972, ‘and 'New Democrat, July-August, 1972.

[ .
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Research Director of the United Steelworkers &B America,; .revealed thfough

a letter to the Globe and Mail the -sentiments of several of the unionists
L

who had been presenﬁ_gtﬁfﬁe gatheriﬁg:

I and many others feel that the Waffle, if it will not
‘voluntarily relinquish its parasitic attachment to' the
NDP, should be asked by the majority of the party, t015
- do so. .

=9

Reporting on the meeting in-the Cemadian Forum, Michael Cross

expressed his belief thiat the unions had been behind Lewis's actions all
along: ) . ‘ v

When Dennis McDermott demands the ouster of the Waffle

can Steve Lewls be far behind7 ...Faced by nationalist

unrest, an unrest egged on by the Waffle, union leaders

appear to have decided that it was more dramatic and

easier, to crush the WAffle within the party rather than 16
" try to root 1t out of union locals.

ﬁtgi At a meeting held-April 8, the executive council of the Ontanio

NDP approved of James Laxer's suggestion that the tripartite investiga-;

éﬁve committee hold nntlic meétings in various riding constituencies of

‘ the province to consider the views of rank and file members. Such

gatherings took place in Thunder Bay, Sudbury, Timmins, Ottawa, London
and Toronto, Over/ 500 people attended the meetings altogether and the
commlttee was confronted with more than 100 oral prEsentations and 103
written briefs, including a submission from the New Democratic Youth
defending the Waffle and chastizing th; party hierarchy for its d&scip—

linary actions. At the executive hearing of April 27 in Toronto, the

Nyl
Waffle, in an 8,000 word dissertationm, presented its defence.

15Donald Tayloxr, Globe and Mail, March 23, 1972.

16Michael S..Cross, '""The Waffle or the Unions," Canadzan Forum, vol., L11
no. 615, April 1972, p. 3.
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The Waffle statement chose the unions, and Bob Mackenzie of the
~
A}

United Steelworkers in ﬁarrieblar, es subjecte of‘brimary attack. ' The
Waffle claimed that the outspoken Mackenzie had been tye real motivaring
rorce behind the Hamilton Meuntain reso;ution. Ebe statement noted that
Mackenzie had also, at a provincial council meeting 4n May of 1971,
objected to Waffler Steve Penhqr's nomination in Dovercourt for ‘the
Ontario proviﬂcial.election. The brief then reminded the New Democrats
that Penner had increased the party, vote in that riding and had fallen
just thirty—eight ballots short of victory. During the same election
" the ;%ding in” H?milton in which Mackenzie was party organizer decreased
its NDP vote by 1300 despite the fact that the total number of votes
cast had increased.by 20,000. "On the evidence," the Waffle concluded,
"Mackenzie has a record of misdireezing his energies."l7

Leavihg Mackenzie, the Waffle statement\%ab ssed its attention on
the behaviour of the union spokesmen generally within tTe party. If it
was Mackenzle who had been responsible for the firs -mot‘igg‘_ Erought
against the Waffle, it was the rest of tﬁeﬂggfgg/leaders who heh pushed
Stephen Lewils to attack the group in Oshawa. The Waffle c¢la |

3
the unions had used -their hloc voting power to support the motion calling

-

for the creation of the investigative compiittee, a

; solution which was

‘ !
Moreover, the Waffle
o

only marginally eupported by the riding deldegates.

accused, the meeting had been packed "The custemary 15 delegates

€rom the unions had swelled to 90 or 95, and paid staff representatives

were very much in evidence." The Waffle claimed that its old Junion

'17"A Statement by the Ontario Waffle. to the Ontario Executive of the

New Democratic Party." -Ed Dahl Papers, Public Archives of Canada.
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enemies, such as Dennis McDermott and Donald Taylor, were exerting undue

.influence on the words and actions of Stephen Lewis.:

The Waffle argued that it was simply following in the tradition of
organized dissent which had long been characteristic of the CCF/NDP and

objected ‘to Lewis's comments that it had abused this practice by gsetting

i . N . * o .
up' a paralled party structure: - : -

It is a pretense to argue that all groupings of opinion ,

are welcome to exist provided that organizing is not

done to give expression to such ideas. No™ political .
idea can exlst in a relevant fashion without a form /
through which it can be expressed.

The Waffle contended that Lewis's actual dilemma was that he oould

npt tolerate the authentic soclalist policies put forth by the group;

x

but this he covered up by exaggerarlng the structural threat-the Waffle -

presented to the party:
The question now before the ONDP is ‘whether the debate -
on critical ideological matters can continue or whether
it'will be stilted by ralsing the false cry of structures:

and by crushing the Waffle and the ideology it enunciates
by administrative means.

The group denied'that its members were not good party workers. The

prepared statement pointed out the Waffle candidates who had run in the :

1ast Ontario provincial election and the local constituency positions
which were held by Wafflers. Tne group also claimed that the public
activities ic had sponsored in the'las;;pwo years frequently brought
favourable publicity to the party and tnuaﬁincreased its electoral‘
appeal In facr the Waffle claimeé it alone was keeping party members
active by following up on official NDP commitments which the larger

organization had placed aside, such as the resources-campaign which had

been approved at the Ontario NDP conventlon of 1970

-

L
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To %uzery considerable extent the Waffie ex;éts by
‘default, by the failure of the party leadership.to
appreciate the extent to which many people in the
Party find little that 1s relevant to do between -
elections,

The Waffle admittéd that it had not always been tactful in its

dealings with organized labour, but hastened to add that the union rep-

) . .
resentatives themsfives.were equally guilty of unscrupulous behaviour.

-

The group agreed that it had contr buted to’ tensions within the party //

but maintained that "the present evel of tension is more clearly

the result of Stephen Lewis init tive.h It‘also conce&gi that ££ wos
indeed }n violation of the section of the NDP conotitution which forbad
membero to uoe the partyis namo or symbol on literature containing
policies which had not been passed~at a general cénvention o;’;;\rpe
executive council, but promised that this situation would be rectified
in the future. o ' o '

The prepared Waffle sr;rement apparently had very little effect oo
the findings of the investigotive commitiee.which released its report
on May 6, 1972. "The Waffle," the document declared, "preoents a direct
and fundamental challenge to the whole structure, direction, purpose and

leadership of the party."l8 Thé report claimed to have found amongst

Wafflers "a messianic fundamentalism, a bigotry and intolerance which

a

_echoed the American South...as dangerous to the NDP as George' Wallace's

populism is to the Democratic Party in the Unfted States." Their “moral

high-mindedness and insufferable self-righteousness," the report claimed,

=

18Gordon Vf%%ert John Brewin and Gerald Caplan, Report to Provincial

Execitives, May 6, 1972 ‘Ed Dahl Papers, Public Archives of Canada.
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made "normal democratic activities nearly impossible.” These comments
. ]

_were hardly surprising coming from a committee which had admitted)in

the preamble of its report: "All of us disagree more or less with the
strategies and objectives of the Waffle group, " despite the fact that
Desmond Morton had described the authors as iniéially "neutral, evenly
||19
mildly qympathetic.
Following its presentation of an imaginative collection of derogatory
ddjectives lambasting the Wéffle, the committee then attempted to

{llustrate that the group was in violation of party principles. "The

party," the report asserted,

can be defined in terms of its primciples, a&ﬁyetermined

from the Regina Manifesto through successive onventions ’

to the present. The Waffle exists, by its own admission,

in order to change these principles.
This is surely an illogical~€ccu;ation. The history of the CCF/NDP
reveals that fluctuating policies were characteristic of the party's W
development. It 1s ironic that the committee should mention the Regina
Manifesto, for the Waffle progfamme was closer in spirit to- that docu-—
ment than were current official NDP statements. The Waffle was simply
trying’ to eonvince the party to respond realistically to the social and

political undercurrents'of the time as it interpreted them, similar to

the manner in which David Lewis‘helped transform party strategy in the

" fate 1950s.

The report accused the Waffle of creating confusion in the public

mind and thus sabotaging the NDP's electoral appeal:

19Morton, Soctal Democracy'in Canada, p. 133.

~
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The pub%}c sees only‘a_dyal leadership and inevitably

becomes confused about the purpose, direction and

policies of the party. It ig not enough for Waffle

spokesmen to say that they continually make the dis-

tinction between Waffle policy and NDP policy. The

existence of a formal continuing group in our party

cannot failcto confuse the public.

The report also quoted Waffler Cy Gonick in an-attempt to demonstrate
what it thought was.the Waffiz)s disdain of electoral politics. The
excerpt from quick, however, was misconstrued and sorely misinter-

' preteﬂ. Gonick had siﬁply stated that the winning of elections was
irrelevant if the victorious'party did not bossess strong policies with
which to reinforce its politicgl position. The example relied upon by

" the committee isqzz%ther disc ited when it is realized that Gonick
himself was an elected NDP member of the Manitcba Leglslative Assembly.
The statement also ignored the fact that six Wafflers had run in the
last Ontaric provigeial election and four members of the group had
gought and won nominations for the upcoming federal election. Aside frpm
having little intetestvin electoral politiés, the committee claimed that
the Waffle had "alternative policies 1n aiﬁoet every field." This
observation ignored the fact that some Waffle policies, notably in the
areas of housing, womeﬁ's rights and energy resources had been endorsed
at the last Ontario NDP convention.

Under the circumstetces, the rebort concluded, the party ;éd the
right and the obligation to apply disciplinary measures against the~
‘group. The Waffle had abused the NDP g traditional channels of expression
of- discontent and had caused anﬁintolerable rupture in;party ranks.
Although pembers hed the right to assemble before and during conventions

for the purpose of supporting specific'resblutions,'the party was not

prepared to tolerate the existence of a continuing opposition caucus.
. )

——

\
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On these grounds the committee recommended tﬁe dissolution of the Waffle
as a grouﬁ, but pleaded with its members to remain within the NDP and
"continue contributing to constructive de;;te. The report did put
forward t?ree positive recommendations all of which, in.part, raflected
‘the legitimacy of Waffle'complaints. ?he committee suggested that the
party examine its internal qE?municatiéns procedure, review its relation-
ship with organized labour, in an attempt to imvolve a greater number of
rank and file unionists in party affairs, and develop an educational
programme within thé party itself.
The investigative committee had been instructed by the Oshawa
meeting to examine the responsibilities and obligations of members of
the NDP in view of what many saw as a growing crisis‘within the party.
It was nét an unreasonable suggestion that party members should adhere
to policies arrived at by the majority. Pushed and pulled one way and -
“ the other by lmpassioned pleas of party members throughout its investi-
gation, however, the committee ended up launching an unrestrained attack
on the Waffle and the problems it had created within the NDP. What
resulted ﬁggxan extremely criticai statement which depended upon analogies
and character innuendoes to establish its case. Nodetheless, the report
was en&orsed by the executive council of the Og;nff;’NDP by a margin of
seventeen to six, with Waffle mgmbers James.yé;er, Krista Maeots, Jackie
Larkin Brown, Bruce Kidd, John” Smart and BQ§;XWeisleder voting against .

it. Like the Hamilton Mountaln Resolution

A

ich had initiated the entire
pfocess, the executive report drew several v;¥%ed're3ponses froﬁ the
NDP membe%ship. The first and most articulatelxiply came from Waffle
spokesman, James Laxer. \
Although the Ontaric NDP executive had autho%;zed the existence of

N 3
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a committee which investigated:the Waffié as\:\g{g?p and .attacked it
gpecifically on tbe grounds that it was an organized faction, the party

refused to allow the Waffle to publish a collective response in the

L Ontario NDP's newspaper, the New Democrat. The prejudiced application

of this dOuble;standard forced the Waffle to pe satisfied with an
individual response from James Laxer which the party did accept for
publication in the paper. .Laxer was naturall& critiéal of the executive
report, the findings of which he claimed were "éssentially invalid“ and
the tome of which he believed would be unacceptable to most party members.

The investigﬁggisj "experience in listening to briefs from party members

around the province,” Laxer claimed, "has evidently unhinged their

T

rationality."” Laxer asserted that the Waffle had captured the new mood

and politics of the 1960s in view of the NDP's fallure to do the same:

As the first coherent political statement on the left on

the issue of foreign ownership, the Waffle Manifesto

agserted the powerful interrelation between the goals of
Canadlan independence and socialism and fundamentally

affected Canadian political debate in so doing...The.

Waffle's contribution to the socialist movement in Canada,

and hence to the NDP, since 1969 has been little short X
of enormous. Serious political discussion has been

generated not only in the party but in Canada as a

whole, about sogialism and independence.

