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As though Don Quixote had found himself tangled upon the blades of the very windmill at
which he had been tilting, so Canada finds itself increasingly shredded by a whirling international order spinning perilously out of control. On the threshold of what appears to be a
new Cold War, it’s an emerging world order that fits none of the country’s preferred paradigms and for which its virtue-signalling foreign policy – with all priorities subsumed under
a feminist umbrella – is ill equipped to cope.
It’s worth considering what brought Canada to this point, and how exactly the world
order is shifting. Through this we can begin to assess what it means for Canada’s
current foreign policy and how the country might better equip itself internationally.
What brought Canada to this point?
A disdainful U.S. president, showing no compunction about removing the fig leaf of special
friendship with Canada or anyone else, has been a key catalyst. But the pretence of unconditional brotherhood hadn’t been much more than that since even before the time in 1965
when President Lyndon Johnson reportedly picked up visiting Prime Minister Lester
Pearson by the lapels and scolded him for “pissing on my rug” in response to public criticism over the U.S. war in Vietnam.

Everyone knows that the bilateral relationship with the U.S. is the very root and branch
of Canada’s survival. While needing to manage the occasional “twitch or grunt”, Canada
has been increasingly dependent on American market access and protection for over a
century. In exchange, the U.S. has enjoyed access to Canadian resources, branch plant
labor, and support for the American post-WWII order.
To preserve some measure of independence, Canadian foreign policy has traditionally
donned the cloak of multilateralism. Some of it has been effective and some not. Recent
decades have been spent championing global causes ranging from, first, human security,
to the more recent feminist foreign policy. Canadian foreign policy elites have taken satisfaction in believing that this chivalric evangelism means the country is punching above
its weight.
Alas, it isn’t. Foreign policy is ultimately about protecting and extending a nation’s
unique and specific interests. The thesis that, for Canada, those interests lie in creating
a more stable and peaceful world through multilateralism has merit but is clearly insufficient. The Canada-U.S. arrangement appears less vital now to the U.S. side. The recent
bruising NAFTA renegotiations, in addition to the flippant Saudi Arabian snub, and the
intractable China Huawei debacle, have all demonstrated that Canada is failing to adjust
and defend, never mind improve, its international position.
In truth, it is a country punching well below its weight. As the second largest country in
the world, with a top ten economy and massive natural resources, there should be consequences for abusing Canada. Sadly, there are none.

We are witnessing tectonic shifts in the global landscape that have caught the country
off guard. While the age old habits of nationalism are partly to blame, and the personalities
of leaders are certainly a factor, there are much larger forces at play.

In what appears to be an emerging Cold War II, there are two fundamental and overlapping areas of competition: the struggle for global power and influence, and the
quest for dominance in trade and technology.

Cold War II: the struggle for global power and influence
The rise of China has been as clear and important a trend as the relative decline of the
United States. The world that emerged following the collapse of the Soviet Union and
the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1991 was never as convincingly unipolar as some observers
believed. It took the deadly 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Centre, and the subsequent
ineffective and costly military campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq, to show competitors for
power that U.S. hegemony was in fact mostly hollow.

More like Gulliver than Zeus, America could certainly intervene and make a mess here
and there, but as long as Russia and China in particular had nuclear weapons, the U.S. had
limited ability to impose its will on either global order or even regional security affairs.
President Obama’s foreign policy was less a beacon of hope than a rope-a-dope effort
at absorbing the blows to America’s global standing caused by the failed foreign interventions of the Bush administration. Obama’s 2009 “boots on the ground” surge in Afghanistan, gave way quickly to increased use of remote-controlled drones as America’s lethal
weapon of choice. Once Osama bin Laden had finally been captured and killed in Pakistan
in 2011, American interest waned quickly. Only a year later, Obama’s infamous line in the
sand over the use of chemical weapons in Syria was defiantly crossed by the Assad regime
and its Russian backers without consequences. No wonder that Russia felt emboldened
enough to annex Crimea from the Ukraine in 2014.

On the economic front, the U.S. is saddled now with an annual budget deficit of around
$1 trillion, steadily adding to a cumulative national debt of $22 trillion. These liabilities
threaten the stability of the U.S. dollar, the global reserve currency for trade and a key
tool of the country’s global economic dominance. Recalling the near catastrophic economic collapse of 2007-2008, President Trump knows that the American colossus can ill
afford more foreign adventures.

Yet Trump is determined to rein in China. And the two countries’ national security strategies are directly at odds. In building military bases on reefs in the South China Sea, China
aims ultimately to push the U.S. out of the region, capture Taiwan, control the international
shipping lanes, and hamstring Japan.

In a less magnanimous version of the U.S. post-WWII Marshall Plan, China has also
launched its expansionist Belt and Road Initiative, accompanied by the Asia Infrastructure
Investment Bank, formally established in 2015 with $1 trillion in proposed loan-based projects. With every new port or road China builds in far flung countries, it extends power and
influence ever outward across Asia and Africa, towards the Middle East and Europe. It takes
care to keep Russia onside, while using economic levers to make others ever more dependent, indebted, and politically compliant.

But it’s not clear sailing ahead for China either. Its governance structure faces headwinds that could well morph into typhoons if the formidable Chinese people themselves
grow tired of being tightly controlled. The social contract, which turns on allowing citizens
to pursue their economic interests, enjoy the trappings of a consumer lifestyle, and travel
freely, in exchange for strict civil obedience to an unchangeable authoritarian power structure, is clearly not to everyone’s liking.

From the people of Hong Kong and Taiwan, to the Tibetans of the Himalayan plateau, to
the Uyghur’s of Xinjiang, growing numbers of people living in satellite territories are
openly resisting control. The 1989 Tiananmen Square uprising was probably not the last
word in the still unfolding history of this great ancient civilization.
More likely, the ultimate superpower flashpoints in the new Cold War will be in places
where China attempts to quell its restive peripheral territories, or where resistance arises in
other land and sea locations along the Belt and Road. Cold War II is more like multi dimensional chess, however, with nuclear armed Russia, India, Pakistan, North Korea, and possibly soon Iran, all capable of producing flashpoints of their own.

As for multilateralism, the whole range of post-WWII treaties and agreements aimed at
preserving global peace, promoting common values, and regulating trade is under
increasing pressure. From the bloated U.N. itself, to the neutered WTO, to the E.U. with
its Brexit crisis, to the underfunded and overextended NATO, to the increasingly
ignored nuclear arms treaties – all are visibly crumbling as the horrors of two world
wars recede and Wilsonian liberal internationalism itself falls out of fashion.

A cast of deplorables has risen to join the ranks of the most notorious bad guys of
history: from Russia and China to Saudi Arabia, Iran, North Korea, Syria, Turkey, Venezuela,
and so on – the list of authoritarian and lethal government leaders stands as a formidable
obstacle to international stability. Sadly, there’s not a glimmer of hope of using the International Criminal Court to stop them.

It’s not a good thing, but it is reality. Not only do the splintered building blocks of the
liberal international order lie in shambles, two nuclear armed, economically competitive,
and ideologically opposed superpowers are openly competing for dominance. Avoiding
the Thucydides’ trap, which tends to result in war when a rising power seeks to displace
the entrenched one, will take skillful and serious diplomacy.

The competition for trade and technological dominance
President Trump’s shambolic attempts to put the genie back in the bottle and reverse the
deindustrializing effects of globalization on the U.S. have succeeded mostly in sharpening
America’s dividing lines with its main economic competitor China, while unwisely driving
wedges into its relations with erstwhile allies Canada, Mexico, Japan, and the E.U. His goals
are to contain China, stop the leak of technology, and win back jobs by rebalancing trade
and repatriating supply chains that depend on cheap Chinese labour.

The massive trade deficits, and the politics of the rust belt states, probably made it
inevitable that a populist U.S. leader would eventually rise to challenge the status quo. President Trump’s determination to wield the tariff cudgel against China was also bound to
elicit retaliation in kind. Today, trade talks have reached stalemate with neither side
willing to blink first, despite the considerable economic damage being done to both.
Technological superiority is always key to dominance. China’s centrally planned
economy has the advantage of bringing strategic focus to the more typically profitdriven technological development of western capitalism. Successive Chinese Communist
Party rulers have deployed resources to a vast array of state-owned enterprises to help
move the country forward. President Xi’s “Made in China 2025” strategy is the latest
and perhaps most ambitious expression of this policy to date.

