Clark’s foreign-policy perspective: color it grey

Tories’ paper
lacks
imagination
and challenge

By CAROL GOAR
Toronto Star

TTAWA — The Canada
0 that emerges from the for-
eign-pollcy discussion
aper Issued b
inister Joe Clark this week is a
sombre, cautious kind of place. It
looks outward and sees threats and
obligations, It looks inward and sees
dilficult cholces. It is a nation with-
out vision.

" "We can no longer lake our pros.
perity for granted,” the paper
warns, “We can no longer take our
securily for granted either.

“Alter the optimism of delents,
tensions have increased between
East and West, coatacls decreased
and the arms race accelerated.”.

All this is undoubtedly true, hut is
hardly an Inspirln? way to launch
the country’s lirst full-fledged pub-
lic debate on foreign policy.

The ll-ragc discussion paper du-
titully sets out most of tha right
questions: What must Canada do to
remain internationally competitive?
What kind of relationsbip with the
United States do Canadians want?
Can the country's foreign-aid dollars
be belter used? What is the best way
lo defend a huﬁe but sparsely popu-
lated couniry? llow cao Canada heip
revitalize the United Nations? And
which of these prloritles matter
most? ’

But nowliere In the grey, careluily
worded document is there any sense

External Affairs B

Clark has almost admitted his

. of excltement about the role Canada -

could play abroad. Nowhere does
the Mulroney government dhglly
any inclination to redefine boldly
the role of a “middle power” In a
tense, trouhied world.

Canada once prided ilseif on belng
a peacekeeper, a bridge between

rich and poor, a small hut thoughtful ,

plaler_ln world alfairs. In the 1950s
19603, “the Pearsonian tradi-
tlon” was as much a description of
Canada’s state of mind as it was a

a -~

onlnn-pc;llcy paperisnota ncfninlallng document.

tribute to Lester Pearson, Canada’s
14th prime minister and best known
diplomat. Now that heritage seems
to be slipping away.

Clark's document espouses no

amhitious international goals. It
calls instead for “the careful setting

of polley prioritles” in an atmop-

shere of restraint and realism.

To be lalr, Clark himself dbrlay-
far more enthusiasm for new ideas
than does his innocuous discussion
paper. He is genulnely exclted about

the prospect of sending & committes
of senators aid MPs across the
couatry to coliect the views of ordi-
nary Canadians.

And he does inlend to listen to
them. “We don't wapt to estahlish
our priorities hiindly,” he says. “We
expect lo receive advice thal will

" cause us to change policy — that is

the purpose of the process.”

< Atone paint, in fact, he almost ad-
miited that the watered-down dis-

cussion saper he was tahllng —
which had undergone months of hu-
reaucratic revisions and cabinet tus.
sles — was not his idea of a scintil-
hunidocument.

“There are a couple of graphle
phrases In the text,” a reporter
poted. “I don't know how that hap-
peoed,” a g Clark replied.

In spite of Its timld language,
however, the document does provide
& number of clues to the Mulroney
government's view of Itself on tha

world atage:

Economlc self-Interest

® Canada’s membershlp in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
is non-negotlable. There is 0o pros-
pect of becomlog a neutral Interme-
dhr%betveen East and West.

o Canada's special relationship
with the United States is, likewlse,
pot up for dehale. The government’s
main concern is how best to “man-
age” the divergent interests of the
two countries.

® In line with thelr pro-American
stance, the Conservatives are much
more outspokenly critical of the So-
viet Union than were their Liberal
gzedeceuon. “We recognize that

vlet behavior has been cal to
our Interests,” the paper says blunt-

’OA werful straln of economie
sell-Interest runs through the dis-
cusslon paper, The government is
convinced that Canada’s influence In
International alfairs hinges, to a
large degree, on Ita ability to com.
pete as a trading nation. But this is
not new. In ita 1970 lorelgn-pollcy
Yeview, tha government of Plerre
Trudeaa singled out “economie
prosperily” as one of Its chief for-
eign-policy objectives.

® And finally, It looks as If foreign
ald may, once again, fall victlm to
the federal cost-cuiling. The seclion
of the discussion paper dealing with
aid is riddied with phrases such as

*“Canadian funds for use abroad are

easy.
Along with these pollcy signals,
the discusslon paper provides an
equally telling set of Indicators: the
missing priorities.

The section on Latin America
does not even mentlon Nicaragua,

Virtually notbing Is said about
Canada's differences with the Unit-
ed States over the Importance of
global institutions such as the Unit.

—ed Natlons and the Internatlonal

Monetary Fund. The United Stales
has begun pulling away from the
United Natlons Educational, Scien-
tifle and Cuitural Organization (UN-
ESCO) and reducing ils commitment
ta Third World debt-relief pro-
grams. Will Canada be dragged
along? .

,Canada‘s culiural independence, a
mainstay of Liberal foreign pollcy
for years, Is given only passing men-
tion In Clark’s dliscussion paper. This
leaves many Canadlans wondering
whether thelr government's new
openness to tha United States will be
accompanled by a barcage of
American literature, television and
art. | . N

Lacks lmagln‘atlon B

But wkat the discusslon paper
really lacks Is imagination and a
ﬂﬂ?nm to challeoge Canadians.

that is & grevious oversight.
This is a natlon that contributed §80
million in cash and relief suptllu to
Ethioplan famine viclims when 1.3
wmiliion of lis own citlacns were out
of work, Thls is & people who —
oven when they were ready to vote
Plezc}‘;dhﬁnu out OIL ?‘:Hcl:o - stili
applau atlve,

&ark has |Imuadlans a year
to come up with a better approach
to foreign policy than the &kenoé
chances doctrine that hls bureau-
crats have olfered up. It should be.
exsy.

Ilmllgd." And: “Decisions will not be
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