Laxer repeated the Waffle's earlier assertion that if was the group's
authentlc socialist ideology, especially as it pertained to publie n
ownership, which Stephen Lewis found.unacceptable, but attempted to avoild
by émphasizing the structural elements of the Waffle-NDP problem.20

At a meeting oﬂ May 14 held in London, Ontario, the Waffle steering

commlittee assessed the group'é position within the party in view of the

2OJames Laxer, New Democrat, May-June, 1972.
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ongoing controversy. It was here fhat é%plgroup displayed for the
first time a willingness to comﬁromise.' Having breviously'admitted éhaf
it was, in fact, in violation of ceétain ﬁarty ﬁrinciples, the group ‘
agreed upon the following resolution:

...ther;;}fle recognizes the NDP as its principal locus of

activity and engages in extra party public actions only

after advising and seeking endorsatilon of the party for21
such action.

The Ontario NDP executlve also received a number of coméromise
resolutions from certain riding associations as well as individuals
within the party. One sﬁch ﬁroposal was submitted by NDP MPk.Michael
Cassidy. Cassldy accused the Waffle of having set up a parallel party
structure but defended the right of groups within the NDP to meet
i;formally and discuss policy. The Waffle's major offences, according
to Qassidy, were the polarization it had created within the party and
the confusion it had instilled in the ﬁublic mind. Cassidy admitted
that there was some truth to the Waffle's accusatlons that labour leaders
frequently exerted undue influence on party decisions, but he hoped that
the problem could be solved through moderation and conciliatiom. "What
I obviously wanp," Cassidy concluded, "is to create channels within the
party that will make the Waffle's separate organization unnecessary."22
Cassidy’s‘iﬁprecisé gsolution was not quite as obvious to other New

.

Democrats and comsequertly impressed-no one. h {

21Waffle Bulletin. Ed Dahl Papers, Public Archives of Canada. )

22M1chael Cassidy, 'Dissent and the NDP -- An Attempt at Some Guidelines;"
April, 1972. Ed Dahl Papers, Public Archives of Canada.
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At a meetiné held in Toronto in early June, 300 New Démocrats from
the fifteeh,ﬁetroﬁolitan ridiﬁgé voted over@helming against the
executive rebort. 'fhe'vote.yas more reflective of the NDPers concern
for the maintenance of an internﬁi party deﬁocracy than it was of strin-
gent support for the Waffle. StevelPenner told reporters at the meeting
that the Waffle would refuse to disbaﬁd and that the NDP would be a
"moribund party" without the constant prodding o{ the left-wing group.23
At the sa gathering Mel Watkins announced:

Thig/party is deeply polarized The Waffle is seriously

fmitted to finding a solution and the president and

executive of the party are determimed to split the party.

Watkins thus reversed the major accusation of polarization whiclf had
been 1evelled against the Waffle. He estimated that the provi cial
riding associations were two to one against the recommendationl of the
executive report that the Waffle be dissolved. But Gordon Vichert,
Vﬁaféy président and one of the authors of the report, claiméd fifry-five
per'Eent of riding a;sociation members and seventy-five per cent rf )
»  affiliated union members approved of the statement. Even if Vichert's

estimation is the correct one, it displays a sub%tantial riding assocla-

tion disapproval of the tone and temperament of the Vichert-Brewin-
//-Caplan study.

At a meeting on June 5 the Ottawa Soutthiding Association gndorsed

a statement condemning the executive report as basically undemocratic in

nature.zs; The Ottawa South organization threatened to withhold party dues

B

- . - 2z

23John Siinger, Globe and Mail, June 5, 1972.

214, :

25Ottawa South R;;;;E Assoclation Press Release, June 5, 1972. Td Dahl
Papers, Public Archives of Canada.
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and cease all constituency work.if a more agreeable solution tp the

‘Waffle problem was not found. A similar statement had been received from

the St. David's riding in Toronto. At an earlier meeting the Ottawa
groub had overwhelmingly rejéctedfthe Casgidy comﬁromise.resolﬁtion‘as
well. The Oétawa riding argued that since the Waffle had now “agreed to
seek party approval bgfore sponsoring iés seﬁarate functions the main
problem had been -solved and the group should be allowed to continue.

By June 7, four out of six Ottawa ridings,‘along with St. David's,
Beaches-Woodbine, Sarnia and Peterborough had outright rejected the |
execuéive report.

Another compromise resolution was received from John Harney and
Walter Pitman througﬁ the Peterborough Riding Association. The Harney-
P{tman solution offered two possible options to the Waffle. The first
suggestion was that the Waffle remain orgenized as a left caucus within
the NDP but abandon its public role and dismantle its parallel party
structure. The second, more accommodating alternative, offered the
Waffle "associatt;_ membership.” This would ‘allow the g;t)up to continue
pursuing its individual goals outside of the party while maintaining
nominal connection with the NDP. Even the anti—wﬁfflef Desmond Morton
endorsed the latter proposition. In a rare moment of calm, Pitman and
Harney implored their fellow party members: "If we stoprshouting, we
26
A final compromise resolution was/zgégiﬁed by the exedutive from

Ed Broadbent through the Riverdale Riding Assoclation in Toronto.

26Johq Harney and Walter Pitman, New Democrat, May-June, 1972,

oY
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Broadbent's proposal aseerteo that the "present structure and behaviour
‘of the Waffle camnot continue" but that groups within the NDP should be
allowed to caucus "0 long as their role remains non-public and /consisg-
tent with the principles of the New Democratic Party." n27 Since<;he -
Waffle had violated the constitution by behaving like a clearly~
identifiable separate entity unto itself, the roup should be required
to drop its name and diemantle its complex organization. Broadbent s
regsolution repeated the additional recommendations of the Vichert—
Brewin-Caplan report and called for an improvement in internal party
communications, a re-evaluation of the party's relationship with Léﬁoat\
and the development of an NpP educational programme. The Riverdale
statement was less offensive in approach than the executive report and
allowed for slightly greater freedom of assembly amongst ﬁDP‘members.

But it was uridoubtedly é measure designed to rid the party of the Waffle
problem and, as such, would Prove to be the vehicle‘of dispensing with
the group for which Stephen Lewls was searching.

It was no secret that prominent trade union leaders had been con-
éistently opposed to the Waffle's programmes, activities and intermention
?in.the affairs of labour. And there is substantial evidence to suggest
that the union spokesmen, those whose pégitions of authority would be
undermined the most if Waffle proposals were implemented, exerted great
influence on NDP leaders to have the Waffle expelled. Bob Mackenzie,

staff representative of the United Steelworkers in Hamilton, was quoted

in the Hamilton Spectator of June 3, 1972: "I don't think the Waffle

27Riverdale Riding Associaticn resolution, June 21, 1972. CCF/NDP Papers,
Waffle File, Public Archives of Canada.,



has any interest in the party except to destroy it.,.It's a collection

of some good people, and a lot of Macists, Trots, Commies and Kooks."

4 _
A Spectator editorial of June 6 ravealed the results of a meeting which

142 N

28

had taken place between unionists Bill Mahoney, Lynn Williams and Dennis

3

McDermott an&vﬁDQ leaders David and Stephen Lewis:
A group of unionists told David, and Stephen Lewis that
unless the Waffle situation was straightened out the
unions would withdraw their Financial support in the -
next federal election.

The Spectator drew the only logical conclusion:

Suddenly the issue was not whether the NDP could afford 29
to lose the Waffle but whether it could afford to keep it.

In a letter to David Lewis dated June 7, Bob Mackenzie emphasized
the antipathy the union men and the Waffle held for one an ther,
Mackenzie was upset that a more immediate solution to. the pfoblem had
not been pursueé. Adamant that no compromigses should be enacted, he |
wrote td Lewls:

I am unhappy, angry, and more than a little disgusted

with your arm-twisting in favour of Waffle compromise..,

L don't think you are showing leadership in face of a
situation I personally believe ngbe much more serious

than you may realize.
Mackenzie pointed out to Lewis that the Hamilton area Council of the
United Steelworkers of America, copsisking of alpresident and one
executive representative from each of fifty-three locals; had‘voted
unanimously in favodeAE the.Vichert—Brgwip—Caplan report. Mackenzie

also reminded Lewis of the financial contributions the unions provided

e 1"

e 1

28H_amilton Spectator, June 3, 1972.

ngamilton Spectator, June 6, 1972.
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and the difficulties for,the NDP which would be encountered should such

‘support be hithdrawn.30 b .

. -~
H

With this much pressure. being exerted upon them by the union rep=
‘o
resentatives, the NDP leadera had Iittle choice but to. respond promptly

to the lingering problem of the Wafflevif they wished to maintain union’
support. When distributing material related to the Waffle affair to .
"provincial secretaries, however; Clifford Scotton, federal.secretarf

of the party, reminded them of the meed for circumspection. Scotton wrote: .

On the eve of a federal general election the need for
“discretion in dealing with this matter "is self-evident.-"
The material is for information’ only and need not be
31
widely disseminated. e

El

hhen the expected summer election was not called, however, the uay‘was
clear for the NDP to deal with the Waffle problem with a mit¥mum of
: adverse publicity Writing to Ontario NDP president Gordon Vichert,
federal leader David Lewis insisted that "an appropriate and decisiveﬂ

step has to be taken with reSpect to the Waffle" at the provincial council

-

meeting planned for June 24 ‘and 25. Lewis's interest in the Ontario

party's problem was indicative of the wider national perspective of the
V i - -

. -
Waffle saga. o0 R

More than six months had passed since the appearance of the Hamilton

.

Mountain resolution, the first written statement calling. for the -expulsion

: -~
Bob Mackenzie to David Lewis, June 7, 1972. CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle
File Public Archives of Canada. 7 ‘ .

30

31Clifford Scotton to Provinctal Secretaries, May 10, 1972. CCF/NDP

Papars, Waffle File, Public Archives of Canada.

32David Lewls to Gordon Vichert, May 23, 1972, CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle"
File, Public Archives of Canada. 3 g
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of the Waffle. The attacks and counter-attacks which plagued fﬁ; months

following ﬂu%bnnouncement of the Hamilton proposal were costly to botﬁﬁ

. ’ fo 4 i .

the Waffle and the NDP in terms of money, time, energy and public image.
Both sides yearned desperately for a solution. Although secret meetings
had been held in the spring and early summer of 1972'befqeen‘Gerald.

Caplan, Stgphen‘Lewis and James Laxer "in a desperate attempt to find

4

an acceptaBle compromise,"33 na agreeable.remedy was forthcoﬁing. To
the NDP‘léaders, the Waffle had violated the comstitution and caused- an
- abysmal disruption of normal party éroceedings. By refﬁsing to allow
the géoup to rgspond collectively in the pafty organ, the Nep Democrat,
' the leadership caucus had already implizitiy\ngCIaimed_tﬁe iliegiﬁimacy
of .the 1eftis§ group. What remained was to .sever it from the official
party structur; withduf creating a worse or long-lasting thism. Only
in the final few weeks.of the furious debate did the Waffle exhibit a
willingﬁeés to compromise. In May it p;eaded éuilfy to the charée of mis~
using the party name and promised to desist‘frém this practice in.th% .
future. Late in June the Waffle retracted some of its moré severe
criticisms of the affiliated unionists and éledged to lobby publicly for
support of its independent motions only immediately‘prior to NDP con-
ventioﬁs. But for Stephen Lewls and the unilons, it was téo little, too
late. i T |
:KHhe fate of the Waffle withiﬁ the NDP was décidéd on the weekend of

June 24 in the tranquil northern Ontario town of Orillia. As the

majority of Ori;lians pursued normal Saturday pleasures, 300 party

33, .