Though China acceded to WTO trade rules in 2001, it plays a rigged game. Using both
tariff and non-tariff barriers and tilting exchange rates in its favor, the country has grown at
a breathtaking pace and will eventually become the world’s largest economy. It’s an enormous accomplishment with benefits for the Chinese people and the world. But China has
also routinely copied or induced foreign companies to hand over technologies in
exchange for market access. As a result, judging by its space program, 5G leadership,
A.I. capabilities, and impressive network of high speed rail and other infrastructure,
China is now equal or ahead in many areas of technological development.
Unfortunately, cyber attacks and election manipulation are already examples of how
technology will be wielded in the struggle for dominance. In the same way that nuclear
arms control and non-proliferation agreements were needed in the last Cold War, new
confidence building measures and treaties will be required to limit aggressive, lethal
use of these new technologies.

As the last Cold War also showed, however, nuclear armed superpowers will also do
everything they can to avoid direct conflict. It is far less risky to clash in surrogate states.

Canada in the new Cold War.
It certainly doesn’t look good for Canada. While the rest of the world is competing tooth
and nail under Mixed Martial Arts rules, Canada insists on waving the Marquess of Queensberry codebook.

The detention of Huawei’s CFO in Vancouver on an extradition request from the U.S.,
based on alleged fraud in contravention of American sanctions against Iran, is an
example of just how superpower competition is likely to play out in years to come.
China is prosecuting the conflict by punishing U.S. surrogate Canada, while the U.S. is punishing both Huawei and its customer Iran.

In that sense, Iran and Canada are early battlegrounds in the new Cold War, albeit of
different magnitudes. Not only has China detained innocent Canadians in retaliation
over the extradition dispute, it has also inflicted punishment on Canada’s economic
interests: blocking valuable imports of first Canadian canola, then soybeans, peas, beef

and pork.

PM Trudeau traveled to Washington in June 2019 to push for Congressional
ratification of the revised NAFTA trade deal. Ironically, this was the very deal that had
been presented to Trudeau in a “take it or leave it” scenario after the U.S. decided to
stage an end run around Canadian trade negotiators and strike a bilateral agreement
with Mexico.But the PM was nevertheless compelled to visit to implore President Trump to
intervene with President Xi to free the Canadian detainees in China. As a measure of Canada’s
diminished importance, Chinese leaders refused even to take the calls of Canadian counterparts.

That the Canada-China dispute itself arose because of an extradition request from the U.S.
added paradox to pain. The net result was that Canada looked like an impotent country
caroming off the pinball rails of international politics. Its well-intentioned feminist foreign
policy seemed a non sequitur in the face of such challenges.
This doesn’t mean that Canada couldn’t develop some muscle and control its destiny if
it wanted. As a top ten economy at least on a par with far more populous Russia and India,
Canada certainly has the resources and know how to stake a larger claim on the world.
And, after all, there is a well tested Canadian hockey tradition of deploying enforcers on
the ice to ward off attempts at intimidation.

Yet the entire idea of muscling up in foreign affairs is inimical to most Canadians. In the
classic guns versus butter decisions on allocating scarce economic resources, the butter
always wins. By far the largest proportions of federal and provincial budgets go directly
to health, education and social programs. The chance that a Canadian government
could ever alter this balance of allocations and survive politically is close to nil, barring
the outbreak of WW III.

Even if some future federal government wanted to shift Canada in a more muscular direction, it would be tied down by a governance structure with a host of fragilities. With the ever present Federal-Provincial-Municipal-East–West-French-EnglishIndigenous-Judiciary fault lines that exist in contemporary Canada, even such

obvious domestic national interests as the building of oil and gas pipelines and the
dismantling of internal barriers to inter-provincial trade have proved extraordinarily
divisive.

Given this fragile national unity, transnational projects, once the country’s raison d’etre,
have become a literal bridge too far. Even national environmental policy in the face of
global climate change is stymied by disputes requiring adjudication by the courts.
In short, Canada appears to be stuck.

How can Canada defend its ground?
It’s not all dystopian. Canada has tremendous assets that go well beyond its prodigious
resources. For all its flaws, it also enjoys an enviable democracy, a vibrant civil society
and media, a tradition of freedom and pluralism, and an advantageous geographic
location for trade.

But sugar coating the problem would be counter-productive.
While the outcomes of superpower competition will not be zero-sum, the global
balance will continue to move in an unfavorable direction with serious consequences
both for lesser powers and existing international institutions. Judging from the last Cold
War, which lasted some 45 years, it could go on for many decades.
Technological development offers both hope and fear. Just as the fax machine enabled
dissidents to organize against the Soviet Union, social networking platforms could yet
pull down authoritarian governments everywhere. Unfortunately, these regimes have
already thought of it and taken countermeasures. Google, Facebook and other western
platforms are either blocked or heavily filtered in China and Russia, which use the same
networks to meddle in elections, sow confusion, and undermine democratic institutions
in the West.

We are left with a question: Can Canada defend its ground by staying on its present
course? The country clearly needs to retain the beneficial aspects of relations with the U.S. But it
has to manage all of its bilateral relations from a position of greater national strength. Multilateral efforts should also be more purposeful and relevant to the world’s most pressing

needs. Canada’s role in advancing the post-Helsinki process through the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe was an example of serious and constructive multilateral diplomacy that helped reduce tensions in the last Cold War.

As for increasing national strength, policies aimed at gaining greater self-reliance could
position Canada much better internationally.

The prescription would read something like this: devise a national industrial strategy to
dominate in selected areas of advantage, such as energy, mining, agriculture, fishing,
water, financial services, and specific advanced technologies such as A.I. and quantum
computing. Invigorate domestic markets through interprovincial free trade and transnational infrastructure projects. Diversify export markets for real, incentivizing business in
strategic sectors where necessary. Increase the country’s population significantly
through aggressive immigration, recruiting the best and brightest from everywhere.
Most importantly, make the sacrifices necessary to reallocate fiscal resources and turn
the military into a potent offensive and defensive force, with the aim of deterring any and
all bullies and arm twisters, while also helping to strengthen NATO.
Alas, easier said than done. It would require reengineering on a national scale, and
extraordinary leadership to sell such a program politically in peace time.

Yet, as far-reaching as such choices may appear, if no efforts are made in these directions and if the country continues its quixotic quest to impose chivalry on international
relations – choosing wishful thinking over hard calculation – Canada will most likely
suffer many more slashes in future from the whirling blades of change.
One can only hope that the consequences won’t ultimately prove lethal to the country’s
national interests.

Being Back: Foreign Policy as a Campaign Issue
Jeremy Kinsman
Policy Magazine, August 30, 2019

When Justin Trudeau summed up his foreign policy in 2015 with the message to the
world that Canada was back, the world—including the players who didn’t like it or didn’t
care—knew what he meant. Since then, he’s been tweet-targeted by Donald Trump,
sealed a major trade agreement with Europe and faces a crisis with China. Longtime
senior diplomat Jeremy Kinsman looks at the politics of foreign policy four years later.
Foreign policy rarely figures as a driving issue in Canadian elections. But in 2019,
Canada’s place in the world and international stability itself are severely challenged, in
large part because of the disruptive actions of the world’s most powerful country—and
historically our most important ally—next door. However, don’t expect leaders to
prioritize foreign policy in the campaign. (At this writing, Prime Minister Justin
Trudeau has not yet accepted an invitation for the Munk School of Global Affairs and
Public Policy debate scheduled for Oct. 1).
Campaigning tends to be about what strategists call pocketbook or kitchen-table issues
and always leadership, but rarely geopolitics. The emphasis is on communications
and leaders’ images, not substance. Trudeau won’t get a free ride on foreign policy in the
campaign but isn’t under much pressure either.
Canadian political parties have basically shared a postwar internationalist consensus to
support effective multilateral rules-based cooperation whenever possible. It’s always
been seen as an essential hedge against over-dependence on the United States, whose
primordial importance to Canada is accepted, but whose influence and methods are not
always benign. To the extent that issues of sovereignty and national identity have
occasionally surged as electoral factors, it has almost always been to do with the U.S.,
pro or con.
In 1963, Conservative Prime Minister John Diefenbaker’s opposition to accepting the
basing of U.S. nuclear-tipped Bomarc anti-aircraft missiles on Canadian soil was a factor
in the defeat of his minority Progressive Conservative government. In 1988, John
Turner made Liberal opposition to the Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agreement the “fight of
his life.” The Liberals were outflanked by the Mulroney government’s support for
cultural industries, which neutralized the argument that our national identity was
threatened by what was then the Canada-U.S. Trade Agreement.
Indirectly, the popularity or unpopularity in Canada of a U.S. president can lift or hurt
prime ministers seeking re-election. Among the unpopular, Canadians loathed Richard
Nixon, whose dislike of Pierre Trudeau was a political asset at home. Trudeau was also
generally applauded for keeping Canada out of Lyndon Johnson’s Vietnam War, as was
Jean Chrétien over George W. Bush’s war in Iraq. Personal compatibility worked
electorally for prime ministers who were pals with presidents popular in Canada—Pierre
Trudeau with Jimmy Carter, Chrétien with Bill Clinton. Canadian public opinion had,
since 1980, been cool to Ronald Reagan’s conservative and hawkish rhetoric, but by
1988 had warmed to the man himself and viewed his affection for Mulroney as a benefit
to Canada.

