
that, at any rate, it recurred frequently in
the other booklets. The point was also
made that there were dangers in commit-

the Government in advance throughting
policy papers to specific approaches and

objectives. These arguments had to be
discounted in view of the Government's
goal Of broader participation in the foreign
policy process, and particularly the im-
portance of Canadian-United States rela-
tions in the daily life of every Canadian.
Accordingly, the gaps in the Foreign Pol-
icy Papers were ordered to be filled.

The document itself was drafted by
the officials concerned and prepared in its

Choice of option final form by the Minister with the benefit

should not be of the advice and assistance of his Cabinet

treated in isolation colleagues and departmental officials. It did

from U.S. reaction not, however, receive full, formal Cabinet
approval before release and was issued as
a statement by the Secretary of State for
External Affairs. This is regrettable since
it cannot be considered a statement of
Government policy and could be disowned
by Mr. Sharp's successor in that portfolio.
On the other hand, we know that it is a
carefully-considered statement by the
Minister and specialists within the
Department.

Another aspect of the publication of
this article deserves special mention. That
the Government has issued a carefully
considered statement on an important
subject for public consideration is cause
for satisfaction. More impressive still is
the fact that it has invited uninhibited
comment on it in an official publication.
There can be few precedents in any coun-
try for such a situation, and it augurs well
for the practice of democracy in the area
of Canadian foreign policy. However, in
order for the process to be successful, both
sides - officialdom and outside analysts -
must be as forthright as possible in pre-
senting the facts and their viewpoints;
otherwise the exercise could easily become
a sham.

Limited objectives
The objectives of Mr. Sharp's article are
disappointingly limited. It examines the
nature of the Canadian-United States re-
lation, and then outlines three possible
"options" or policy orientations for Can-
ada in the immediate future. Apparently
in an attempt to avoid any suggestion of
a policy commitment, or even an official
view of particular issues, the language is
cautious to the point of evasiveness. For
instance, while "Option Three" evidently
finds favour with the author or authors,
that preference is never stated specifically.
The article has much of the tone, and
even the content, of a speculative intel-
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lectual exercise, and, as such, makes rat%usl . C
frustrating reading for persons accuAme ca
tomed to drawing firm conclusions frojmpli^at
hard facts. why Inc

Another consequence of the abstra;lectual c
nature of the article is that it discussrconnklei
neither spêcific policy issues nor possibhold^gQ
strategies for dealing with them. And =ang o
there is a dyadic relation that cannot >bontrast
examined without entering into specifi^vay 1 he
it is surely the Canadian-United Stat

1yone. To this criticism the answer can ]ting up
given that general policy orientatiortarget, 1
must first be established, and that specifionore^ im
policy positions and strategies will flopatn tic
from them. `.`ove^ ti

But how is one to choose among tiare ti Id
three options if one does not know thewe a^e
implications in practical terms, which afJnit^d
the real concern of Canadians? Canadiancapa ity

like Mr. Sharp and his advisers, may wand ^Clel
lean in principle towards Option Threaatio al
which calls for greater independence task, sn
wards the United States; but they vvollea^gu
want to know the price tag on that optio.y ]

And serious students of Canadian-Amewhat th
ican diplomacy will want to know, befoaccordu
making their choice, precisely how eac
option is to be implemented, how t9coiion
Americans are likely to react, and bo8ut ^et
it is proposed to deal with that reactiorepreser
Clearly the choice of a general poliand SE
option cannot be dealt with satisfactori^nvisagE
in isolation from these and similture.t"Z
considerations. be -

Canaiih
n

"Special relationship"
cludig,

What of the options that have been ouUni^
lined? The first is essentially the s{atoasicoch

quo "with a minimum of policy adjaLJateral i
ments". It is described as "dealing wi1^tO^
each problem as it arises and seekirg fndeed,
maintain something of a`special relütior^^nl
ship"'. It comes as something of a surpri^ket
that the Government of Pierre Triz3ea^geP
that great conceptualizer, apparently 1a, ^h

dbeen - nay, still is - guilty of such "^ 4
hoc-ery", and that it still pleads a"speJ1e nzer.
relationship" or, in fact, special treatrne^g ^ct
on occasion. Speeches made by Mr. ;^ha^ the I u,99 a
and his predecessors in the External Aff43' ^ n

portfolio over the ÿears created the ^oh^ v
pression that Canada had a more coherd'am
policy toward the United States. Ard ftreteg -̀
were told that the expression "specaf for'. ei;
relationship" had been dropped from 09 S^o^
vocabulary of both American and CaAhe ja;
than officials.

'^n+c

Option Two calls for Canada to "mpot beiI-
deliberately toward closer integration vf ,. T

the United States", and possibly towa^g
political union. A serious choice? Certain`
one that belongs in the gamut of pcssi^ffic'

sescenarios, but not to be considered
most