Gerald Caplan to John Bullen, August 22, 1979. These meetings were
not officlally recorded. :

‘ .i""""\
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deleé;tes and 600 spectators crowded together in the high &chool gym=

nasium to pass the final verdict on the Waffle's ré1Etionship with

Ay

NDP. This was the highest attendance that an Ontario.provincial council
meeting'had ever witnessed'z‘rhe meeting began at 9:35 A.M. The three i

major options facing the Waffle\bere outlined by the Vichert-Brewin-
Caplen report which called for the dissolution of the proup, the less
offensive Riverdale Sotion whice would also dismantlé the structere ef
the Waffle and a slightly-altered Pitman—Harney associate membership
resolution. The night‘befqre the Orillia meeting, the Waffle had
relucéantly voted in favour of suﬁborting the Pitman-Harney compromise
position, but a ma%ion asking for this option to be discussed first by
the agsembly was overturned in favour of consideration of the Riverdale
resolution. It was clear that 1t was this motion which the mejority‘of
executive meﬁbers favoured. Chalrman Donald MacDonald called upon
English professor Annabelle”Pattersdﬁyfo introduce the Riverdale.option

. and the debate began. ’

MPP Michael Cassidy, MP Andrew Brewin ane.Ontario party president
Gordon Vichert all spoke strongly in favour of the Riverdale motion. The
union delegates, through their spokesman Bob Mackenzie, also supported
the Riverdale statement. There was no doubt in the minds of the unionists
that the Riverdale resolution provideq7§ hard line.approach to the Waffle
problem. Mackenzie told the delegates that the Riverdale motion equipﬁed
the party with "the tools to cut out the cancer"34 and in a moment of

P

fury warned James Laxer that he would receive “a lesson in gutsmanship : s

,-. * - -
3aBill Sweet’ to NDP members, August 24, 1972. CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle

File, Public Archives of Canada.
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today."35 James Laxer, Krista Maeotsﬂ Jac&ie Larkin Brown, Bruce Kidd

and Varda Kidd all spoke in.defence of the Wafflea. ‘Representing the

voice of moderation, Pauline Jewett warned the NDP against adopting

¥
.

disciplinary measures restricting internal debate which would make it

indistinguishable from the other political-parties in Canada,

IThe tension dissipated slightly as the group broke for lunch. At.

that time James Laxer expressed his belief that the ﬁeeting would not f//’

. i Si
call upon the Waffle to disband. But the afternocon session proved to

be even more furious and heated than the morning debate. Gerald Caplan
7 attacked ihe Wafflé vigorousi; and Kelly Crichton §§rang to the group's
défence. Stephen Lewis announced that Waffle concessions had come too
" late and the group must be asked to disband to allow the NDP to return
to its routine ﬁrqceedings. "i wish to fight for a free Canada," ﬂéwis

pleadéd; "but without the Waffle forever an encumberance around my

neck."36 When the cheering for Lewis -subsided, Chailrman Donald MacDonald

put the question to a vote. An exhausted and solemn-looking James .

feel 1iberated...The Waffle as it presently is lmown and exists is

L

L 4

35Michae1 S. Cross, "Sunless Sketches," Canadian Forum, wl. L11, no.

618-619, July-August, 1972, p. 3.

36154, p. 4.
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dis olved.ﬁ A relieved David Lewils told newsmen: "If you say to me,
'Wﬁat about the Waffle Viéﬁ?‘;_f gay to you, 'What's.the ngfle?',
. thno 1onger'éxists,"38 Tﬁe omniﬁresence of the unionists in the whole
(‘affair-aaséonce again recalled in an analfsis of "the voting which
éppeared in Times '
| The significance of the vote was that the New Democratic

Party in effect cut off its left wing to save its right --

the Ontagzic labour union movement that gives the party 39

its most substantial base of money and votes.

The temptation is strong to term the NDP's action a unilateral
purge. Agd th}%'ié_exactly how ﬁost'Wafflers and Waffle sympathizéfs
describeﬁ the Orilliauﬂaﬁ}gent. A close examination of the evidence,
however, reveals that fhe Waffle, by its owﬁ-admission, was in violation
of existing party principles. The‘decision to fofcibly disband the
group was arrived at through the normal democratic proceedings of a
provincial council meeting. It is equally, clear, however, that the NDP
leadership caucus, prodded by the trade union representatives, used the
full force of its influence to have the favoured Riverdale resolution
approved. But there is no evidence of ;ny Waffle member being forced
to relinquish his or her membership in the NDP. .Those who left the party
did so yoluntarily and those who wishe& éo remain were accommodated.
Many; inqluding James Laxer, would eveﬁ%uélly return to the fold.

Two hundred Wafflers met in Orillia's Orange Hall immedidtely

following the provincial council meeting. The group was ahgry because

3 rime, July 10, 1972. f
38114 |
g, D | ¢
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the Harney-Pitman associate membership resolution, the one which the

~

e

Waffle had unenthusiastically endorsed, had not beeh}granéed'fair dis-

cussion timé’at the meeting, Krista Maeots called the Riverdale resol~
ution the NDP's Bublic Order Act. At this meeting the Waffle reiterated

its earlier decision to remain assembled but announced that its final

. response to the Riverdale resolution would be decided upon at a Waffle
conference pianneq fﬁr Augusi:.L Until that time, the members of the
splinter %rouﬁ were asked by the%r 1eaéers not to take ‘Yindividual actién
or release perscnal étatements to‘the press.ho

Walting for the Waffle becane the'theme of the Ontario ND? immed-
iately following the Orillia meeting. Gordon Vichert and Steﬁhen Lewié
both agreed that the\EEFfle had the right to meet in August to decide
its own future. Vichert even approved of an extra edition of the WVaffile

. Néms, buF expressed his belief tﬂat the group should not go ébout ) \iﬁ
enlisting new members. Two impatient Toronto ridings, however, ahnounced

that they were on strike over the decision to disband the Waffle and

“

" refused to pay their debts to the provincial party treasury. The Quebec

NDP .condemned the Ontaric executive for its dEFision and the Saskatchewan
- ; ; . \
- . ] §
wing of the Waifle threatened complete inactivity if the verdict was not
# .

1] R NN
repealed. More significantly, many moderate NDPers objected to what %

N 3 é . * 3 - '
they believed was a violation of the party's long tradition of democracy

and tolerance. , ) ¢ ST

The Waffie itself was thrown into a mild state of confusion. The.

first major issue which coﬁfronted the Wafflers after Orillia was the

YA o

40Waffle Bulletin. Ed Dahl Papers, Public Archives of Canada.
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question of the four group members who had b;}n nominated to.run on the
NDP ticket in the upcoming federal election. The first responsg of the
candidates themselves, Mel Watkins in Parkdale, James Laxegﬁin York East,
Eilie'?repas in Trinity and George Gilks.in Hamilton West, was to with-
drawtxﬁeir names. Thé_candidates wrote to théi{\iellow Wafflers:
"Ag principlei socialists, we do nét believe that\we can reﬁresent to
" the electorate at this time a ﬁarty that has chosen to move decisively
rightward."4l This decision elicited an immediate negative reSponse ;
frop Ontario Waffle steering committee members Joe Flexer, Varda Kidd,
Jackie Larkin Brown, Donna MeCombs and Steve Penner.' These Wafflers
believed that the decision to withdraw the candidates from the election
was a judgment which should be arrived at collectively by the Waffle
and not by thg individuals concerned. In view of the disagreement, Mel
Watkins, James Laier and Ellie Prepas agreed to wait for the Waffle
summer tonference before announcing théir intentions. George Gilks
resigned his candidature at the request of hisfriding agsoclation to
submit an early decision. '

The secghd immediate issue facing tﬁe Waffle was the question of its_
own fuéur;: In the weeks of private discussions'fol;owing Orillia, two
basic ﬁptions with minor variations emerged. One alternative suégested _f
that the group reiinqﬁish its official ties with the NDP and continue

as an independent socialist movement. This proposal, which became known

as option three, was Héavily favoured by Waffle leaders Laxer and Watkins.

4-.:, \

lMel Watkins, James Laxer, Ellie Prepas and George Gilks to Waffle
members, July 19, 1972, CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, Public Archives
of Canada. " ‘
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A second proposal, which became known as option five, suggested that
the group fight to remain with { the NDP. This would necessitate
attending the Ontario NDP con tion in December and attempting to have

the Riverdale resclution withdhawn. .This option was strongly supported

‘by Wafflers Steve Penner and Varda Kidd. One of these twe major choices

‘would be decide& upon at the Waffle convention set for August 19 and

20 in Delawafe, near London, Ontarilo.

The Deléwére meeting was attended by 138 registered voting Waffle
delegates and approximately 250 ohservers, including nine from outside
of Ontario.” Disposing with a number of procedural quarrels, the meeting
addressed itself immediately to the question of option three and option
five. Introducing opt{on five, the stay and fight proposal, vgrda Kidd
claimed that complete withdrawal from the NDP would lead to irrelevance
for the Waffle. Steve Pemner and Jackie Larkin Brown also spoke in
favour of option five. But the power and influence of James Laxer,
Mel-Watkins and Bela Egyed swayed the majority of delegates to support
option three, the proposal which would declare the Waffle an independent
socialist movement with no affiliation to the NDP. Option three was
accepted by a margin of elghty-nine to forty—nine.42

The Waffle had clearly decided upon a new future for itself but the
process undertaken had been-a costly and bitter experience. The supporters
of option-five did not accept their lossliightly; Toronto Wafflers
Jack Quarter, Norman Feltes and Ron Méyne accused thé Waffle leadership

of unfairly using their positions and influence to guarantée the passage

i

42 Delaware Meeting Minutea, August 19, 1972. Ed Dahl Papers, Public
Archives of Canada. .
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of option three. Quarter, Feltes and Mayne had earlier objected to the
Delaware convention being conducted by delegate vote. They'believe&
that questions of such importance ghould be voted upon by all active
Waffle members. On Saturday night, following the acceptance of option
three, Steve Penner and a handful of option five advocates issued a
press release declaring that they would.not honour the declsion to form
an independent group but would remain as a left caucus within the NDP.
This action led to the passage of a resolution proposedrby John Smart
forbidding Pemner and his rebellious cohorts to sit on the organizing
committee of the new movement. The Waffle had apparently enacted its
own purge. Commenting on the manner in which Mel Watkins criticized the
more radical Wafflers, Michael Cross wrote in the Canadian Forum:

In his attacks on "left tendencies within the Waffle,”

Mel Watkins did a letter-perfect imitation of Stephen

"Lewls. The leadership dominance, the promise of

centralized organization, the purge of\left elements...

all would seem to indicate that the ﬁ_'.'afflél cure 1s ,,

nearly as bad as the NDP disease.
Rae Murphy of the Last Post added his observations:

When the left acts out this ritual it makes enemies

of people who should be colleagues...For the anemic

Canadian left, Delaware was only a routine bloodbath.44

On Sunday, August 20, the organizing committee of the new movement

met to determine a new strategy and set of principles. It was decided

that the name of the undertaking would be the Ontario Waffle Movement

43Michael S. Cross, "The Waffle Follies,“?Chnadian Forum, vol:+ LII,.
ao. 621-622, October-November, 1972, p. 6.

44Rae Murphy, "Ontario Waffle: Beyond the Divide," Last Post, vol. 2,
no. 7, October, 1972, pp. 31, 34.
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declared its dissoEiation from the NDP, the question of the Héee
remaining Waffle candidates for the uﬁcoming genéral election was lefgd—‘//
to’ the disgretibn‘of the‘concﬁz?ed individuals. The organizing committee
agreed tq the Possibility of working plosely'with other movements in
soclety which shared sentiments similar to those of the Waffle, buf‘
crogs—-memberships woula not be tolerated.' To protect.the new group from
in? rnal disruption the following resolution was passed:
}:? Its membership shall not be open to members.of other

left groups who operate closed or unacknowledged

caucuses in its midst. 45
The extréthe irony here is belf—evident;

The decision taken at Delaware was a crucial turning point in the
life of the Waffle. It not only determined the new route the group would
follow, but it removed the preeminent concern which had dominated the

Waffle's interests for the past two years -~ its right towexist within

the NDP. With this single unifying element eliminated, ‘the group soon

fell prey to its own internal divisions and quarrels. From its founding

convention of, August 1970, Waffle purists had accused the group of being

-~

middle-class, overly intellectual and elitist. In March of 1972 Robin

Mathews had stated: "...the leadership group has created a fog that

. - f
confuses the good, shields the opportunist, obscures direction, and makes

impossible growing public adherence and sympathy with Waffle."46 Waffle

4SDelaware Minutes. Ed Dahl Papers, Public Archives of Canada.

46Robin Mathews, '"'A Consideration of Waffle Difficulties and Future

Plans," March 10, .1972. Ed Dahl Papers, Public Archives of Canada.
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members who were sympaphetic to the Canadian Party of Labour referred

to Laxer and Watkins aé;"phonies'who'@avé been maniﬁulating the Waffle
for a long time" and declared that the two leaders "won't lead a real
soclalist movement any more than Stephen Lewls would."z‘7 These
divisions and criticismslremained muted as long as the Waffle was waging
its'battle of survival within the NDP. Once that problem hadddisap—,

. | e’
peared, however, the cracks in the Waffle structure became mdre apparent
and more destructive. Reflecting the obgervations of maﬁy;-an out-of-
provinée Waffler expressed his dismay with the "polarization éﬁﬁémistrust"
which had surfaced at the Délaware conferent:e.l'8 The movement was still
alive, but it was unknowingly preparing itself for a slow and painful
death.

