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- The failure of the Trudeau government’s.

ment, in response. to congressmnal pressure, balked at
the non—mlhtary proposals word was sent from Ottaw.
that “the Canadian government would have to rev1
its posmon on: the Whole prq]ect” ‘ '

Unfortunately, the dlluted ‘Canadlan artlcle has,_
never been considered to be more than a token gesture 5
‘contractual
link’ with the European Communities serves to remmd:
‘us that our other contractual link with Europe NATO

- remains primarily a mlhtary alliance.

ani‘s,' James.‘ In Defence of Canada: Growing Up
Allied. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1980. L

i Tucker"s forelgn policy

by Peyton V.Lyon

Has any government in any country, tried harder
an ‘the first Trudeau administration to impose a the-
etical framework and systemic management upon its
eign policy? Did all that effort, and occasional tur-
011‘ make a significant difference in the actual con-

anada’s external relations?

_ Michael Tucker’s unequivocal answer to the sec- ‘
ond question is ‘no’. “In-its style and substance,” he
toncludes, “Canadian foreign policy in the Trudeau era

nformed with the internationalist tradltlons in Can-
a's post-1945 external behaviour . Had ‘Pearsoni-
s’ remained at the helm, “had there been no ques-

ning”, it is unlikely that at the end of the1970s

anada 5 forelgn policies ¢ would have differed marked-

Falr enough, up to a point. Trudeau has enjoyed
dlplomatlc successes. He has even acquired a mod-

eputation for statesmanship. But would anyone -

tain that this is the result of consistent adherence
the myopic doctrine that emerged from the foreign
llcy review of 1968-70? Or systematic management?
tely Trudeau’s deeds were generally more tra-

‘and therefore better, than his words. By dec- _

d even his rhetoric was increasingly interna-
nalist. and the restless search for the right
ganizational structure was still proceeding. -

But Tucker overstates his case. By his early state-

ments, Trudeau deflated the legitimate pride many
Canadians took in their country’s international voca-
tion, and thus weakened one argument for a strong and
united Canada. Many officials, moreover, did adopt the
more hard-boiled, national-interest approach that Tru-
deau advocated and seemed not to notice when he him-

* self shifted to a loftier emphasis on universal, humani-

s

tarian values, espemally in deahng Wlth North-South
issues. ‘

Tucker is least persuasnre when attempting to .

demonstrate that, as prime minister, Trudeau was al-
ways an internationalist; This he does by delineating @ -
confusing variety of ‘internationalisms.’ Trudeau is
then portrayed as a champion of ‘the ‘mentor-state’
brand, one based on the belief that a nation best serves
the common cause, not by teamwork, but by taking
unilateral initiatives. Although example setting was -
always difficult to reconcile with Trudeau’s professed

- modesty about Canada’s influence and his rejection of

‘role-playing,’ a few of his early statements do support
Tucker’s interpretation. The establishment of diplo-
matic relations with Peking in1970, moreover, and Ot-

- -Dr.Lyon teaches Political Science at Carleton

University. He specializes in Canadian foreign polzcy .
and international affairs. :




