review puts it, “for the majority of Cana-
dians the aim appears to be to attain the
highest level of prosperity consistent with
Canada’s political preservation as an inde-
pendent state”. The ambivalence has per-
sisted, in essence, because policy choices
at either end of the spectrum are likely to
involve unacceptable costs to Canadians.
To avoid such costs will presumably remain
a primary objective of any policy option.

In the third place, it is difficult to make
any pronouncement about the impact of
the Canada-U.S. relationship on Canadian
independence without at least a cursory
look at the concept of the “special rela-
tionship”. The term is not uniquely applied
to Canada. Other countries, too, have in-
termittently used it to describe their rela-
tionships with the United States. This is
presumably because it has been considered
beneficial to enjoy a “special” relationship
with the United States.

As far as Canada is concerned, there
can be little doubt that the relationship
with the United States has been and con-
tinues to be special in the sense that it is
probably the most articulated relationship
between any two countries in the world
involving a unique level of mutual inter-
action, even if unequal in its impact. The
intensity of the relationship and percep-
tions on either side of the border notwith-
standing, it has been conducted, by and
large, as a normal relationship between
two sovereign states. On occasion, how-
ever, it has also involved transactions in-
volving special ground rules that have not
been extended evenly to other countries.

To the extent that the concept of the
“special relationship” reflects an objec-
tive reality, it will continue to be valid.
To the extent, on the other hand, that it
denotes special arrangements between
Canada and the United States, its cur-
rency is likely to diminish on both sides of
the border. In the United States, the per-
ception is gaining ground that the “special
relationship” with Canada was an un-
balanced relationship, that it involved
accommodations in favour of Canada that
are no longer tenable in the light of current
economic and political realities, and that
any restructuring of the “special relation-
ship” would have to proceed on a basis of
much more demonstrable equity of benefit
to each country. On the Canadian side,
there is a concurrent feeling that special
arrangements with the United States, for
all their acknowledged benefits, may in the
end have curtailed our freedom of action,
domestically as much as in the realm of
foreign policy, and that the cumulative

impact of such arrangements taken to- |

gether carries the risk of locking Cancda
more firmly into a pattern of continertal
dependence. This probably does not rule
out some special arrangements in future,
arrived at selectively on a basis of mut:al
advantage, but the prospect under a.y-
thing like the third option would be fcr a
more normal nation-to-nation relations! ip.

Any discussion of the theme of Ca:a-
dian independence would not be compl:te
without some judgment as to the reali.iic
parameters of such a discussion itself. It
would obviously be absurd to proceed fr m
the assumption that Canada is today s b-
stantially deficient in independence. In
fact, Canada probably has much more :n-

dependence than most countries in “he |

modern world and more than many Ca a-
dians recognize. There is no denying, on
the other hand, that the pervasive span
of the linkages between Canada and he
United States represents a set of poten.ial
constraints on the latitude Canada has in
dealing with its national problems. Scne

of these linkages are immutable; others ire |
susceptible to modification. The real quss- |

tion is to what extent we can look to ¢ny
policy option to enhance the measure of
independence Canadians now enjoy wih-
out involving unrealistic, unaccepteble
and unwarranted costs.

Diversifying interests

The foreign policy review brings the cn-
cept of countervailing factors into p‘ay.
Among these, it instances the active }ur-
suit of trade diversification and techn cal
co-operation with countries other than -he
United States. The notion that Canaca’s
interests are best served by policies t.iat
seek to diversify those interests on a glo val
basis as one means of avoiding exces: ve
reliance on the United States is, of cou' s,
not a new one. In one way or another. it
has been an explicit assumption beh ad
Canadian support for trade liberalizat on
over the years. If trade liberalization has
not contributed significantly, if at all, to
our explicit objective of diversificatior. a
less liberal world-trading environm:nt
would probably have led to even stron eI

links between the Canadian and U.S. - §
kets. The fact remains that, with more
than two-thirds of our total trade con-
centrated in the United States, Canad: is |
unique among industrialized countries in §
having a trading pattern that, by the st.n- :

dard of diversification, is so unbalance.l

This suggests that we should be -
realistic to set our sights too high. Ther:is
clearly no possibility of our being able to
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