The first project'undertaken by‘the revamped Waffle movement was
the publicatioﬁ and distribution of a four-page tablold-form commentary
on the 1972 federal election campaign.l Although the group did qqt sponsor
any of its o%n candidates, itAbelieved that issues such as indebendeﬁce,
unemployment, infiation, Quebec, women and control of the resourée
industry deserved publicity and discussion. The Waffle tabloid accused
the mainstream parties, including éEE—NDP, of only superficially touching
upon these essential questions. But an examination of the NDP election

platform of 1972 Indicates that the party had not taken a giant rightward

step In policy-making as the Waffle following its forced dismemberment

N )

47Caﬁadian Party of Labour, "Class War, not Nationalist Regearch, Stop

Rallroad by Laxer and Watkins," CCF/NDP Papers, Waffle File, Public
Archives of Canada.

48Deléware Minutes.
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had predicted. The official party programme for 1972 stressed thefneed

for Canada to win back control of its own economy from the United States.

The "first step in this process,'" the NDP policy booklet declared, "will
be to acquire public ownership of oil and natural gas distribution
systems."
interest under "public ownership and joint participation with‘private
{ndustry.” The programme also called for the creation of a Labour Bill
of Rights which would guarantee the right to strike and provide for the
expansion of collective bargaining. The NDP maintained its federalist
stance but did call for the writing of a new Canadian constitntion.

The NDP promised to withdraw from NATO ano NORAD and restatediits con—
demnation of the War in Viet Nam. Provisions were aiso made for '
increased aid'to deveioping countries, greater participatory democracy,

the removal of abortion’from_the criminal code and equalit& for women.49

The absence of-the'Waffle had obviously.not led to the total sorteningi

7

‘fof the NDP.

By mid November of 1972 the new Waffle movement could boast only

-

345 registered members, three—quarters of whom lived in either Toronto

or Ottawa. 0f this npumber only about eeventy—five attended the firet

.delegate conference of the Waffle to be held since the Delaware affair

in Toronto on November 25 and 26. At this meeting the group relterated
its decision to seek working alliancee with other organizatione in
soclety such as the Canadian Union of Public Employees and the Canadian

3

Brotherhood of Railway, Transport and General Workers: Two strategy

agﬂew Democratlc Party Program 1572. Ed Dahl Papers, Pubiic Archives

of Canada.

Other resource industries would be controlled in the national _

ot o gt ot
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' papers were presented at this gathering. One, composed by James Laxer,
entitled "Waffle Sttategy," suggeeted that the group continue its
public education programmes concentrating on issues such as'the centrol
of resource industries and the effects of foreign ownershio. A second
paper entitled "A Multi—leveIVStrategy for the Waffle," however, was
critical of the federal electionJcodnter—campaign which the group had
sponsored and suggested that the movement involve itself more directly

and immediately in smaller community projects. Although it was agreed

upon that a precise strategy for the Waffle would be left open for further

debate, plans to cortinue pursuing a modest resources campaign were

50
approved,

Since declaring itself independent of the NDP the Waffle had almost -

totally lost the interest of the news media: But the effect of its
pressure continued to surface at particular times and places. A hand-
ful of ex—Waft}ers who had not surrendered their party memberships
made.an appearance at the Ont&rio ﬁBP convention in December but were
unsuccessful in their attempts to influence the course of events.
Starting in January of 1973 the Movement for an Independent Socialist
Canada sponsored a series of public lectures in Toronto, the&papers
from which were published in a book edited by Robert Laxer entitled,
tCanada) Ltd.: The Political Economy of Dependency. These lectures
covered areas relating to .the de-industrialization of Canada which had
resulted from an international shift in American corporate interesta,

v

5OOntario Waffle Provincial Council Meeting Minutes, November 25 and
26, 1972, Ed Dahl Papers, Public Archives of Canada. Wuffie News,
December, 1972. -
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class and income distribution in'.Canada and the history of Canadian
trade unionism. This particular series of lectures containéd elements

of Marxiam and- class-oriented politics which fepresented the Waffle in

- 1ts most radical ideological stage. At one of these lgytures Mel

Watkins urged the rank and file unionists to N

" move beyond the reformism of the NDP and play a major
role in the creation of a new socilalist party which
' truly represents the Interests of the Canadian workinFSl
class. '

ARTH

Despite these more fundamental statements, many ultra-leftish elements
JV

remained unconvinced of the Waffle's orthoduxy and believed the group

was more concerned with materialistic nationalism thaﬁiit was with a
L

radiqql rgstructuring of soclety. Expressiig his unhappiqs§s, and

‘demonstrating the growing split within the movement, Waffler Barry

ﬁéisleder wrote to the Las? Post accusing the Waffle of "petty bour-
geols nationalist ideology."52
Arpguments ovef the direction and.purpose of the Waffle érﬁpted
again immediately following an executive meeting held in Tb;onto
Februaty 24, 1973. At this gathering the twelve Wafflers in attendanéégi‘

devised plans for two public rallies to be held on the subject of

. the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline as one part of a la;ger Wa{fle resources

campaign. The Ottawa Waffle, however, complained that this decision

had been arrived at unilaterally by a handful of the Toronto members.

e

+

51Mel Watkins, "The Trade Union Movement in Canada," in Robert Laxer ed.
(Canada) Ltd.: T%e PoZztzcaZ Ecanomy of Dependbncy (Toronto, 1973),
p. 196.

52Bérry Weiaieder, Last Post, vol. 3, no. 1,'January:§;%?3§ p. 4.
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The Ottawa group gelieved that the Toronto répresentatives had stepped
far beyond the agreement of the November 1972 meeting to pursue a
reséurcea campaign of gyderate proportions. An Ottawa Waffler\ wrote:

. Is it too harsh to say that the basic problem with the
February 24 proposals is that they ignore the progress
in thinking that the November resolution represents in
the history of the Ontario Waffle? We thought that the
November resolution represented a step forward on the
part of the whole Waffle not a compromide which neither
slde in the debate would respect once the debate ended.

Ottawa Wa{fle; Paul Larocque, who was present'aé the Torconto meeting,

claimed(fhszk"communication simply did not exist ét any level at all"
" and that'thg Toronto proposals "totally distorted the original mandate
"glven by the No§ember Council meeting for the the c%mﬁaign.ﬁsa
Jeffrey Patteréon of Ottéwé, equally upse? with the Toronto dgcision,
~warned ‘the Waffle against "Being co-opted bj ;ingle'issue campaigné."55

For the next year and a half the gost.vigorous battle waged hy the

Waffle was with itself. Clear divisions devélopéd'beéween the Ottawa
.and ‘Toronto groups. The Laxer-dominated Toronto section cpntinued

to insist that the movement shouldlpursﬁe large—ééale_public campaigns
on issues such as the control of res&urces and the de-industrialization |
of Canada. The Ottawé éroup believe& that, given the small size and
;imitg& financial resources of the organization, it would bé'a more

[l

. significant and productive movement if it concentrated on small-scale

s

[

St

t

530ttawa‘Waff1e ﬁewsletter. Ed Dahl Papess, Public Archives of Canada.,

54Paul Larocgue, Jbid.

L]

SSJeffrey Patterson, Ibid. =~ . 7
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community projecte spread thrdﬁghout the province.‘ The continued

 hegemony of the Toronto-based cell led Ottawa Waffler David Oremstein

.
L4

to comment: ."This smacks of revisionism, & moving from strong local

groups to a strong central structure.“56 Moreover, once the Waffle had

digsoclated itself from the social democracy of the NDP, it attracted

some of society's more radica; elements. These indivi&tals, who adhered

to a stringent interpretation of socialism as a movement within which-
class struggle assumed precedence over all other concerns, looked witb,~
disdain upon the nationalist doctrines of Laxer and the leadership |
group, It would be this issue, the group s touchstone, upon which the
Waffle would finally self-destruct. .
‘By the en&‘of 1973 two more important -changes-had taken place within
the Ontarlc Waffle. First, urged on by the Laxer group, the Waffle
decided to‘;e-enfey active politics. ASeme members believed that a
Waffle party would eventuelly replace the NDF as the voice of leftism in
Caeedian politics. Others, however, resigned from the group in view
of what they interpreted.as.a”sell—out to middle~class and sterile
electdral strategy. éecondly, and perhaps more importantly, Mel Watkins
accepted a position as economic advigor to the Indiae'Brotherhood of
the Northuest Tergitoriea which was in the process of preparing a state-
ment for the Berger Inquiry- inte the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline. With
the departure of Watkins the Waffle lost one of its.founding fathers and

if¥s most astute intellectual spokeshan.

-

iDavid Orenstein, "Report on Provincial Council Meeting," Ed Dahl
Papers, Public Archives of Canada.

J
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Early in 1974 the growing‘diyisions-within the Waffle were further
agi%ated; The ﬁuestion of nationalism versus pure socialism forméd the
base of the disagreement: At a Waffle conference in February, Robert
Laxer presented a paper entitled “?he Waffle and Alliances for Inde-

pendence" in‘whiéh he suggested that tlie Waffle seek open workigg

agreements with other nationalist groupings in the éountry such
Com@ittee for_an Independent Canada. The expanding left wiﬁg of
group resﬁonded to this position wlth hostility and refused to volce
its support fqr allia;ces with any.non—sqcialist organiéations. The
question of»the assoclation of nationalism and soclalism, the very
premise upon which the Waffle had been founded, Qas subjected to éevére
criticism by the new vocal 1efg'elements. James Laxer, growing increas—
ingly impatient with internal disruptions which he believed were the
result of.the infiltration of American New Lefters, dismissed all
debate on the topic as "aterile harassment."s7

The growing civil war wiﬁhin the Waffle did not prevent the group
from participating in the federal election of July 1974. The Waffle
proggamme promised the publicfa complete restructuring of the price
and wage system that only parfies with no hope of winning would ever
dare offeri But its efforts on this éolitical front attracted a minimum-
of public attention and only caused greater disturbances within the
group itself. " James Laxer, who ran on éhe Waffle ficket in York West
- .. where he drew less than 700 votes, was criticized by the group's more'

Esagical elements for changing his slogan from "Indepemdence and Socialism"

N

I 57Virginia Hunter, "Why I Left the Waffle,u Canadian Forum, vol. LIV,
no. 649, March, 1975, p. 19.- : ’ o
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to simply "Canadianilndepeqdence" in the last weekq'of the “tdmpaign.
The h#ndful of other Wafflers who ran for office, includipgtﬁelafﬁgyéd
in Ottawa, attfacted less than- 1800 votes collectively.

- By October of 1974 the moment of truth for_qames Laxer and the
Waffle had arriﬁed.-'A New Left caucus within the Waffle, some of whom-

' accused the leader-

Mel-Watkins had once referred to as the "erazies,'
ship of the group of being “authofitarian" and "cliqu:l.sh."58 Tiring

of Laxe;'s nationéliét Strategy, this group presented a paper at a .
meetiné in Ottawa entitled Wprards an Alternative Strategy" which called

for the re—implementatio; of New Left policies of direct involvemént'
in comminity affairs and the rejection of ;ationalism,énd,éle;toral
politics. Because this programme was a;tempéing to restore some vitality
to a movement grown tired with age‘;nd because Laxer had be;;me
obnoxiously intransigent uﬁder attack, the new poligies met-with the
approval of a majority of the m;mhers, including some éf the-originél'
Wafflers. Having been rebuked by his own membership, James Laxer,
with‘a.handful oflloyal followers; dalked out in disgust'on the movement
he»had glven 1life to fi;e years/garlier, .

Without Laxer, and left in the hands of algroup of young ané
iﬁexperienced political gtrétegiats, the ouce:gynamic and proﬁulsive

force of the Waffle soon succumbed to ster{;{E§T3hQ‘inconsequence.
‘ : ‘ \ -

. S~

~

8, vicumovic, Socialism in Canada, p..239.
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Virginia Hunter, an early Waffler, commented on the new strategy and
direction of the group as displayed at a meeting on December 15, 1974,

in Toronto:

As for what remains of the Waffle, the epigones, the
rationality they displayed in Ottawa has been swept
away by the kind of love for the working class that
on13 middle-class children can feel. : ~
g

"The movement,” Hunter eulogized, "is smashed."59

59Hunter, p. 20.