But incompatibility with Barack Obama—who was wildly popular in Canada—worked
against Stephen Harper’s re-election in 2015. In his come-from-behind campaign,
Trudeau was happy to celebrate Obama’s like-minded liberal internationalism. Once in
office, Trudeau affirmed strengthened bilateralism while also declaring he would ensure
that “Canada’s back” as a multilateral player. For Obama’s final year, it looked great.
Unfortunately, Donald Trump’s election in 2016 upended the assumptions on both
counts. In Canada, Trump is the least popular U.S. president ever. No one running for
national office here would dare support his style, apparent values, or the substance of
his actions, and expect to win.
On the other hand, the temptation to run a populist Canadian campaign against Trump
is dampened by the cautionary principle that Canadians still expect their own leader to
be able to maintain a civil and fair transactional relationship with the powerful U.S.
leader, which in effect exempts Canada from his impulsive vindictiveness. Once he got
past the unprecedented irritant of Trump’s tweeted insults after the Charlevoix G-7
(calling his Canadian host “weak and dishonest”) the prime minister belatedly began to
explicitly dissociate himself and Canadians from the president’s offensive assertions (as
opposed to saying it’s “not my job to opine” on what the U.S. President says).
On the overarching Canada-U.S. issue—the re-negotiation of NAFTA—Trudeau pushed
back calmly on Trump’s repeated lies. Foreign Affairs Minister Chrystia Freeland led an
outstanding negotiating and political outreach effort. The revised NAFTA agreement is
more of a defensive save than the kind of groundbreaking win/win outcome that
describes the far-reaching Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) with
the EU. But in light of the magnitude of Canadian economic stakes with the U.S., it was
essential to close a deal, however modest. Because Democrats are so anxious to find
arguments against Trump, it may not win congressional approval, but it at least won’t be
an electoral vulnerability for Trudeau.
Still, it is now commonplace to assert that the world is today a meaner and more
dangerous place. Trump’s “America first” approach to foreign relations, his disdain for
both multilateral cooperation and America’s affinity for customary democratic allies
have been globally disruptive and run against Canadian values and international
interests.
Does this open a perception of difference between Trudeau and Andrew Scheer, whose
Conservative base is more receptive to the Washington security community’s call for
traditional U.S. allies to get into line? For some, the world’s current disruption and
danger argue Canada should indeed be sure that America “has our back.”
In light of Trump’s caprice and mendacity in his approach to Canada since 2016, and
given that he is the cause of much of the global disruption, the notion of giving the U.S.
our back seems to most Canadians to be somewhere between darkly hilarious and
suicidal.

The Liberals will instead pump for their dual approach of strengthening the rules-based
international order, including the World Trade Organization (WTO) and its role
arbitrating trade disputes and contesting unilateral protectionism à la Trump, (and
where Canada is doing very useful reform work), while staying civil enough with the
White House to minimize further disruption across our own border.
How will the campaign confront the overriding question of our era—the rivalry between
a receding, more inward and defensive, U.S., and a risen, expansionist China? Though
the U.S. may be suspected of trying to contain China’s challenge to U.S. supremacy,
there is a U.S. political consensus that over twenty years China abused the rules on trade
and intellectual property on its way to its current swagger.
Trump launched a trade war with China, via unilateral tariff hikes, that widened to a
technology war and even a currency war. Former Treasury Secretary Larry Summers
terms Trump’s demands of China more of a “shopping list” of U.S. goods from key 2020
states than serious trade policy, amounting to politically-motivated protectionism. The
negative implications for the U.S. economy, which will take a big hit from rising costs,
have diminished market confidence around the world, slowed global growth, and even
threatened a recession.
Given that the U.S. and China are Canada’s top two trading partners, and that the
fraught situation exposes Canadian interests to unintended negative consequences, you
would think the trilateral dynamic would be debated in this election campaign.
But Canada has its own crisis with China, triggered by the December arrest at
Vancouver airport of Huawei Executive Meng Wanzhou , on behalf of U.S. authorities
who seek her extradition to stand trial for fraud charges of encouraging evasion of U.S.
sanctions on Iran.
China swiftly retaliated for what they consider a hostile act in support of U.S.
antagonism to Huawei by arresting two Canadians in China, creating a hostage
situation. U.S. authorities seem indisposed to dropping the extradition request. China
upped the ante by closing imports of Canadian canola, beef, and pork.
In the event, Canadian judicial authorities may indeed find that under the terms of the
bilateral treaty that Meng Wanzhou did not commit what would be a crime in Canada
subject to a year’s imprisonment and release her, enabling a solution. But this is unlikely
to emerge before the election.
In the meantime, the hostage situation looms over the campaign. Whatever one thinks
of the handling by the government of the initial U.S. request, the over-the-top Chinese
reprisals have hardened Canadian political and public opinion, and discouraged debate
in public. Conservatives deride clumsily triangulated comments from the former
ambassador to China that Trudeau hired and fired, John McCallum, that the Tories will
be tougher on Beijing if elected, and indeed call on the government to renounce their
“naive” wish over the years for a Canada-China partnership. The Liberals will counter
that Canada must succeed economically in China, but will not bend before an

authoritarian regime that is increasingly under negative international scrutiny and
pressure over protests in Hong Kong and brutal repression of its Uighur minority.
On the broader issue of the government’s international relations, Scheer did give a June
speech calling them “disastrous,” citing various episodes in which image prevailed over
substance with embarrassing consequences—the dress-up jaunt to India, lecturing the
Chinese on the role of women, ego-stiffing our partners at the TPP Summit, the
Charlevoix G-7 fiasco, but Trudeau has handled himself better recently.
Freeland has been a voice of some significance whose global network from her tenure as
a senior editor at both the Financial Times and Thomson–Reuters has served her well.
To the extent the U.S. and China files and defence of multilateralism enable her to do
anything else, she has been brave on human rights, especially on Saudi Arabia’s strongarming of dissident women. Some business-oriented Conservatives (and others) seethe
about the commercial costs, but after the regime’s murder of Washington
Post columnist Jamal Khashoggi, it’s a political non-starter. Freeland’s leadership on the
Venezuela issue is also positive, even if concerted pressure on the Maduro government
isn’t having much effect. A deepening of the Hong Kong crisis and its impact on the
300,000 Canadians there would test human rights commitments.
Trudeau and especially Freeland have been discussing with democratic partners the
creation of an informal coalition to defend and reform multilateralism and inclusive
democracy. The necessity to strengthen the rules-based international order is a message
Trudeau understands and communicates effectively. If our purpose is to be seen as “a
useful country,” he serves it well enough (though very probably not enough to enable us
to edge out impressively useful Ireland and Norway for a UN Security Council seat in
2020).
Trudeau’s democratic peers abroad are all worried about a backlash over immigration.
Canada’s positive integration experience is one they welcome referring to, though he has
to avoid sounding preachy to countries whose geography is more challenging than
Canada’s from a migration standpoint.
Trudeau hasn’t become the leader of the democratic world but he is welcomed as a likeminded partner of confidence by international peers including Angela Merkel,
Emmanuel Macron, Jacinda Ardern and others. They like him; he has influence.
Trudeau has the advantage of experience in the job and a record on the big files of
defending Canadian values as well as interests. At a time when Trump’s behaviour has
crystallized those values in the minds of voters, that’s probably good enough for most
Canadians at least as far as foreign policy is concerned.

A Tougher Canada is needed for the New World Order

Despite the challenges, a Trump-Rouhani summit is worth a shot
Dennis Horak
Globe and Mail, August 28, 2019
Coming out of the G7 summit in Biarritz, France, a meeting between the Iranian and
U.S. presidents seems a genuine possibility. But even if it does happen – and it remains
a big if − the prospect of a meaningful agreement between the two remains remote.
We have seen the Korean-language version of this movie before and it produced little of
significance beyond a budding bromance between Donald Trump and Kim Jong-un.
North Korea is still a strategic challenge and any meeting between Mr. Trump and
Iranian President Hassan Rouhani is likely to be equally unsatisfying.
While Mr. Trump’s apparent willingness to personally engage Iran caught most
observers off-guard, a meeting with Mr. Rouhani presents him with another egoboosting opportunity to enhance his historical legacy. He would be the first U.S.
president to meet his Iranian counterpart since the Islamic Revolution of 1979. It would
be the Middle East version of his crossing of the DMZ in Korea.
The international community, especially Washington’s partners in the Iran nuclear
agreement, would applaud this effort to de-escalate tensions and return some sanity to
the Iran nuclear file.
But both sides face important obstacles and challenges in moving off their established
and confrontational positions.
Engagement with Iran will not be universally welcomed. Hawks in Mr. Trump’s own
administration and among his base will be wary. The U.S’s key regional allies, Israel and
Saudi Arabia, will be apoplectic at the prospect of any weakening of U.S. pressure on the
Islamic Republic at a time when Iran is starting to feel the real pinch of the policy of
“maximum pressure.” They are, also, doubtless worried that Mr. Trump’s demands fail
to address their key concerns about Iran’s meddling and destabilizing regional
behaviour.
Mr. Rouhani also has a tough road ahead in clearing a path to a meeting with Mr.
Trump. Iran has already ruled out a meeting without the removal of “unlawful” U.S.
sanctions (which the U.S. has rejected). Hardliners in Tehran, Supreme Leader
Ayatollah Ali Khamenei chief among them, will be reluctant to be seen to be caving into
U.S. pressure by turning up for a meeting while still subject to escalating U.S. pressure.

