
rath^usl^ Canadians generally reject it, and
accu^e^icans would do the same if all its

s fro^pli^ations were explained to them. Then
why nclude it, and not some other intel-

bs tra;1ectual constructs, say, closing the border
scussrcomkletely and liquidating American
►ossibhol gs in Canada? Possibly to present a
And =ang^ of options, and a straw man to
mot lbontrast with Option Three, the preferred
)ecifi^vay head.
Statf y underselling Option One, and set-
can ]ting jup Option Two as a diversionary

tatiortarget, Option Three is made to appear
specifimor^ imaginative, intellectually valid, and

ill flopatn tically Canadian. It calls on Canada
ovef time [and it "will take time", we

)ng tiare ti ld] to lessen [and "there are limits",
w thewe a^e warned] . . . the impact of the
ich afJnit^d States and ... to strengthen our
adiancapa ity to advance basic Canadian goals
ay wand ^Clevelop a more confident sense of
Thnaatio al identity". But, we are tempted to

nce task, Isn't that what Mr. Sharp and his
ey vvolleagues have been about in recent
optioy, -9 How does this option differ from
i-Amewhat they have been, and are still doing,
, befoaceorFhng to Option One?
w eac
ow t9coiiomic tone
id bo8ut ^et us assume that Option Three
eactiorepresents a completely new orientation,

poliand ssess it accordingly. The changes
actori^nvisaged are essentially economic in na-
iimilture. `The basic aim," we are told, "would

be .. to lessen the vulnerability of the
Canadian economy to external factors, in-
cluding, in particular, the impact of the

sen ouUnitéd States." However, "there is no

- s`atoasiclchange envisaged in Canada's multi-
adja.{ateral trade policy", and no "intention to

ng Oistoit our traditional trading patterns".
&irig fndeed, "the United States would almost
relutiopert^nly remain Canada's most important
surprma ket and source of supply by a very
.rüdetargepargin

itly tu, ^hen what steps does Mr. Sharp have

uch ,in ^d to disentangle the two economies?
^Ie mentions "the concept of countervail-«sF e

atrne^g ^ctors", "relative shifts... over time",
rqhd`the judicious use of Canadian sovereign-

tl Afl,sty , mutually-reinforcing use of various
the ifolic^ instruments", and "trade policy . . .
mhe^^^d to . . . an industrial-growth
Ard otmtLigy and a policy to deal with aspects
«specaf foreign ownership". This is an interest-

rorn 09 shopping list of possibilities, but until
d t,aAthe ÿague phrases are translated into

Specnlic measures, their effectiveness. can-
A '.inonot bé evaluated.

;ion wi hen there is the dilemma of recon-

T towa,,^g the objectives of making the Cana-

;er*^ain^ conomy "more rational and more
pc^i?flîci t", and reducing our trade with our

red emost^natural trading partners. Canada

and the United States have not become
each other's best customers because of any
conscious design but rather because that
was the most "rational" and "efficient"
relation for both. To turn our backs delib-
erately on the United States market and
"recast the economy" to develop alterna-
tive outlets that have far less potential in
the foreseeable future, particularly for
the manufactured products that Canada
wants to sell in greater quantities, makes
little economic sense. It may well make a
good deal of sense, however, on other
grpunds, such as the more irrational but
equally legitimate desire to ensure a dis-
tinct national entity. In presenting Option
Three to the Canadian people, Mr. Sharp
would have been well advised to explain
more forthrightly this fundamental choice,
and the costs involved.

Cultural terrain
Mr. Sharp also ventures, somewhat cur-
sorily, onto the terrain of American cul-
tural influence in Canada. He paraphrases
John Kenneth Galbraith, Canadian-born
economist at Harvard University, to the
effect that United States economic influ-
ences can be disregarded as long as Canada
maintains a distinct culture. What Pro-
fessor Galbraith actually said was that
the battle for Canadian identity had to be
fought more on the cultural than on the
economic front. Mr. Sharp comments that
"many Canadians would disagree with
him", and one can only presume he shares
that view. This impression is strengthened
by two subsequent assertions: that Cana-
dians do not feel as concerned about
cultural as about economic domination;
and that "the general directions of Cana-
dian policy in the cultural sector have
been set and they have been pursued with
reasonable success. Perhaps we have al-
ready turned the corner".

Both statements raise serious ques- Deftning
tions. Where is the evidence that Cana- differences with
dians are less concerned about a lack of Galbraith on the
cultural distinctiveness? And, even if they struggle for
are, does that mean that the problem is cultural identity
less real? Far from having "turned the
corner", it could mean that we have gone
so far past it that there is no turning
back. It also seems optimistic to assume
that the two "prescriptions" at present
applied in the cultural sector - regulatory
measures and direct support - will offset
the asphyxiating effects on Canadian cre-
ativity of the massive flow from the South.

In preparing the article, Mr. Sharp
and his advisers were evidently uneasily
aware that the Americans were watching
over their shoulders. It is interspersed
with assurances that Option Three is not
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