CONCLUSION:

THE WAFFLE IN PERSPECTIVE

. . 4 .
The Waffle coriginated in the spring of.1969 as a smail véice of

protest within the NbP. A group of NDPers feared that their party, the
f alleged expression bf leftist thought in Canada, was slipéing comfortably'
into a pattern of consensus polit;cs. The ciuster of party thinkers was
especially solicitous of the NDP's failure to respond in a responsible’
and positive fashion to the s;;ial and politicg} peqularities of the
1960s. The two major features which the Waffle wished to séé refiected
in NDP pélicy were personified by the group's two mos£ prominent spoﬁes—
men, Mel Watkins and James Laxer. Waékins had been transformed into
- an economic nationalist after discovering undesirabla‘éocial and p@litical
ramifications of American control of Canadian commercial affairs.
ﬁaviqg his natlionalist dpctrines rebuked by both the Canadian government
and business class,_Watkiné m;ved beyond the.liberéi-nationalism of
Walter Gordon and arrived at a preference for soclalism. James Laxer,
on the other hand, auémented his inherited Marxlst beliefs through his
involvement with the radical student movement of the 1960s which was
héavily imbued with the ideas of New Leftism. Desiring to see the
ideology of the New Left applied more éffectiyely to the unique Canadian

'

social*’'and political environment, Laxer arrived at a new understanding

of ﬁational independence based upon socialism. . Together, Watkins and

" Laxer came to believe that indépendence and sccialism were interrelated
162
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and iﬁterdependent goals for Cénadg. Along with their fellow Wafflers,
they believed that the first step towards the achievement of these goals
was the transformation of the NDP 1ntpra political party whose main
objective would be the establishment Af an.indgpendent socialist state.
The Waffie was thus faced with the task of tramsforming the
society within which.it Qperéted by first radicalizing its immediate
constituency, the NDP.  The ideology of the Waffle was criticized and
sﬁorped by the gpokesmen of the éapitalist class, a situation which
befalls all democ}atic socialist movements; but the group's radicalism
was ;\so:opposed by members of the NDP who had worked hara to establish
a Bﬁéilar public image for the paéty. In fact, as the ;ilitancy of the
Waffle increased, it lost some of its original.supporterg, suéh as Ed
Broadbent and Gerald Caplan, who.later became instrumental in the dis-~
mantling of thg group. The uproar the Waffle created within fhe NDP,
and:in particulgr.amongst the trade.union represgntétives, fgrﬁéd‘the
party’'s leadership to enact discipli;arj'measures against the group.
Threatened with expulsion, the Ontario.haffle voluntarily relinquished
its affiliation with the NDP and’continued to pursue its objecﬁives as
) ~
phe autonomous Movement for an Independent Socialist Canada. But having
failed to achieve its primar& goal of radichliging the NDP and having
lost the public forum providediby the established party, the Waffle
-soon fell victim to its.owﬁ divisiveqéss and entered into the hall of
obscurigy which housed so many other leftist groupings in Canada; )
_d),*Althodgh the Waffie achievéd national stature, it beganland ended
as a phenomenon of_Ontario, the province whiéﬁ ﬁest represented the

group's criticisms of modern corporate soclety. "Ontario contained

Canada's most highly devéloped industrial and manufacturing sectors and

' N - B -
i
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was responsible for forty per cent of the countryfa Gross National
Product. Ontﬁrio also haq the c¢losest economic ties with the United
States or, asfhistorian Kenneth McNaught preferred to state the case,
it was "the most reliable of the American provinces."l Sixty=-four per
cent of Unilted States controlled‘employmé;t in Canada was within 300
miles of Toronto.2 Ontario beét fulfilled the Waffle's description of
the dependent Canadian state, but the province's fourteen public
universities and large working—class‘pdpulation provided fertile ground
upon which to build a new social and intellecéual movement.

The Waffle firéé assumed importance as a result of its ability to
organize and mobilize the radical elegents of thg NDP. Due to its
particular nature and origin, it.appealed mainly to the young and
highly-educated pOPuLation of the party. A sample éurvey conducted by

Canadian Dimension 1in 1971 revealed some interesting facts and figures

N .

about the compos;tibn of the group. According to the findings of the
poll, fifty-two per cent of Wafflers were under the age of forty as
compared touphirty—fdur pér cent of regular NDPers. Twenty-one per

cent of Wafflers were students while only gix per cent of other New
Democrats identified with this category. Nineteen per cent of Wafflers

claimed to be tied to professional occupations while only five per cent

"

1 Kenneth McNaught, "The Permanent Colony," Canadian Forum, vol. XLIX,
no. 588, January, 1970, p. 228. .
2 D. Michael Ray, "Regional Aspects of Foreign Ownefkgiz;” in Ted

Richard ed., Canada and Capitalism. Cited in Resnidk, "The New
Left in Ontario," in Roussopoulos ed., The New Left T Canada.

et L
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of regular NDPers responded positively to this question. Sixty-two per
cent of Wafflers had belonged to the NDP less than ten years and twenty
per cent of the group had joinéd the party after the Winnipeg convention
of 1969. These figures suggest that thé base of the Waffle was composed
 of the young, highly-educated and middle-class members of the NDP,
aithough the gfoup also appealed to a moderate number of veteran CCFers
who welcomed the return to radicalism. As an organized left caucus,
tﬂe Waffle followed in the tradition of other radical dissenting groups
ﬁhich had always been present within the CCF/NDP. But it differed from
Iall previous groupings in three important ways. First, unlike the
majority of fts predecessors which continually called for a return to
the founding priucipiés of the party which had been‘%stablisheé in the
early 1930s, the Waffle directly represented a current trend in panadian
thought which wa# concerned with American_éomination of the economy.
Secondly, it insisted upon presenting itseif and 1ts ideas-to the general
public as well as to otﬂer‘party members. Thirdly, it continued to
meet between party conventions and explored an ever-widening range of
policies and activities.

The Waffle was able to attract the attention, if not the allegilance,
of the general public bepause it appealed to a growing.copcern amongst
Canadians regarding thgir national identity which had-been previously
raised by ihdividuals such as Walter Gord;ﬁ and Eric Kierans. Until
September of 1970, at which time the Committee for an Independent Canada
was founded as a haven for moderate nationalists, the Waffle was the
only collective voice in the country to add;éss itself explicitly to the
question of Canada's political survival. The Waffle was aiso fortunate d

to have at its helm two-intelligent and articulate spokesmen in the

RSNy |
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embodiment of James Laxer and Mel Watkins. Both men were respected
members of the university community and maséérs of the spoken and
written word. The pronouncements of Laxer and Watkins captured the
inferesé_of the ﬁembe:a"bf the news media who are always anxious to
explore the rﬁPOUTS of revolution within major éolitical parties. The
. resulting publicity and controversy created around the group allowed it
to maintain ngpional notoriety until which time it severed its ties
with the NDP. , | ‘ _ .
Although Fﬁ%&ﬂaffle was never a financialiy solvent organization,
constantly begéiﬂé its supporters for doﬁations, it managed to set up
a complex and efficie;t communications network. ,In view of the Waffle's
f'internal workings, it is almost impossibie to dgfend the group agains;
the charge of being a party within a party. It pubiished its own
newspaper, which was distributed to as many as 3,000 supporters,
coilecféd dues, held exclusive meetings, sponsored conferences and
conventions, devised separate policies ‘and issued independent press
releases.‘ Furthérmore, the ﬁaffle usually behaved as a bloc at NDP
ééetings according to a precoﬁceiveq stréteg;. Although the activities
of the Waffle obviously undermined tﬁe larger ﬁarty structure, the
group continually insisted, prior to its own declaration of independence,
that the NbP was to bfﬂt:% co-ordinating agent through which the

political movement fo; i depen& nce, and sociaiism would emerge. But

de the NDP appear to the public

the independent activities of tﬁe Toup
as a party divided-amongst itself and uncertain of its direction.
Confronted with a chtinuing oppoéition Eﬁucus which created enpdless
confusion in the public mind,.it was inevitable that at some point the

party establishment would be forced to emact disciplinary measures

o .
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against the group.

The Waffle clearly failed in its attempt tc transform the NDP into
a radical socilalist party. What remains is an_;utstanding case history
of the difficulties encountered by a splinter group which attempts to
redirect the policies of an established political party. Although the
Waffle located a responsive constituency within the NDP,‘it Qas unable
to convert the party's leadership group and the majority of its membérs
to its radical beliefs. Moreover, in attemptiné to do so, the group in
many ways led to its own demise within the party.

To moderate members of the NDP, the Wafflers often behaved in an

obstinate and intransigent fashion. The group believed that willing-

ness to compromise led closer to political irrelevance 'and was therefore

determined not to be moved from its founding principies. To historian
Ivan Avacumovic, the Wafflers

[t]ike other staunch soclalists...were impatient with
anyone who did not share their views. They falled to
grasp that what was self-evident to them locked far

less plausible to those from a different background.
Like other academics they tended to lecture. Unfor-
tunately for them the NDP was not a captive audience

of undergraduates who had to put up with what was being3
said to them week after week. '

The Waffle acquired a reputation for rudely disrupting local ;og—'
stituency meetings and infuriated many New Democrats by labelling long-
time members and\quonists sell-outs to bourgeois capitalism, although
the custom of name-calling within the party was certainly a reéipro;al
affair. Many of the Wafflers Qere idealistic students who were not

0verly—concerned'with the pragmatism of politics, as were some of the

3Avacumovic, Socialism in Canada, p. 237.

,
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NDP's older @%pbers who had suffered through numerous and frustrating
electoral defeats. Moreover, a substantial nulber of Wafflers, having ,
recently graduated from the radical student movehent, were gself-styled
activists and, to the dismay of the older NDPers, looked with indifference
and even contempt upon the inglorious day-to-day chores which wére
necessary to maintain the structure of a political organization. To
the leftists, radicalism surpassed all other objectives and many of them
adopted the character%zg%g of self-righteousness which frequently
accompanies the psychological excitability of being a member of a van-
guard movement. In so doing, the group alienated many of its potential
supporters. The following description of the Waffle offered by an
Ontario NDPer is a typical example of how man& party members viewed the
group:

I see it as being similar to fundamentalist Christian sects

who belleve that they and only they hold the secret of sal-

vation. It is an elitist group dedicated to the belief that

it is better to remain "pure" and "holy" in the wilderness

than to be prepared to seek power through compromise, in

" the belief that doing some good for some of the people is a

worthy objective...It is unfortunate that it seems to be

the destiny of 'socialist' parties to be in greater danger4

from the 'purists' within than the "enemies' without. :

The section of the NDP the Waffle irritated the most was(;he group
of trade unionists who represented organizations affiliated wiEb the
party.. These members, many of whom had walked picket lines and waited

out bargaining sessions in starvation situations, reacted angrily to

accusations of apathy and quiescence. Many were also aggravated by’ﬁhe

+

<
Cited in "Who'!sfand Views in the NDP," Dimension Staff, Canadian
Dimension, vol. 7, no. 8, April 1971, p. 41.
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" Waffle's nationalist attacks on their parent organizations located in

the United étates. The unioni%;s believed thaf they alone could under-.
stand and represent the interests of the wofkingman andloﬁjected “
strenuously to Waffle intervention in the-;ffairs of labour. The
QACialist jargon of the Waffle, the iﬁbqpr spo#esﬁeﬁ claimed, was not

applicable to the social and political condition of the woékingman in

the modern world. The labour léaders; of course, wohld lose the most

if ‘Waffle proposals.calling for a greater distribution of Power amonést

rank agd file workers were ever implemented. The un}onists were the
most wvocal group to cogtinually_point out the damage to the party's
puﬁlic imaéé caused by the radical leftists. Accor&ing to Desmond

Morton, the W;ffle—labopr impasse could bé.described in fundamental terms:

What Wafflers could never understand was that much of the

union animus against them-was not due to Dennls McDermott

or to puppet-like dependence on the "Big Internatiomal Unions"
but to a bitter resentment of.the intellectual and social’
snobbery of Mel Watkins and others —— none of it intended

in the slightest. It was, I recall thinking the response

of the peasants to the narodniks. .

L

Fgr all of its concern with the working éiass, the Waffle never reéchéQ

COmmon grouﬁd with labour's designated spokesmen. -And without at least
£

neutrélizing the union leadership, a predominant force within the NDP, -

the Waffle could never hope to turn the"party around.