While a meeting between the two presidents would be a welcome development and
potentially could shift the Iran-U.S. narrative to more constructive grounds, the reality
is that neither side is likely interested in making the strategic compromises necessary to
fully bridge the wide gap that exists between them on the core issues at play.
The U.S. wants significant concessions on Iranian enrichment and severe restrictions on
its missile program to make this new deal better than “Obama’s failure." The Iranians
will not give up their right to enrich and their missile program is a core element of their
strategic defence, which is off-limits to negotiation.
The Iranians are feeling the pain of sanctions, but they are famously resilient. Iran’s
supreme leader is unlikely to approve any moves that smack of capitulation. Ayatollah
Khamenei has long been concerned that concessions by Tehran will leave the door open
to further demands and pressures. The concessions made by Tehran in the original
nuclear deal were a difficult sell in Iran. Mr. Trump’s subsequent withdrawal from that
deal likely only confirmed the Ayatollah’s suspicions about the risk of showing weakness
in the face of pressure.
Despite these challenges and obstacles, it would be foolish in Trumpworld to rule out
the unexpected. A Trump-Rouhani meeting could produce a deal that merely tweaked
the former agreement sufficiently for Mr. Trump to declare victory and laud his
legendary negotiation skills even if it didn’t shift the ground substantially on either the
nuclear or missile fronts. The new NAFTA and his largely meaningless “agreement” with
North Korea are useful models.
The Iranians, too, will need something to justify even paper concessions. Better and
broader movement on sanctions relief than those that emerged after the signing of the
previous agreement would help. But American moves on the economic front will have to
extend beyond Mr. Trump’s promise to “make Iran rich again." Iran’s neighbours (and
his hawks) will also need something to address concerns about what a newly flush Iran
would do with all those extra funds.
Despite the challenges, a Trump-Rouhani summit is worth a shot. It won’t produce the
kind of love affair Mr. Trump claims to have with Mr. Kim. Anti-Americanism remains a
pillar of the Islamic Revolution and that is unlikely to change any time soon. But direct
engagement could reduce tensions and improve understanding. Who knows, it might
even produce a few surprises.

What Diplomats Need to Know About Canadian Elections
Maureen Boyd and Colin Robertson
Canadian Global Affairs Institute, September 2019
The Mechanics of Elections
On Wednesday September 11, 2019, Prime Minister Justin Trudeau asked Governor
General Julie Payette to dissolve Parliament, launching the campaign for Canada’s
43rd general election to take place on Monday October 21, 2019. Since May 2007,
the Canada Elections Act provides for a general election to be held on a fixed date:
on the third Monday of October in the fourth calendar year following the previous
general election. As the last election took place on Oct. 19, 2015, the next fixed election
date for Canada’s 43rd general election is Oct. 21, 2019. However, the act does not
prevent a general election from being called at another date. Unlike the UK ‘Mother of
Parliaments’ there is no need for a vote in parliament before it can be dissolved, prior to
the four years, for an election. General elections can be called when the Governor
General dissolves Parliament on the advice of the prime minister. Subsequently, the
Governor in Council (i.e., the Governor General acting on the advice of cabinet) has to
set the date for the election and the Prime Minister presents an Order in Council
addressed to the Chief Electoral Officer requesting the issuance of writs of election. The
Governor General issues a Proclamation for the issuance of writs of election. The
writs are issued to the returning officers for each of the 338 constituencies. Three weeks
before the election each candidate must file with the returning officer several
documents, including the nomination paper.
The Elections Modernization Act (2018) specifies that the election period must last a
minimum of 36 days and a maximum of 50 days (the 2015 election was 78 days).
Elections in Canada’s 338 electoral districts (or constituencies) are decided by the firstpast-the-post system, i.e., whoever gets the most votes wins the election, even though
“most votes” rarely translates into the majority of votes.
The first-past-the-post system means that, based on previous elections, a party can win
the majority of the seats in the House of Commons with approximately 38 per cent of
the votes. Only two governments in recent history have won more than 50 per cent of
the vote: John Diefenbaker’s Progressive Conservatives in 1958 and Brian Mulroney’s
Progressive Conservatives in 1984.
The smaller New Democratic Party (NDP) and the Green Party (the Greens) favour
proportional representation, but it has not happened at either the national or provincial
level. The proportional representation concept used by many European nations in its
various forms has been defeated in provincial referendums in British Columbia (B.C.),
Ontario and Prince Edward Island (P.E.I.).
The Constitution Act defines how many seats are accorded to each province. The
formula is adjusted based on population after census by an independent non-partisan

process, but because the Constitution guarantees provinces a minimum number of seats,
there are major discrepancies. For example, there are an average of 36,500 voters in
each of the four constituencies in P.E.I., Canada’s smallest province, while each of
Alberta’s 34 constituencies has 111,000 voters. The current 338 electoral districts break
down by province as follows: Ontario 121; Quebec 78; B.C. 42; Alberta 34; Manitoba 14;
Saskatchewan 14; Nova Scotia 11; New Brunswick 10; Newfoundland and Labrador 7,
P.E.I. 4, Northwest Territories 1, Yukon 1 and Nunavut 1.
Unlike Australia, Canada does not have mandatory voting. Usually, voter turnout in
national elections is around 60 per cent of eligible voters – it was 68.5 per cent in
2015 and 61 per cent in 2011.
Election Spending
By U.S. standards, Canadian elections are not simply shorter, but also much cheaper to
administer. The price tag for the 2015 federal election was $443 million, up 53 per
cent from the $290 million spent on the 2011 election. This increase was due to the
addition of 30 new ridings and an unusually long campaign period of 78 days, almost
double the length of the previous election.
The recent Election Modernization Act (2018) defines the length of federal election
campaigns, restricts the amount of spending allowed in the period before a campaign,
works to prevent foreign interference and introduces new rules to regulate third-party
political activity. Political parties can now spend up to $2,046,800 on advertising in
the pre-writ period. With a fixed election date of October 21, that timeline starts June
30. After the writs are issued those spending limits are raised significantly. Interest
groups can spend up to $1,023, 400 in the pre-election period and then $511,700 during
the election period with a maximum of $10,234 in each constituency in the pre-election
period and $4,386 in each constituency during the election. Canadians can give up
to $1600 annually in total to all the registered associations, nomination contestants
and candidates of each registered party. Election expenses for each candidate in a
constituency are fixed and they vary between $21,000 (Labrador and Nunavut) and
$114,000 (Calgary Shepherd) with the average around $85,000. Depending on their
vote, there is a degree of reimbursement from public funds.

Foreign Interference
Foreign interference in democratic elections is a reality. The Canadian Security
Intelligence Service (CSIS), the Communications Security Establishment (CSE) and the
RCMP are monitoring foreign threat activity in Canada. A Cabinet Directive on the
Critical Election Incident Public Protocol sets out general directions and the
principles to guide the process for informing the public during the writ period of an
incident that threatens Canada’s ability to have a free and fair election.
Volatile and Unpredictable
Elections in Canada are volatile and unpredictable in outcome. Unlike the U.S., where
most voters are already committed, almost half of the Canadian electorate is prepared to
change its mind based on the campaigns. The Conservatives have the most solid base –
around 25 per cent. The Liberal base is lower, around 22 per cent, but they also have a
higher potential ceiling. The NDP can count on around 13 per cent and the Greens, who
won their first seat in Parliament in 2011, hold about six per cent – although this may be
increasing, mostly at the expense of the NDP. The Liberals, NDP and Greens are
centre/centre-left, while the NDP and the Greens potentially can coalesce around the
Liberals if it looks like the Conservatives are going to win.

