Third Option
has reversed
defence policy
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Canada needs toreconcile |
foreign and defence policies

By Alasdair MacLaren

The White Paper Defence in the Seventies
was the result of the examination and
reassessment of Canadian defence policy
undertaken during the early years of the

. Trudeau Government. This document set

forth priorities of Canadian defence policy.
The first priority was the protection of
sovereignty, a not unreasonable first
choice; the second was the defence of
North America in conjunction with the
United States; the third was honouring
the NATO commitment: finally, in fourth
position, was peacekeeping. From this de-

claratory policy one might have expected . .

that future procurement decisions would
be based largely on the needs of the pro-
tection-of-sovereignty role.

In the meantime, however, the devel-
opment of the so-called “Third Option”
in foreign policy pre-empted the shift in
defence policy to a more national and less
international bearing. This has meant that,
rather than implementing the priorities
of the 1971 White Paper, defence policy
has reverted to what it was in pre-Trudeau
days, before the hearing of the Stand-
ing Committee on External Affairs and
National Defence, before the partial with-
drawal from Europe, and before the
development of the principal theme in
contemporary Canadian foreign policy.

Properly speaking, defence policy is
the servant of foreign policy. It is, none-
theless, unfortunate that the apparent
quid pro quo for achieving Canadian
foreign-policy goals involves the neglect
of the first priority of defence policy as

laid out in 1971 — the protection of sover-

eignty. Defence policy has also become
the hostage of the notion that any Soviet
aggression will come on the central front
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
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