Although the Waffle enjoyed a.somewhat warmer relationship with

rank and file workers than it did with the union braés,‘the‘group
. \\ :
occasionally encountered-turbulence even at the grassroots level. In

situations such as the Dunlpp and Tex Pack strikes, the Waffle was

_ : ],
5Des’mond Morton to J&seph Levitt, n.d.
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accused of imposiné'a forelgn and incomprehensible political ideology.

onto the workers. TFew of the Wafflers had working class experience and

consequently had difficulty understanding the ordinary day-t%-day con—

cerns of the workers. Moréover, many ordinary wage earners neither’

pa—y

understood nor shared the Waffle's interpretation of the historic
importance of the working class to‘the creation of a new society

The Waffle was continually criticized by its own left wing for its
:lack of fundamentalism and undue concentration on traditional political
concerns, such aszthe leadership campalgn. Several members of inter-
nationally—oriented leftist movements, who did mot even qnalify for
membership in the NDP, infiltrated the Toronto gection of the Waifle
and attacked the group for its nationalist doctrines. A greater number
of fringe elements jolned -the Waffle during its days as an independent
movement and contributed to its demise through thelr internal harass-
ment. The ultra-radical community accused-the Waffle of "paternalism,"
"elitism," "bourgeois nationalism" andae vgtiety of other right-wing
crimes. Irrespective of the Waffle's labour.progrQSmes which congls-
tently called for tne implementstion of workers; control, the gtoup was
charged with attempting to esteblish socialism from above, of replacing
the enisting order with a EYpe of state capltalism, a sacrilege to the,
guthentilc grassroots elements of society who maintained that this
hierarchical process would never lead to the total emancipation of the
working class. To the charge of “alitism," there is.substantial evidence
‘to suggest that, in fact, the decisionhmaking process in the Waffle did

‘not always .corsespond to the rules of complete participatory democracy

But the radical leftists were unjustified in accusing the Haffle of

.gacrificing the principles of socialism to an expression of bourgegis

-
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nationalism. The group was founded upon an intellectual belief thst_

"

nationalism was a necessary pre-condition to the achievement of soclalism
in Canada. The original Wafflers fervidly believed that it was necessary.

to rebetriste the economy of the.country before it could be restructured
& ‘ . .
along sotialist lines. ‘ o s o
o , : s o~
; Despite what dogmatic shortcomings the Waffle may have exhibited,

-y -

no observer of the left im Canada should be surprised that challenges®

to the group s philosophy emanated from other radical communities.- A

.

* favourite pastime amongst radical sociallsts in Canada 1s to see ‘who
can stand furthest to the left without becoming totally irrelevant.
A1l leftist organizations assert that they represent the best interests}

"of the working class‘and~all claim to differ fundamentally from thelr
numerous counterparts, wbo all remain the same; Yet they all:crtticize
one another on essentially the same grounds ot "elitism," "paternalism” .
and "pseudo-intellectualism. Cdught up in this merry g;—round of

o

wrhetorical confusion, they all remain enigmatic to- members of the

Canadian working class,'many of whom still .agonize over>the decision to
) ? . . B N

cast a ballot for the moderate NDP. . \ ) . N 4

The programmes of the Waffle were categorically rejected-by the

majority of the NDP, the trade unionists, Ehe working class and the
- . a
ultra—laft radical community Whatever reasons the thers professed

%

for: repudiating _the' Wa!fle, for the NDP it was

historic question !

.of radical purism versus political pragmatism._ The Waffle believed ) -5.‘

E that because the NDP was . the largest organiied leftist grouping in Canada

2

with roots ‘in the working class, it was. the logical place to begin

base. Fut New Democrats such as David Lewis,

. building 4 mass social

'who had spent a lifetim' bringing an.aura of respectability to the

9, W

s iintid
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party, %ere'not'preparéd‘to tolerate the radicalism of the Waffle and

jeopardize the electoral appeal of the NDP. According to Gordon Pape:

of the‘Winnipeg Tribune, the adoptioﬁ of the Waffle Manifesto

...would have had the effect of exiling the NDP into
the same political 1imbo...inhabited by the Canadian

Communist Party...

NDP suppagters have been over too many

rough roads and have worked too hard to bring the party
to its present level of rbgpectability to commit that 6

kind of blunder.

"In this sense, the NDP’

| v

uency,

:

jtself was the Waffle's most inflexible constit~

Although the Waffle-failed to achieve its primary objectives, it

-1ndisputab1y~enjoyed a

certain degree of success within the NDP and’

Canadian society in general.’ Tts cajoling and campaigding within the

party forced the NDP to clarify and strengthen 1ts stand on ‘the questioen

v

) : e
of economlc natlonalism, as embodied by.the Marshmallow Resolution of

“

-~ Y . - .
19%9, the Ontario NDP resolution on public ownership of the energy

resourte industry a@d;thé federal'eiéction platform of 3972. The group

Q@

. e
- P
‘contributed to the passage 0f a number of other progressive resolutions

Ay

at NDP federal and provinciél conventions. The Waffle also forced the

NDP to scrutinize its demo;ratic foundatiéns.

=3
Brewin-Caplan report suggested that the party needed to exawine clo

-

several aspects of its i{nternal workings. The extra—parliamentary
© -

activities of the Waffle frequently drew the NDP into worthwhile

commﬁnity'endeavourng

Q; historian Michael

. - -

.

e
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LTGorduﬁ Pape, Winnipeg Tribune, September 12, 1969.

such as the unlop campaign. In the eétimgtiog-
Voo : B
ross, the Waffle oo

Even the damning Vichert-
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played the same role within the NDP that the party has

played in Canadian-politics: the source of new ideas7

and new energy, - .the conscience of politics’ »

Qutsilde of the party; the Waffle1deserves praise for its efforts

-

at mass publiec education. The increased nationalist sentiment in

Canada encouraged by Waffle writings, seminars and rallies led to the

birth of a second nationalist grouping, the Committee for an Independent

d -

Canada in 1970 the creation .of the Canada Develcpment Corporation by
the Erudeau government in 1971 and the passage of the Foreign ‘Investment
Review Act in 1973. Inwthe short—term, perhaps the Waffle' 8 most sig—

: nificant contribution to Canadian society was 1ts open—minded assessment
- r

of the situation in Quebec. It was the first non-French organigation
to introduce to English ‘Canadians the idea that independence was a
.. legitimate and realistic option for the people of Quebec. « In view of

the state of affairs in that province in the mid 1970s, James Laxer -

-

proved to be & better soclal analyst than most around him.

. The most meritorious long-term cont;ibution of the Waffle to

‘society was its presentation of a political alternative to the Canadian

public. The Waffle injected’ the ideas of a new and imaginative politics
?
into a society which had. become. intoxicated with the philosephy of the

-

liberal—democratic state. The acti—ities of the group served to remind
the electorate that the defenders of the status quo are frequently as
potentially destructive elements as-are those who' challenge it. Although

the Waffle's extremist policies proved too radical for the majority of

,Canadians? Anthony Westell suggested that the group's persistent pressure
. : » 1

v

-
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]

Tyichael S. Cross,."The Waffle or the Unions," Canadian Forum, p. 1.
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on the left may have caused a.benéficial shift at the centre: -

1 - . N

...the Waffle makes Walter Gordon's brand of nationalism _
*yound thoroughly conservative whith probably means that Y
Canadian opinion is about ready for his policy proposals, )

Even after its demlse, the effects of the Waffle on the NDP and
Canadian sociéty lingered on. At the NDP.léadership convention of 1975;
candidate,Ropemé%y Brown, running on a strongly socialistic platform,

(s

took Ed Broadbent tp a fourth ballot until she was finally defented by

a

" a margin of 948 to 658. The same cqnnention rejEcted ;éaolutions

dealing with natural resources and multi-national corporations because

they did not strongly enough suggest the possibility of bublic ounership.

. ! .
Evenrts at this conference led Last Post columnist Eric Hamovitch to

comnent: -"Curiously, the NDP “seems more willing to move to the left in

oo

-the absence of an organized left—wing lobby." nd . Traces of Waffle philo-

@

sophy were also detectable in Jgreas outside of the NDP "In 1977 the

Science Council d?*Cégﬁda deécribed the Canadian economy in terms which-

appeared to directly paraphrase James Laxer: "We.are now'witnessing‘

slugginh industrial development and'pérﬁapsreven the derinduéirialization
of Canadian society."10

*

The Waffle is an important part of any digcussion of Canadian

‘nationalism because it raised a fundamental queétion pertaining to Canada’'s

\

8Cited in Reginald Whittaker, "The Waffle and Electoralism,"” Our Generation
vol..8 no. 2, winter, April 1972, p. 97

9

Eric Hamovitch "Ed Broadbent:. Leader at a Turning Point," Last Post -
vol. 5, no. 1, October, 1975, p. 14.

0Cited in Robert Chodos, 'Continentalism Rears its Head," Last Post
vol. 6, no. 6, January, 1978.

'
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_political survival. According to the group, American control of the

economy was the parémount threat té Canadian 1hdependence. Alfhough
others had recognized the dangers.&hich acco&panie& American investhénf:
and had offered a variety of_palLdatives_to‘help mitigate the problem,
the Waffle was the first contingent of Cép;dian nationalists to devise
a full-scale strategy which'woulq guarantee Canada's politicél }nde—
pen&ence as well as create a more dechfatic and-équitable“SOCiety. The
essenpiai ;lement of the Waffle scheme-was the linkage of indepeadence
and socialism. To the Wafflers, neither was possibile wifhout‘tﬂe'other.
Although a majority of Canadians would not accept socialismlas the
insurer of independence, the Waffle cbﬁtributed in a profound fashion ,
to the understanding of anadiﬁn nﬁtionalism. And the fundamgntal .
question of the Interdependence of Independence and socialism remains
unresclved. ' o -

Given the persistence of the soclal, economic and ﬁolitical conditions
which activated the Waffle phenomenon, such as American control of the

Canadian economy and the dehumanizing and impersonal practiées of

~ modern corporate society, 1t is a éertainty that sentiments similar to

those of the Waffle will soméday resurface. It is also likely that this
new expression of socialism will emerge from within the ranks of the

NDP. It would be to deny~£he long history of d;mocratic socialiém in = -
Canada were 1t otherwise. The Waffle, like t 4eal protest movements

before it; died a premature political de;;h. Ideolpgy dies hardex.

N
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/ APPENDIX A
~ .
WAFFLE MANIFESTO

OQur aim as democratic socialists is to build an independent socialist '

Canada. Our aim as supporters of the New Democratic Party is to make it
a truly soclalist party.

The achievement of §EJialism awaits the building of a mass base of
socialists in factories and offices, on farms and campuses. The develop-
ment of socialist comsciousness, on which can be built a soclalist: base,
must be the first priority of the New Democratic Party.

-The New Democratic*Party must be seen.as the parliamentary wing of
a movement dedicated to fundamental soclal change. It must be radicalized
from within and it must be radicalized from without.

o ’

The most urgent issue for Canadians 1s the very survival of Canada.

_Anxiety 1s pervasive and the goal of greater economic independence receives

.

widespread support. But economic independence without socialism is a
sham and neither are meaningful without true participatory democracy.

.t . 4
The major threat to Canadfan survival today is American control of

. the Canadian economy..  The major ilssue of cur times is not national

unity but national survival, and the fundamental threat is external,
not internal.

American corporate capltalism is the dominnnt factor shaping Canadian
society. In Canada American economic control operates through the formi-
dable medium of the multi-national corporation. The Canadian corporate
elite has opted for.a junipr partnership with these American enterprises.
Canada has been reduced to a resource base and consumer market within

". the American empire.

The American empire is the central reality for Canadians. It is an
empire characterized by militarism abgoad and racism at home. Canadian
resources and diplomacy have been enlisted in fhe support of that empire.
In the barbarous war in Vietnam Canada has supported the United States
through its membership ®n the International Control Commission and through
sales of arms and strategic resources to the American military—industrial
complex. - -

The American gﬁpire is held together-through worldwide military
alliances and by glant corporations. Canada's membership in the American
alliance system and the ownership of the Canatian economy by American
corporations precluded Canada's playing an independent role in the world.

,"176- J. .
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These bonds must be cut 1if corporate capitalism and the aocial prioritiea
it creates is to be effectively challenged

-

Canadian- development is distorted by a. corporate capitalist economy.
Corporate investment creates and fosters superfluoug individual con-
sumption _at the expense of social needs. Corporate: deciaion—making
concentrates investment in a.few major urban,dreas which become increas-
ingly uninhabitable while the rest of the- country sinks into under-
development.

The criterion that the most profitable pursuits’ are the most
important ones causes the neglect of activities whose value cannot be
measured by the standard of profitability. It is not accidental that
housing, education, medical care and public transportation are inadequately
provided for by the present social system.