The separatist Bloc Québécois was founded in 1991 following the failed Meech Lake
constitutional arrangements. For seven straight federal elections from 1993 to 2011, the
Bloc was the largest party from Quebec, and either the second or third largest party in
the House of Commons. The Bloc was reduced to four seats in 2011 and has failed to
achieve official party status since.

Elections are usually fought on who can best lead the country to prosperity. Foreign
policy was an issue in the 1988 election around freer trade with the U.S., with
Mulroney’s pro-free trade Progressive Conservatives winning re-election. In contrast,
then-Liberal leader Stéphane Dion ran on climate and carbon pricing – the “Green
Shift” – in 2008, but lost.
The 2015 election was different. Two-thirds of Canadians going to the polls were
comfortable with the country’s direction and optimistic about the economy, but twothirds also wanted change. As a result, Justin Trudeau, who went into the election in
third place, captured the zeitgeist. However, the fact that Stephen Harper, after a decade
in office, could still win 31.9 per cent of the vote to 39.5 per cent for the Liberals and 19.7
per cent for the NDP is a testament to the strength of the Conservatives’ base.
After dumping its leader and initial front-runner Thomas Mulcair following the 2015
election, the NDP moved left by selecting Jagmeet Singh, a former Ontario legislator
who now represents a B.C. riding. He has not impressed either his caucus or the public
so far. As a result, the NDP risks losing its third place to the Green Party led by Elizabeth
May, whose relentless cheeriness for the Green cause makes her an appealingly
authentic personality.
Election 2015 results summary

Voters' Considerations in 2019
Going into the election, voters will consider:
Referendum on leadership, i.e., who do they want to spend the next few years listening
to and watching on their screens?
Consciously or unconsciously, most voters, especially the large group who are still
making up their minds, assess the party leaders, and more so the incumbent. A prime
minister may be unpopular, but when compared to the alternative, voters are inclined to
go with the “devil they know”, unless they strongly want change. Therefore, polling that
assesses voters’ desire for change and voter satisfaction with the direction of the country
is important.
Management of the economy, i.e., who can keep the country prosperous or at least out
of a recession?
Deficits are part of the equation: since 1993, when the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) almost had to intervene to prop up the economy, Canadians have been chary of
running deficits. This attitude seems to be changing, as long as voters believe the
investments that a deficit is funding to be worthwhile – e.g., public infrastructure
(roads, subways, airports, sewers), health care and education.
Response to world events
Among the electorate, there is a growing sense that the world is a messier and meaner
place, and concerns such as climate change and the large-scale movement of peoples
require global action.
The U.S.
The U.S.’s 2020 presidential election campaign is under way, and it is a popular
spectator sport for the Canadian media and political cognoscenti. Some issues such as
climate and abortion inevitably seep across the border. Most Canadians detest Donald
Trump, and to many Canadians, Trudeau continues to be an attractive leader, compared
to what is happening in the U.S.
Influencers
Support – real or perceived – from influencers, who include financial and industrial
elite, media, premiers, mayors and the thinking class does have an impact on the
election. And this is despite the current populist times during which elites are
increasingly derided and deference has given way to defiance. Strict election spending
laws also mean that money is not a deciding factor in elections, unlike in the U.S.
Public Mood

It is an axiom that governments defeat themselves, particularly when there is an
overwhelming desire for change. Leaders who misgauge the country’s mood risk
alienation from their party and the public.
The Debates
Debates play a role. We saw this with Mulroney’s 1984 line: “You had an option, sir”, on
Liberal John Turner’s appointment of Liberal warhorses to patronage posts. We also
saw it when Jack Layton mocked then-Liberal leader Michael Ignatieff’s attendance
record in 2011.
The Trudeau government has established a Debates Commission in order to ensure
debates are a “predictable, reliable and stable element(s) of future election campaigns”.
This has created a new partnership of news organizations that will produce two
leaders’ debates on Monday, October 7 (English) and Thursday, October 10 (French)
broadcast from the Museum of Canadian History in Gatineau. They will be free to
broadcast, stream or share, as the goal is to get the debate out to as many people as
possible. The new group includes the TV broadcasters CBC News/Radio-Canada, Global
and CTV; the newspapers Toronto Star, Le Devoir and the magazine L’actualité; and
the online outlets La Presse, HuffPost Canada and HuffPost Québec.
The new media partnership will determine the themes and questions of the official
debates. Parties must meet at least two of three criteria for their leaders to participate in
the debates: the party must have at least one Member of Parliament (MP) who was
elected under the party banner; it must have candidates in at least 90 per cent of
ridings; and it must have obtained at least four per cent of the vote in the previous
election or have a “legitimate chance” of winning seats. Green Party Leader May and
Bloc Québécois Leader Yves-François Blanchet will likely meet the first two criteria and
be allowed to participate. It seems unlikely that People’s Party (PPC) Leader Maxime
Bernier will meet the standard of having a “legitimate chance” of winning seats to fulfil
the requirements for the debate.
There will be other debates:
•
•

•

September 12 in Toronto: Maclean’s will host Andrew Scheer, Elizabeth May and
Jagmeet Singh
October 1 in Toronto: The Munk Debates will focus on foreign policy with Andrew
Scheer, Jagmeet Singh and Elizabeth May but Justin Trudeau has declined to
participate.
October 2 in Montreal: TVA will host leaders but for now without Elizabeth May and
Maxime Bernier).
Turnout
Voting is not compulsory so turnout is critical. Canadians abroad can vote as can those
in jail. Increasingly, parties are encouraging their supporters to take advantage of
advance polling. The Conservatives are generally acknowledged to be best at getting out
their vote. Voter turnout is usually around 60 per cent although it was 68 per cent in the

2015 election, a tribute to Trudeau and the enthusiasm he generated. It likely made the
difference in the Liberals securing a majority. Will there be the same enthusiasm for any
leader this election?
The Issues
The attention is usually focused on the economy, but there are regionally specific issues
– like gun control in Toronto. Other concerns, such as the environment, can assume
national importance as well.

Project, But Be Careful about Predicting
There will be lots of polling during the election campaign. Take it all with a grain of salt.
Voters do shift. There are now many different polling firms, each using a different
methodology; yet some media report them as if they are equal in terms of quality, when
they are clearly not. So, when asked for a forecast, you can project based on current
polling. But to predict or confidently forecast is always treacherous.
Pay particular attention to polls:
•

•

•

After Labour Day (the first Monday in September) for a sense of where the electorate is
at. This is a good baseline of initial voter sentiment. Most will have paid no attention
during the summer but this will give you a sense of where their leanings are going into
the campaign.
After Thanksgiving (the second Monday in October) as families and friends will have
gathered over the weekend and there will likely be some discussion of the election. This
will give you a sense of how opinions are developing as the campaign heads into the final
stretch. The most influential voices are families and friends – people you trust – and
this set of polls will give you a sense of how voters are assessing the now lively
campaign.
The weekend before the election: the last polls before the Monday election. Look for a
trend – is one party moving ahead? Voters can still change their minds (and a
significant minority do).
The national polls are interesting and may indicate a trend but they do not usually
accurately reflect what is happening regionally. Canada is a country of regions: B.C.; the
Prairie Provinces of Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba; Ontario; Quebec; the Atlantic
Provinces of New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, P.E.I. and Newfoundland and Labrador; and
the North, consisting of Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut.
There are national issues, but there are also important local and regional issues. There
are also splits between rural and urban/suburban voters on a range of issues. Regions
have their own breakdowns: the Toronto suburbs – also known as the 905 after their
area code; Quebec-outside-Montreal (meaning Quebec usually divides between
Montreal and the rest); and B.C.’s Lower Mainland.

Canadians are also quite ready to vote one way provincially and then balance it by voting
for a different party federally. The Trudeau Liberals will be using unpopular Ontario
Conservative Premier Doug Ford as a surrogate for what an Andrew Scheer government
would do if elected.
When Trudeau took office after the Liberals had spent a decade in the wilderness, most
provincial governments were Liberal. Today, the provinces are mostly led by
conservative-leaning governments. The Coalition Avenir Québec (CAQ) is centre-right.
The Liberals govern provincially in Nova Scotia and lead a minority government in
Newfoundland and Labrador. The NDP, supported by the Greens, governs in our third
largest province, B.C., and this has had nation-wide implications for energy and
environmental policy discussions.
While provincial and federal parties may bear the same name, they are distinct and
different entities. It would be wrong to assume close support and collaboration during
elections, although this time the Tory premiers in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba,
Ontario and New Brunswick will either actively campaign or tacitly support their federal
counterparts.
Only four times since Confederation (1867) has a government been defeated after one
term: Joe Clark in 1980; R.B. Bennett in 1935 after five years of the Depression; the
Union government in 1921 after the end of the First World War; and Alexander
Mackenzie in 1878 by Sir John A. Macdonald.
Even more interesting, the only Liberal defeated after one term was Alexander
Mackenzie, who won in 1873 thanks to the Pacific Scandal.1 In recent times, majority
governments have gone to minorities in three instances: Diefenbaker in 1962, Pierre
Trudeau in 1972 and Paul Martin (who succeeded Jean Chrétien) in 2004.