The problem of regional disparities' - rooted in the profit orientﬁﬂj k
ation of capitalism. The social costg stagnant areas are irrelevant
to the corporations. .For Canada the pgbblem is compounded by the reduc-
tion=of Canada to the position of an edonomic coiony of the United
States.’ The foreign capitalist has evén less concern for balanced’
development of the country than the Canadian capitalist with roots in a
particular region. ' Z{T

An independence movement based on substituting Canadian capitalists
for Amerilcan capitalists, or on public policy to make forelgn corporations
behave as if they were Canadian corporations, cannot be our fimal..
objective. There 1is got now an independent Canadian capitalism and any -
lingering pretensions on the part of Canadian businessmen to independ-
ence lacks credibility. Without a strong national capitalist class-
behind them, Canadian governments, Liberal and Comservative, -have -
functioned in the interests of internmational and particularly American
capitalism, and have lacked the will to pursue even a modest strategy
of economic independence.

Capitalism must be replaced by socialism, by national planning of
investment and by the public ownership of the means of production in
the interests of - the Canadian people as a whole. Canadian nationalism
is a relevant force on which to build to the extent .that it is -anti-
imperialist.  On the road to socialism, such aspirations for independence
must be taken into account. For to pursue independence s riously is to
make visible the necessity of soclalism in- Canada. )

k .
Those who desire socialism and independence for Canada have often
been baffled and mystified by the problem of internmal divisions within
Canada. While the essential fact Canadian history in the past century:
1s the reductlon of Canada to a tolony of the United States, with a
consequent increase in regional/inequalities, there is no denying the
existence @f two nations wit Canada, each with its own language, °
-culture and aspiration. This reality must be incorporated .into the
strategy of the New .Democratic Party. ¢

: ’ u
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English Canada and Quebec can share common institutions to the extent
that they 8hare common purposes. So long as Canada is governed by those
vho believe that national policy should be limited to the passive function
-of maintaining a peaceful and secure climate for foreign investors,

_ there .can be no meaningful unity between English and French Canadians.
So long as the federal government refuses to protect the country from
" American economic and cultural domination, English Canada is bound to
‘appear to French Canadians simply as part of the United States. An
English Canada concerned with its owmn nationai survival would create
common aspirations thaf, would help to tie the two nations together once
more.

isolation from economic and soclal forces thay transcend the two nations
be anything but irrelevant. Our present constitution was drafted a

< century ago by politicilans committed to the values and structure of a
capitalist society. Constitutional change relevart to socialists must
be based on the needs of the people rather than the corporations and
must reflect the power of classes-and groups excluded from effective
decisilon-makiyg by the present system.

Nor can the present treatment of the Z;Qititutional isgue in

A"united Canada is of critical importance in pursuing a successful
strategy against the reality of American imperialism. Quebec's history
and aspirations must be allowed full expression and implementation in
the conviction that new tiés will emerge from the common perception of ?

"two nations, one struggle." Socialists in English Canada must ally
themselves with socialists iq;Quebec in this common cause.
b

. Central to the creation of an independent socialist Canada is the
strength and tradition of the Canadian working class and the trade union
movement. ' The revitalization and extension of the labour movement would
Involve a fundamental EEmocratization of our society.

Corporate capitalism is characterized by the predominant power of
the corporate elite alded and abetted by the political elite. A central
objective of Canadian soclalists must be to further the democratization
process in industry. The Canadian trade union movement throughout its
history has waged a democratic battle against the so-called rights or TN
prerogatives’h, ownérship and management. It had achieved the important
moral bnd le-ghavictory of providing for working men an effective say in
vhat their wages will be. At present management's "right" to control
technological change is being challenged. The New Democratic Party must
provide leadership in the struggle to extend working men's influence
into every area of industrial decision-making. Those who work must
have effective comtrol in the determination of working conditions, and
substantial power in determining the nature of the product prices, and
so on. Democracy and socialism require nothing less. )

Trade unionists and New Democrats have led in extending the welfare
state in Canada. Much remains to be done: more and better housing, a
really preogressive tax structdre, a guaranteed annual income, But these
are no longer enough. A socialist society must be one .in which there is
 democratic coatrol of all institutions which have a major effect on men's

" a
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lives and where there is. equal opportunity for creative non-explodtative _
self-development. It is now time to go beyond the welfare state. °
_ ‘o

New Democrats must begin-now to insist on the redistribution of
power, and not simply welfare, in a soctalist direction. The struggle
for worker participation in industrial decision~making and against
management "rights"” 1s such a move toward economic and social democracy.

By strengthening the Caradian ¥abour movement, New Democrats will
futther the pursuit of Canadian independence. So long as Canadian
economic activity is dominated by the corporate elite, and so long as
workers' rights are confined within their present limits, corporate
requirements for profit will continue to take precedence over human needs.

By bringing men together primarily as buyers and sellers of each
other, by enshrining profitability and material gain in place of humanity
and spiritual growth, capitalism has always, been inherently alienating.
Today sheer siye combined with modern technology further exaggerates
man's sense of insignificance‘and impotence. A soclalist transformaticn
of society will return to man his sense of humanity, to replace hils sense
of being a commodity. But a socialist democracy implies man's control
of his immediate environment as well, and in any strategy for building
soclalism, community democracy is as vital as the struggle for electoral
success. To that end, socialists must strive for democracy at these
levels which most directly affect us all —— in our meighbourhoods, cur
schools, our places of work. Tenants' unions, consumers' and producers'
co-operatives are examples of areas In which soclalists must lead in

efforts to involve people directly in the struggle to control their own
destinles.

Socialism is a process and a brogramme. The process is the raising
of soclalist consciousness, the building of a mass_base of socialists,
- -and, a strategy to make visible the limits of liberal capitalism.

While the programme must evolve out of the process, 1ts leading
features seem clear. Relevant instruments for bringing the Canadian
economy under ‘Canadian ownership and control and for altering the prioxr-
ities established by corporate capitalfhsm are at hand. They include
extensive public contrdl over investment and nationalization of the
commanding heights of the economy, such as the key resources industries,
finance and credit, and industries strategic to planning our economy.
Within that programme, workers' participation in all institutions promises
to, release creative energies, promote decentralization, and restore

h aqd social priorities. . s

The struggle to build a democratic socialist Canada must proceed at

all levels of Canadian socilety. The New Democratic Party is' the organi- ' -

zation suited to bringing these gctivities into a common focus. The New

Democratic Party has grown out of a movement for democratic socialism
that has deep roots in Canadian Yistory. It is the core around which

" should Ye mobilized tHe social and political moveméent necessary -for

building ihdependeat socialist*Canada. The New Democratic Party must

rise to that challengd or become irrelevant. Victory lies in joining

the struggle. . o .

T T s e o e A
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APPENDIX B j
MARSHMALLOW RESOLUTION

New Democratic policy seeks to make and keep Canada free to realize
the full potential and greatness of her people. '

The live issue.which concerns New Democrats, and Canadians generaliy,
is to make us free to create the future of our economy and soclety; to
redress the inequalities both within. and between regions; to broaden and
deepen the role of our people in the decisions which affect their lives;
to redesign our cities; to improve the quality of life for all Canadians;
to build a modern and efficient ecoriomy free of control of private
corporate power, whether foreign-or domestic;.and to play a truly
independent and meaningful role in the world.:

The New Demqgcratic Party 1s convinced that this cannot be achieved
without the philosophy and policies of demoecratic socialism. The
struggle for Canada's independence is one with the struggle for a better
soclety. It 1s a struggle for himan equaliﬁy and self-fulfillment. To
win this struggle, there must be Canadian 'control of the econony, public
control of investment and other priorities, democratic soclal planning

- to use our resources for the enrichment of the human condition.

2
I

The urgent fact which conceras us is that_our future as Canadians
is now in peril. There are too many among ust;BQ§e self-interest lies
in the disiptegration of our country. Our right of economic self-
determination, the foundation of our future, is deeply undermined. The
ontrel of our industry and our resources has passed to alarming degree
into foreign hands. ’ : b
The erosion of our national independence has reached alarming pro-

portions. Effective measures to reverse the trend are necessary now
before foreign control of our economic 1life reaches the point of no return.

The facts of foreign control in Canada are stark and threatening.
e 1 ng rate of take-overs, the growth of fQIeign ownership 'in wmany.
of our major industries, the imposition of foreign laws on Canadian
subsidiaries, and Canada's increasing dependence on American markets and
practices have placed unacceptable limits on our freedom to pursue
independent policles for the welfare of the Canadian people.

‘mainly by \4he major investment decisions taken by large corporations.

And for.Canada this has meant, to an important and growing extent,
decisions by corporations owned and coptrolled by American interests.

The inevitable result has bgen a branch-plant manufacturing industry much

In ozi present society, the future shape of our economy i1s determined

‘
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less efficient than 1t should be, a natural resources industry largely
gserving the U.S. market, inadequate industrial research and development,
restrictions on our foreign exchange policies, and investment decisions--
which take little account of the priorities and needs of Caggdians.

-

All this has happened openly. Those who hold power in Canada, the
politicians and businessmen who have run this country, have presided
publicly over the devastation of our enviromment, the dissolution of
our national goals and the disappearance of our autonomy. Thelr outworn
economic philosophy led them to welcome Canadian dependence on American
corporations and to offer increasing concessions in riturn for continued
good-will. Canadian business and industrial circles found 1t profitable
to follow this course. ) :

While Continentalism has been the policy and practice of Liberal
and Conservative governments, in marked contrast, Canadian independence
and Canada's survival as a free nation have been and are the determined
goals of the New Democratic Party

01d party spokesmen are fond of decrying concern for Canadian
independence as anti-American. Nothirdg shows more-clearly how little
they understand the feelings of Canadians. Anti-Americanism is as
barren and negative a concept as 1s anti-French or anti-English or anti
any other country or people. Canadians have always known this.

What New Democrats seek is to make and keep Canada free to realize
her full potential and greatness. We must regain control of our natiomal
future, not because of sentimental patriotism but because it is the
only foundation on which we can build a better soclety.

‘ To achleve this end, New Democrats will use all the means available
in a modern economy; expansion of public investment and public ownership,
government planning, investment controls, a just tax system, purposeful
monetary policies freed from the restraints of a fixed exchange rate,
and necessary laws to limit and repgulate foreign investment and sub- e
sidiaries in Canada, -y
From its inception, the New Democratic Party has proposed a massive,
publicly owned Development Corppration to give Canadians a strong new
volce in\ghe growth of their country and to provide government with an’
operating ‘instrument having.a large pool of capital for public. investment
in accordance with the esséntial social priorities.. We also propose a
national commodity field tﬁ%oughout the world, so as to "reduce Canada's
unhealthy dependence on one unregulated market. Finally, we recognize
that only.our own efforts, through a serious commitment in carefully
chosen areas of science and technology, will secure our industrial future.

calls on Canadiags to free their country from foreign domination of its
economy, of ite-“cultural development and of its international policies.
However, we believe that the survival of Canada depends even more on
nationals programmes for people -~ in housing, beauty and comfort in the
cities, comfort and security on the farms, income maintenance, eduédation;
recreation and a host of other aréas.

Using not eﬁﬂy one but all available means, the New Democratf%'?arty
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We have a noble myth in Canada of our capacity to accommodate cultural .-
difference. For too long, however, disparity of iﬁcome and opportunity -
has been’ the price of diversity. The yresult has been a persistent
sectionalism, most conspicuously in French Canada, but~apparent through-
out Canada -~ in the Atlantic Regionm, in Northern Ontari and in the

West. The survival of Canada depends on removing regional and all other

. inequalities and building a true foundation for one united caﬁntry in
which the position and responsibilities of every region and, pérticularly,

those of Quebec, are fully recognized‘within Confederation.
. Millions of Canadians share our faith in Canada and our determination

to strehgthen and enrich Canada's independence and place in the world.

We call on them to join with us in the great common. enterprise of saving .

our country. This is the challenge of the seventies and to. this challenge

the New Democratic Party“ie%:dicates itself.

f
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FOR A SOCTALIST ONTARIO IN AN INDEPENDENT SOCIALIST CANADA o

As democratic socialists, we seek to build a socialist Ontario in’
an’ independent socialist Canada. As @emberé of the New Democratic Party,

we'éeek to pake‘it the key ingtrument of that struggle.

. There 1is much to be done. We live today in a’corporate capitalist-
ébciety. Its failures are increasingly evident. The combination of
unemployment and inflation undermines the security of working people.
Labour is treated as a commodity, with giant corporations unilaterally
closing plants and ‘replacing workers in the name of "progress,™ while

. the powet of the state is used to repress unions. Our resourtes are
) alienated into the hands of private capitalists, who are typlcally
foreign, and the benefits that should accrue .to the local communities
are drained abroad. The land is despoiled, the air we-breathe and the
water we drink'is polluted. The educational system.is designed to favor
the privileged few while training the -many ta play social roles that
have been prepared for them. There is widespread discrimination against
women. The poor, the immigrant and native minorities are systematically
exclu from our economic, political and cultural institutions and from
afflyence and power. Toronto, "as the dominant metropolis of the
provincial’ economy, takes its tribute from its hinteklandjsand notably
from resource-rich Northern Ontario. The government is-1little more than
a committee that administers on be@alf of the'corporations. : .