The 2019 Election
This election will be a nasty affair with the focus on the Justin Trudeau-led Liberals and
the Andrew Scheer-led Conservatives. The NDP under Jagmeet Singh is struggling to
stay alive, while May’s Greens want to achieve official party status (12 members in the
House of Commons). Maxime Bernier’s People’s Party is not currently seen as viable.

The Liberals are trying to portray Mr. Scheer as the protégé of former prime minster
Stephen Harper, who would govern like the unpopular Doug Ford in Ontario. The
Liberals say ‘Stay the Course’ and continue to trust their management of the economy
on behalf of the middle class. The Conservatives want to portray Mr. Trudeau as exotic
and out of touch with mainstream Canadian values.

Positioning for the Monday, Oct. 21 election started early. Commercials during the
Toronto Raptors’ National Basketball Association finals in June aired Conservative
messages arguing that Trudeau is incompetent. The Tories and their provincial allies
condemn the Trudeau government’s carbon tax. Saskatchewan, Alberta, Manitoba
and Ontario have launched court challenges to have it repealed. The federal court in

Ontario ruled against Premier Ford in June saying the federal government's carbon
pricing scheme is constitutionally sound and is designed to combat climate change.
The Liberals believe they are strong on the environment and the economy while the
Tories will put more emphasis on law and order, which includes increasing regulations
on immigration. The NDP will run on extending social benefits, e.g., pharmacare, while
the Greens will focus on climate change. The Liberals will push climate change very hard
to try to drive Green and NDP backers of government action on climate change to the
Liberals, in order to prevent a Conservative government.
In a country of regions, there will be regional issues – language and culture in Quebec;
economic support in the Atlantic; pipelines in B.C.; resource policy in the Prairies.
Climate may become an overriding national issue along with who is best able to lead
Canada.

As a new prime minister in 2015, Trudeau promised “sunny ways”, and he started
governing with broad support. His cabinet was half women (“it’s 2015”, as he told
reporters) and it looked like the contemporary face of Canada in its diversity. He caught
international attention. In Astana, Kazakhstan shortly after his election, a clerk said:
“Canadian … ahh Trudeau ... he looks like Canada!” You could not do better for
international branding, and Trudeau made use of it. One thing he did not do was to
become the anti-Trump, despite considerable pressure to do so from within his cabinet,
caucus and from then-vice-president Joe Biden. Instead, he has managed the
relationship with the U.S. president as well as possible, given Trump’s unpredictability
and provocations, especially after the Charlevoix G7 summit.
Until earlier this year, polls indicated that Trudeau would easily win a second term. But
the past six months have seen his popularity plummet from self-inflicted, internecine
party squabbles that have cost him two cabinet ministers (damaging his feminist and

Indigenous credentials), his principal secretary and alter ego, and the head of the public
service.
However, Trudeau is a formidable campaigner. Some would argue that he has never
stopped campaigning since his election. In the 2015 election, about 11 million votes were
cast for centre-left parties and only about six million for those on the right. Turnout,
particularly among young people, and the Liberals’ ability to scare the voters into
thinking the Conservatives might win, are potentially key determinants of the outcome.

To get a sense of Trudeau’s 2015 vision, read first the throne speech and then
the mandate letters that spell out in detail the deliverables for each minister. He has
made climate, reconciliation with Indigenous peoples, women’s empowerment and
gender equality his signature issues at home and abroad.
Scheer has given a series of policy speeches outlining his vision on foreign policy, the
economy, immigration and the environment.

A recent ABACUS survey assessed voters’ top issues as follows:

Foreign Policy
On foreign policy, watch Trudeau’s Montreal speech (August 2019). While marred by
partisan shots at the Conservatives, it is the most thorough self-examination of his
foreign policy as prime minister. Unabashedly internationalist, he re-commits to

multilateralism – UN, NATO, G7, G20 – but acknowledges that we operate in a “more
unpredictable and unstable world, where some have chosen to step away from the
mantle of global leadership, even as others challenge the institutions and principles that
have shaped the international order.” He reaffirms the importance of the U.S.’s
relationship with Canada: “To say that the U.S. is our closest ally is an understatement.
Canada has long benefited from this relationship, and from American leadership in the
world. We are friends and partners more than mere allies. We share more than just a
border – we share culture, food, music, business. We share a rich history, and we share
many of the same core values.”
Without explicitly identifying Trump, Trudeau places responsibility for the current
conditions on Trump’s decision to embrace America First. Trudeau points out that
“protectionism is on the rise, and trade has become weaponized. Authoritarian leaders
have been emboldened, leading to new forms of oppression. Calls for democratic
reform, from Moscow to Caracas, are being supressed. Crises that were once met with a
firm international response are festering, becoming regional emergencies with global
implications. And all of this is making it more difficult to solve the problems that
demand urgent global action. Climate change is an existential threat to humanity, with
science telling us we have just over a decade to find a solution for our planet. And
technological change is happening at an unprecedented rate, transcending borders, reshaping our societies, and leaving many people more anxious than ever.”
He makes the case for “free and fair trade” pointing to the renegotiated NAFTA, CPTPP
and CETA. He argues for responsible reform of the WTO. He argues that in our “more
unstable world, Canada must also be prepared to both defend ourselves and step up
when called upon” and points to investment in defence and security, especially sea
power and new fighter jets saying “we make the greatest contribution to global stability
when we match what Canada does best to what the world needs most.” He recognizes
the growing power of China, “but make no mistake: we will always defend Canadians
and Canadian interests. We have a long history of dealing directly and successfully with
larger partners. We do not escalate, but we also don’t back down.”
Acknowledging other challenges, he says: “White supremacy, Islamophobia, and antiSemitism are an increasing scourge around the world and at home. Gender equality is
backsliding. Human rights are increasingly under threat. This is the world we’re in. And
so we cannot lose sight of our core values. That means being prepared to speak up, and
knowing that sometimes, doing so comes at a cost. But when the courage of our
convictions demands it, so be it.” Looking forward, he says: “Canada should place
democracy, human rights, international law and environmental protection at the very
heart of foreign policy … As some step back from global leadership, we should work with
others to mobilize international efforts, particularly by ensuring the most vulnerable
and marginalized have access to the health and education they need. Canadians have
found strength in diversity and benefited from openness. Financial strain should never
hold Canadians back from exploring the world or building positive connections abroad
…”

Look also at Trudeau’s earlier Davos Speech on Canadian resourcefulness (January
2016) and his speech while he was still in opposition on North American relations
(June 2015). Trudeau embraces multilateralism and a progressive agenda on trade and
the environment. His signature themes are climate, feminism and gender equality, and
reconciliation with Indigenous peoples. His UN General Assembly speeches were
essentially one-plate affairs addressing migration (2016), then reconciliation (2017),
with climate as a side dish for both. The Charlevoix G7 summit (2018) reflected his
signature issues with specific focus on issues like plastics in the ocean. He embraced
the Christchurch Call to Action (May 2019) to eliminate terrorist and violent
extremist content online.
Read also Foreign Affairs Minister Chrystia Freeland’s elegant speech to the House of
Commons in June 2017. Erudite in her defence of liberal internationalism, the rulesbased system and robust collective security, Freeland pulled no punches. Describing the
United States as the indispensable nation, she recognized that it was tired of carrying
the burden. Canada and its allies had to step up to deter aggressors like Russia. The
speech sparkled, but Canada has yet to deliver on defence and development promises.
Freeland’s speech set the stage for the release the next day of the government’s new
defence policy, Strong, Secure, Engaged and its feminist international
assistance policy.
Despite the explicit commitment to multilateralism, Canada still falls short (1.23 per
cent of GDP) of the NATO target of two per cent of GDP on defence spending. Our
international development assistance of 0.26 per cent GDP remains well short of
the 0.7 per cent endorsed by the G7.
Scheer’s un-costed foreign policy promises include new jets, new submarines, ballistic
missile defence and a robust cyber-command. There will be work for all of our shipyards
and more attention to the Arctic. He pledges that all-party involvement will take the
politics out of procurement. He gave a Churchillian defence of democracies. He would
establish closer relations with India and Japan, do a reset with China, stand up to
terrorists and Russian aggression, do more for Arctic security, and move our Israeli
embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem.
The Green Party policy on global affairs is thin, but would have consequences. It
proposes to withdraw from NATO and turn our military into peacekeepers and relief
workers. The NDP policies are similar to those of the Greens and, like their leadership,
still in development.

Speech from the Throne 2015

Forming a Government and Governing
The leader of the government, prior to the dissolution of Parliament, has the right to try
to form a new government. But if they cannot or they fail to win a confidence motion
when they meet the new legislature, they must tender their resignation to the Governor
General or, in the case of the provinces, the Lieutenant-Governor. The vice-regal
representative almost always asks the party with the most seats to form government. In
the event of a minority, the vice-regal representative will usually ask the party with the
most seats to meet the House and present its Speech from the Throne outlining its plans
and policy priorities. The vote on the Speech from the Throne is considered a vote of
confidence. If it passes, the new government will then present a budget. Past minority
governments have usually lasted 18 to 24 months, based on an understanding with the
third party and on a vote-to-vote basis. Coalitions are not the norm in minority
situations, as they are in Europe.
Once elected, the first job of the prime minister or provincial premier is to form a
cabinet. Unlike the U.S. where cabinet ministers are not members of the legislature (and
must resign if they join the administration), forming a cabinet is a Canadian balancing
act of geography, gender, ethnicity and ideology. However, compared to elsewhere, the
principal parties are not terribly riven by ideological splits.
Cabinet ministers are relatively independent as long as they follow their mandate letters
and do not cross the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO). The PMO and the Privy Council
Office (PCO) – the control system for the public service and government – have most of
the power. Lobbyists in Canada know that it is the bureaucrats, especially the senior
mandarins, who make the recommendations upon which most ministers will act. In
comparison to the U.S. system where power resides in Congress, power in Canada is
concentrated among the senior bureaucrats and cabinet ministers.
In recent years, there have been efforts to give more power to Parliament through, for
example, the creation of the Parliamentary Budget Office to give independent
assessments of financial issues, including spending.

Source House of Commons. There are 338 MPs but this reflects vacancies at end of
session.
In the House of Commons, retiring private backbench member Bill Casey described
our system this way:
I do not know if Canadians know this, but this place works. It really works well. We have
a government, which could be one party or another, and we have opposition parties. The
opposition parties have a job to do and the government has a job to do. Between them,
they keep Canada between the rails of a highway, as I like to think of it. If the
government goes too far to the left and hits the guardrail, the opposition brings it back.
If it goes too far to the right and hits the guardrail, it will come back. This keeps Canada
on the straight and narrow, and we never vary too much. We are very fortunate to have
this system.

We are also really fortunate to have this system because, as a backbencher, I know that
every single day the ministers are going to be here. I can walk across the floor and talk to
them if I have an urgent issue from a constituent. I actually do this. The same thing goes
for opposition members. I do not know of another system on the planet that has that
availability of ministers to backbenchers and other members of Parliament. It is a good
system and it works.

The Senate is going through an evolution as well as a change in venue (as is the House of
Commons) while Centre Bloc is renovated. Mr. Trudeau divorced himself from this
unelected body and has stuck to his promise to make appointments based not on party
loyalty but on the stature of the individuals recommended by an independent
commission. Prior to the 2015 election, then-prime minister Harper refused to make
any new Senate appointments and was considering its abolition. This means that
Trudeau has now appointed half of the current 105-member Senate. Though they now
sit as independents, the new senators mostly support the Trudeau government. Critics
suggest that the people appointed to the Senate are actually in many ways a lot like the
Liberals – few farmers, fishermen or evangelical Christians. Most appointments tend to
look like members of the Order of Canada – virtuous high-achievers – who just
conveniently seem to think along the same lines as Liberals.
Is it working? The jury is still out. The unelected “virtuous” new senators do not always
appreciate that, while they are the chamber of “sober second thought”, their second
thoughts are not appreciated nor acted on by the elected House of Commons.
Opposition Leader Scheer has said he would revert to the old system of making his own
appointments.

A Primer to the G7 Summit in Biarritz August 24-25, 2019
Colin Robertson,
Canadian Global Affairs Institute, August 2019
Introduction
On Saturday 24th and Sunday 25th of August, the leaders of the major western
democracies will meet in their 45th summit. They will discuss global geopolitical and
socioeconomic issues in Biarritz, a seaside resort in Basque country on the Atlantic
coast, made famous in the 19th century as the summer playground of Europe’s elite.
As the host, French President Emmanuel Macron is focusing on inequality: be it
income, gender, education, healthcare or access to drinking water.
But can M. Macron bring his fellow leaders into consensus given their diverging
perspectives on diverse issues including gender, work, climate, energy, protectionism,
populism and extremism? What will be the chemistry between the disparate leaders,
including the new member of the group, Boris Johnson? And how will these heads of
state manage Donald Trump? Will there be a communiqué? As Justin Trudeau will
ruefully recall, the US president upended last year’s Charlevoix summit revoking the
US agreement to the communiqué while en route to meet Kim Jong-Un in Singapore.
There will be various measures of success in Biarritz, but it will be important for leaders
to say something and do something on Hong Kong. Keeping the spotlight on this
international city will be important to restrain China from rash action. As the principal
guardians of international covenants, the G7 leaders have an obligation to Hong Kong.
It will also be important for the leaders to make some sort of statement on trade
measures. If we are moving into an economic decoupling with China, then it will be vital
that the G7 hangs together. A recession will only incite more populism and aggravate the
inequalities that are the focus at Biarritz.
Backdrop to Biarritz
The geo-socioeconomic challenges facing the G7 leaders are daunting. There are fears
that the low-growth European economy may be slipping into a recession that would
be exacerbated by a hard BREXIT on October 31. The leading Latin
American economics – Argentina, Brazil and Mexico – have problems. There is the
dispute between Japan and Korea. Asian economies are weaker, partly as a result of
the Sino-American trade war. In its July World Economic Outlook, the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) warns against using tariffs to target bilateral trade
balances or as a substitute for dialogue to pressure others for reforms. The IMF calls for

reducing trade and technology tensions and expeditiously resolving uncertainty around
trade agreements – notably BREXIT and the new NAFTA. Multilateral and national
policy actions are vital, says the IMF, to place global growth on a stronger footing.
The immediate geopolitical challenges on the G7’s agenda include the threat of Chinese
intervention in Hong Kong and tensions between Pakistan and India over
Kashmir. Sanctions around denuclearization in North Korea and Iran will also be
discussed. Russia continues to occupy parts of Ukraine and meddle in the democratic
processes of others. In the South China Sea, China’s armed forces occupy and exercise
on newly created territory. There are continuing conflicts in Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan,
Yemen, Central Africa, Mali, and the Horn of Africa, all of which are complicated by
famine and disease. There is unrest in Venezuela and Central America. There is the
Israeli-Palestinian situation that still remains to be resolved. There is renewed famine in
the Horn of Africa. Then, there are the chronic trans-national challenges, like organized
crime and trafficking of people, drugs, guns, and the ongoing effort to contain weapons
of mass destruction be they chemical, biological or nuclear.
Then there is migration. The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) estimates that someone is forcibly displaced every two
seconds, with 70.8 million people forced from their homes. Among them are 25.9
million refugees, over half of whom are under the age of 18. The movement strains the
European Union’s (EU) unity and polarizes Americans.

Who and What is the G7?
The G7 is the forum at which the leaders of the big liberal democracies talk about what
troubles them and how they can collectively fix it. Its current members are:
•
•
•
•

Canada – Prime Minister Justin Trudeau
France – President Emmanuel Macron
Germany – Chancellor Angela Merkel
Italy – Prime Minister Giuseppe Conte (resigned on August 20th - successor TBD)

•
•
•
•

Japan – Prime Minister Shinzo Abe
United Kingdom – Prime Minister Boris Johnson
United States – President Donald Trump
European Union – Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker and Council President
Donald Tusk
Collectively, the G7 represent 40 percent of the global GDP and 10 percent of the
world’s population. The G7 provides over 75 percent of global development and
humanitarian assistance. Through their membership in the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), the European and North American G7 members provide the
backbone of collective security and humanitarian relief. While not a NATO member,
Japan is strengthening its relations with the Alliance.
As in the past, other leaders will be invited to Biarritz, including Australia, Burkina
Faso, Chile, Egypt, India, Rwanda, Senegal, and South Africa. There will also be
representatives from international organizations.
The G7 came into being in the wake of the 1973 Organization of the Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC)-initiated oil crisis; at the same time, then-U.S. secretary of
the Treasury George Shultz and former president Richard Nixon appreciated that the
leading democratic powers needed a forum at which their leaders could engage in
sustained, yet informal discussions over a couple of days. Russia was a member from
1997 to 2014, but Vladimir Putin was disinvited after the Russian invasion of Crimea
and Ukraine.
Summitry for summits like the G7 is not cheap, but think of it as an insurance premium
for global well-being.