Nor°is that all, for Ontario is but a link in a long imperial chain. °
The Ontario economy has been integrated into the American corporate system.
Corporate capitalism within the American empire funnels wealth to the
large. shareholders in the American metropolis. Toronto corporate middle-
men run. the branch office for New York in appropriating much of the
profits of the Canadian economy for Americam .owners. The system of
corporate empire results in-investment being centred in a few favoured
urban areas while the hinterland'is exploited for resources and allowed
to. sink-into economic stagnation and underdevelopment./ Economic imbalance
. " results for much of the country including large parts of Ontario. Between
¢ 1960 and 1967, Canadian subsidiaries and affiliates (about half of which
‘ are in Ontario) sent two billion dollars more to the United States in
the form of profits, royalties, license and manageméfit fees than they
received from parent corporations in the’ form of capital imports. Ontario
is now the vehicle for the exploitation of much of the rest of Canada.
We must end this domination of all Canadians by Ontario-based corporations.

4 ‘,. . “ )f .
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;- S0 1it.1s that today the continuing Americanization of Ontario not - |
only turns Ontario into a branch-plant soclety; it poses the chief threat
ta the achievement.of Canadian independence and Canadian soclalism. To

~build a vital socialist movement in Ontario would be to take a long

step toward building an independent socialist Canada..

.

The means to build a socialist Ontario are at hand., The necessary
povers to plan, to bring the“economy under public ownership and control,
- and to develop our natural resou for -the public good already lie
within the Province of Ontaris. Theuse of these instruments awaits.
the development of a socialist consciohsness in factories, offices,
campuges and neighbourhoods. : . *
In fundamental opposition to our goals is the Ontario government's
present serving of corporate interests. We must not let the continuing
increase in government activity mislead us “into thinking that we are *
moving, albeit gradually, towards a social order in which the people .
will get a larger say. Rather, the needs of an advanced teclinological

soclety are integrating the government. more closely with the corporations.
What is now called planning by the government involves only the further *

a buttressing.of the system of private capitalism and reirnforces the
~ » holding of power by those who already wield it.. They are satisfied to
¢ supply the support systems —— hydro electricity, highways, trained . v

manpower -- needed for the expansion of corporate ‘activity. .

| . In the face of the increasing power of American multi-national cor- '
porations, the present’ Ontario government not only does nothing to resgist
‘but instead actively, promotes the foreign takeovers.  Ontario business—
men and the 'old-line parties who represent their interests have given:-
up any serioué'pretens;ons to an independent status for this country.

RS f Our human and natural regources are treated gqs enﬁicements'toiinvestdrés'
: : mostly American, to locate in.Ontario. In recent years, the Robarts
government has subsidized through grants gpd forgiveable loans such.: R
glant corporations as Union Carbide, A ed Chemical, Kraft Foods™ and oo

General Foods. In,thisqfashion, the yaxes of ordinarj'peop @ are usged’

to subsidize the corporate elite and/to reduce yet further do stic
control of the economy. Rising un ployment and a full sharing }f
American inflation are among the resylts of foreign ownership (th presen
system is unable to cope with the mos :
people). : ' :

‘ As democratic sopiailsts, we must dedicate ou ves to -fighting
- . with all the means at our disposal this sell-out and give-away of Canada's
largest province. To. the present reality’of Americanization and capit-
2lism, we must pose the alternmative of independence and soclalism: In o ]
order to rid ourselves of ‘the control of our society by American’ - '
- ' corporations and their local allleg{ we must insist on.nothing less
- than the diffusion of power e vast majorities of citizens not now
included in decision-pA%ing. The means for the repatriation of &Br .
economy ‘and for the winning o6f power for the people are known. They
' include extensive public control’ over investment -and ‘the nationalization /
\ff large corporations in the key sectors of the economy. e
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, To bring presently privately-owned corporationa under’ public owner—
ship would be to bring our economy directly under democratic control.
To create new Crown corporations is the most. effective means to create

‘both more jobs and more creative. jobs. And public enterprises in general

must be run in such 2 way as to permit maximum participation .in decision—
making by workers. o .

-
2

Socialist planning will make it possible for us both to halt,and
reverse the Americanization of the economy and to combat underdevelopment
in disadvantaged regions. Crown corporations should be located in such
areas so as to create 4 balanced variety of jobs and to ensure. that

. development serves the area amd is not simply geared to quick profits
‘for a distant head office. Such Crown .corporations must be administered

by people in the area rather than by an impersonal bureaucracy at
Queen's Park. ' S )

Our present soclety is ch;%acterized by gross inequality in the
distribution of income and wealth and by a monopoly of power in the hands
of the few. Much remains to be done to redistribute income through an
equitable system of taxation and a humane system of welfare. But these
are noglonger enough.f Socialism means the gathering back of power into-
this d’untry so that it can be put in the hands of ordinary men and:
women. What is required is nothing less than the building of a truly

.democratic soclety. .

1 ':'I l

¥ Across Canada we desire a.new set of social and working: relations .
in which the people themgelves actually decide local issues in the 3
factory, office, neighbourhood and school. Soclalist democracy means

both the control of the immediate environment by those affected and the v

control of the larger provincial and nat}onal communities by the people w2
as a whole.  Social movements such as those of workerg;) fagmers, students,
tenants, women and minority groups ar;c:entral to th;t/s social trans-
formation. * Soclalists must involve themselves in the, organization of

)

" tenants' unions, welfagg recipients groups and prodgpbrsr and consumers’

co-operatives.

The distorted priorities of the present system are nowhere more
evident and more dangerous than in the destruction of the natural and
human environment of this province. We can no longer afford to be
sdnguine about out open spaces and our limitless resources, or imagine
that Ontario is in-fact a "place to stand and a place to grow." Now
we know that the world's largest lakes andgrivers can be killed by
pollition, that immense timber stands can be mined .out of existence,
that rich resources can be turned intd’slag heaps .and foul air. We have
seen unregulated urban sprawl eat away the province's best agricultural
land. The existence of tens of thousands of lakes hés not guaranteed
their rerreational use for the public good. The reckless exploltation .
of the natural environment of this province mow imperils our future for

+ all time to come.

%
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. The impending énergy resources deal between the Canadian government
and that of the United States gives particular urgency to the case for
new resource policies. Such an agreement, négotiated by a Liberal
government in Ottawa, aided and abetted by a Conservative government in
Ontario, could result in the alienation in perpetuity of Ontarians from
their resources. ~An immediste objective of New Democrats must be to
stop any deal which tysats Canadian resources simply as continental
regsources. We must oi:Ese such an extension of American imperdalism by.
all' the means at our disposal -~ through action at the provincial level
as well as the.federal, and by direct politicalgaction as well as in
the Legislature.

w ' (%

. In the cities, our human environment has suffered from the govern-
ment's primary-concern with the promotion of profit ‘and the pursuit of
growth without regard to social costs. Poor public transportation,
inadequate housing, and the lack of parks and recreational facilities
make it evident that human_well-being is not the present aim of urban °

#msien. The ‘aytomobile industry in particular, with its attendant
gn EQ§§ p

- jungle of expredgways, has already given us unplanned urban sprawl and

nqﬁ threatens the habitability of the inner eity.

’ . ' . s ’

{nly by replacing a government controlled by profit seekers with a
government controlled by the people cgn we make the preservation of our
natural environment and the refashioning of 'our urban environment for
hiaan habitation attainable goals. .

.In our present capitalist society, ‘the people themselves aré' seen
as a t&Source. Corporations use the state to provide them with trained

‘manpower. Immigrants are treated as a pocol of cheap labour to be’

exploited. Their entry into Canada is determined more by the state of
the capitali#st labour market. and the manpower needs of the corporations
than by human considerations. Mindless talk of cultural d&qgfgiky/hﬁd
the verticaf mosaié- obscures the reality of ghettoes and of pervasive
barriers to the achievement of equality of condition. *-

As the educatlonal system becomes increasingly integrated with _

. corporate activity, people are taught to accept their 1'0%35 prodacers

and consumers within the American empire. Our young people are taught
to be competitive and individualist toward each other, and to be passive
and obedient toward -the school system, their employers and the state.
Through their tazes, working people finance an educational system geared
to maintain corporéfe interest: and to educate privileged income groups.

. .
- The industrial dependence on institutjons of higher learning is
causing both corporations and governments to uge 'thglr influence and

control to make universities and colleges better instruments for strength-

ening the capitalist system along continentalist lines. We now have a’
branch plant system of higher education the better to service our branch
plant economy. - ‘ . -

. Canada is unique among the developed nations of the world in terms
of the number of foreigners who teach in our universities. Few than

" fifty per cent of professors teaching in ‘the Arts and Science faculties

6‘ ) t s

.

-
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of many Ontario universities are Canadian citizens. The soclal scilences
as developed in the United States have become instruments to extend
American control by eroding our value systems and our national conscious-
ness, and by creating tastes' and attitudes that make us passive consumers
of North American civilization. ' :

Democratic socialists must seek a system of education in bn;ario
that is critical and Canadian, and that is governed by students, teachers .
and representative members of the community. ’ :

ok ’ . .

The overyhelming section of the .populution that works for a wage or
sdiﬁry must play the key role in transforming our soclety. New Democrats
who are trade unlonists must continue the struggle to organize the
majority of the working people who, remain unorganized. "All Wew Dempcrats
who are trade unlonists must Opposz‘%ge Robarts Government's direct
suppression of the labour movement. While corporations combine to set
prices and to exercise monopolistic control of markets, workers are
prevented by state injunctions from using their organized power.

. -

Socialists must reject the concept that there are "management. rights”
in industry which are non-negotiable. They must articulate and support
new rights for working people; the right to a job, and with shorter hours

"and higher pay; the r*ght to benefit from technologlcel change without
threat to income or -security; and the right to controX~the product of
their own labour through thé popular democratic management of industry.

The Labour movement in Canada and in Ontario 1s presenﬁly fragmented
among too many unions, in part because of the Qfévalence of international
.unionism. Canadian sections of international unions must have* full
autonomy, and mergers must be sought between unions in Canada.

FTarmers, like trade unionists, have long struggled to control their
own environment. At present in Ontario farmers are losing that fight.
Farmers are not working for themselves so much as for the benefit of

. the great food monopolies, farm implement companies and other corporations
which exploit both the farmer and the consumer. Soclalists must commi'e
themselves to improving the standard of living and the quality of life
in rural Ontario. These objectives can be .reached by ensuring that
agriculturé is carried on in the interests of the farmer and the community
as a whole. Industries related to farming such as food processing and’
farm implement manufacturing must be brought under public or co-operative
control, Agricultural marketing must be rationalized and pglces maintained
by means of producegrcontrolled marketing boards.. ) Py
dkk
The movement to end the exploitation of women must be vigourously
supported- by socialists. The oppression of women stems from the definition
of a woman as wife and mother to the exclusiom of all else. Discrimination
operates against women in the educational system and the work place.
Women are discouraged from seeking higher education and are channelled
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into the lowest paying and most meaningless joba."T e overvhelming
majorlty of working women are unorgantzed and suffer discrimination not
only from management but also from their fellow male workers.

The New Democratic Party must provide its full sypport for the
struggle for the liberation of women and must support independent
women's organizations which are fighting oppression.

*kk

In the face of accelerating continentalism, the growth of soecial
movements and the increasing. support for the, goals of independence and
socialism are reasons for hope. The new awareness of the people”
regarding Americanization and the new consciousness of the social and
human costs of capitalism must be given political expression at once
if we are to halt the. destruction of Canada.

We must not be deterred by those who will try to dismiss us by
labelling us "dnti-American," for those who do so profoundly misunderstand.
Our complaint is not against the American people and the progressive -
movements in that country, but against the American corporate, political
and cyltural domination of Canada. Our colonial "condition makes

L

. necessdfy -an anti-imperialist struggle if we are to achieve socialism
. and independence. ‘ -~

Finally, in our efforts to oppose the present regfme at Queen's -

- Park, we cannot afford to have the pevple misled by partial solutions

that would result in neither independence nor socialism. ' We must not .
settle for state capitalism or for welfare capitalism. The New Democratic

independent socialist Canada.

- Pa;ty must dedicate itself to the building of a socialist Ontario in
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