The Road to Biarritz
The leaders’ summit is the culmination of a year-long process of meetings bringing
together Sherpas (nickname given to the personal representatives of the heads of states),
foreign ministers, finance, interior, development and education ministers, health and
environment ministers, with sessions involving the Gender Equality Advisory Council
and the G7 engagement groups: Business7, Civil7, ThinkThank7, Labour7, Science7,
Women7, and Youth7. These planning meetings may not get a lot of media attention,
but they are important because their deliberations are usually endorsed by the leaders
and their ‘deliverables’ become entrenched in the final communiqué.

At their meeting in Chantilly (17- 18 July), Finance Ministers and Central Bank
Governors agreed to new territorial tax rules ensuring fair taxation of corporations,
including in the digital sector, regardless of physical presence. They hope these will
eventually be applied to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) members. Lessons learned during the first joint G7 cross-border cyber crisis
management exercise were also discussed, and a road map was developed for
strengthening the resilience of the financial system. Ministers and bankers also
discussed how to regulate the excessive concentration of data in the hands of the
multinational digital giants.
With scientific warnings on the erosion of biodiversity and climate
change growing, Environment ministers met in May. Canada, Egypt, the European
Union, France, Gabon, Germany, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Niger, Norway, and
the United Kingdom jointly launched the Gender Responsive Environmental
Action & Training (G.R.E.A.T.) initiative. The Environment Ministers adopted
the Metz Charter on Biodiversity. An initiative focused on sustainable waste
management was supported by Canada, Egypt, the European Union, France,
Germany, Indonesia, Japan, Niger, Norway, the United Kingdom, and the United States.
An initiative aiming to put a stop to deforestation with sustainable
agricultural supply chains was supported by Canada, the European Union, France,
Germany, Italy, Norway, and the United Kingdom. Canada and India joined the
European Union, France, Gabon, Germany, Indonesia, Norway, the United Kingdom,
and the United States in the Great Apes Survival Partnership (GRASP). Canada
and Germany also joined Norway, India, France, Japan, the United Kingdom, the
United States, Egypt, the Fiji Islands, Indonesia, and Mexico in supporting
the International Coral Reef Initiative (ICRI). Canada also put forward
the Ocean Risk and Resilience Action Alliance (ORRAA).
The April meeting in Paris of Interior Ministers set down joint commitments on
security and counter-terrorism, including on the use of the Internet for terrorist
purposes and violent extremism, management of foreign terrorist fighters and their

families, the fight against smuggling networks and trafficking in human beings, and the
fight against environmental crime.
The April meeting in Dinard and Saint Malo of Foreign Ministers discussed joint
responses to international security challenges, including: terrorism and trafficking, and
the major regional crises; strengthening our democracies in the face of new threats,
mainly arising from the digital revolution and attempted foreign interference.

The Biarritz Agenda
President Macron has put the focus on inequality. There will also be discussions
involving other leaders around: the protection and promotion of democratic freedoms;
building a partnership of equals with Africa; discussions with civil society around the
fight against violence and discrimination, promoting girls’ access to education,
economic empowerment of women, and women’s entrepreneurship.
To put inequality in perspective, the French G7 Secretariat documents says their
presidency aims to find solutions that will address the:
•
•
•
•
•

783 million peoplewho live below the poverty line;
265 million childrenwith no access to schooling;
620 million extra childrenneeding schooling worldwide by 2030, including
444 million in Africa;
200 million womenwith no access to contraception;
More than 1 billion womenwho are not protected by the law if they are victims of
violence at home;

•
•
•

100 million peoplewho are condemned to a situation of extreme poverty by 2030 if
we fail to fulfil our commitments in the fight against global warming;
690 million childrenwho live in the regions most exposed to climate change, who are
victims of flooding, droughts, rising waters and scarcity of resources;
Aspirations of young people – more than 2 billion people aged between 10 and
24 years, 90% of whom live in developing countries.
President Macron has also revised the G7 format. As he stressed in his UN General
Assembly speech in September, 2018, “the time when a club of rich countries could
alone define the world’s balances is long gone.” Towards this end the Biarritz G7
includes: the major democracies with major regional influence including the leaders of
Australia, Chile, India, South Africa; African partners – the leaders of South Africa,
Burkina Faso, Egypt, Senegal, Rwanda – to build a renewed partnership; as well as key
representatives of civil society. In the months leading to Biarritz, they worked together
with the aim of forming coalitions around projects and producing solutions to combat
all forms of inequality.
To illustrate their commitment to sustainable development, the French have also
obtained ISO 20121 certification for the Biarritz Summit and some G7 ministerial
meetings, in order to show its strong commitment to sustainable development, and
created an ‘Equality at a Major Event’ label.

What does Canada want from Biarritz?

Biarritz will be Prime Minister Trudeau’s fourth G7 meeting. Many of the issues that he
raised as host of last year’s Charlevoix summit will be on the agenda at Biarritz, notably
gender equality, combatting the climate crisis, and defending the rules-based
international order.
The PMO news release says that Mr. Trudeau will also promote “open trade and
investment, call for stronger and more decisive action to combat violent extremism in all
its forms, including online, and underline the need to take decisive, collective action to
combat the climate crisis and protect our world’s oceans.”
Mr. Trudeau will also meet with the attending African leaders to discuss ways to combat
global inequality, encourage stability, and promote development across Africa, in
particular in the Sahel region.

Figure 1: The flag of each Group of Seven (G7) country.
Former prime minister Pierre Trudeau hosted Canada’s first G7 summit in 1981 at
Montebello, QC, and, since then, we have hosted summits in Toronto, ON (1988, Brian
Mulroney), Halifax, NS (1995, Jean Chrétien), Kananaskis, AB (2002, Jean Chrétien),
Huntsville, ON (2010, Stephen Harper), and Charlevoix, QC (2018, Justin Trudeau).

What About Deliverables from Biarritz?
Deliverables come in two parts. There are the useful initiatives, like the ongoing work on
gender. Then there are the top-table agreements on critical issues, hammered out in
their face-to-face, formal and informal discussions. The extent and number of these
commitments is their test at Biarritz. Can they find consensus and translate that into a
shared communiqué?
The recent joint statement on Hong Kong by the Canadian and EU foreign ministers
calling for restraint, engagement, and preservation of fundamental freedoms is fine, but
the G7 leaders need to keep the focus on Hong Kong and warn the Chinese against rash
action.

Do We Really Need a G7?
Yes. The rules-based liberal international order and multilateral co-operation are under
protectionist and populist pressures, both from within and without. The G7 summit is
the top table where the leaders of the major liberal democracies visibly demonstrate (or
not) their ability to collectively manage the geopolitical pressure points and the growing
socioeconomic consequences of globalization. Winston Churchill, who popularized the
word “summitry”, observed that “jaw-jaw” among leaders is better than “war-war,” and,
with trade conflicts on the rise within the G7 partnership, the heads of state need to talk.
For over forty years, frank discussions and informality have characterized the G7
summits.
It is easy to be cynical about these summits, but as the French point out in their summit
document, the G7 can point to achievements:
If diseases are losing ground, it is (in part) thanks to the action of the Global Fund
to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria. If maternal and infant mortality is
down, it is (in part) thanks to the Muskoka programme. If we are fighting climate
change, it is (in part) through the implementation of the Paris Climate Agreement.
If women’s rights are progressing worldwide, it is (in part) thanks to the commitment
to girls’ education in Africa.

Figure 2: A graphic outlining how individual countries break into the G7, G8, and
G20. (Source: Foreign Policy in Focus/Bloomberg)
The UN Security Council and the G20 are the other top table leaders’ forum and they
complement the work of the G7. The Security Council’s permanent members –Russia,
China, France, Britain, and the United States– represent the world of 1945 and the early
Cold War. As we witness over Syria, North Korea, and other recent crises, getting the
Security Council to act constructively is very difficult. Reforming the Security Council is
an exercise in futility. The G20, founded in 1999 with strong Canadian encouragements,
includes the G7 members – Canada, the United States, Japan, France, Germany, Italy
and the United Kingdom – as well as Argentina, Australia, Brazil, China, India,
Indonesia, Mexico, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, South Korea, and Turkey. With
two-thirds of the world’s population, their economies account for approximately 80 per
cent of world trade and global production.
Like the G20, much of the G7’s value is in its process – i.e., in the meetings of Sherpas
and ministers throughout the year, and the working groups examining issues like
gender, climate, youth employment, health, food safety, development, energy,
environmental protection, non-proliferation, and support for the UN’s peacekeeping
and peace-consolidating operations.
More people may work on the draft of the final communiqué than will read it, but the
process of getting there is what really matters. The ongoing meetings between the
leaders’ Sherpas and relevant ministers keep the dialogue going. They are supported by

their discussions with businesses, civil society, and think tanks. Canada’s former Sherpa
and now senator Peter Boehm – in essence a G7 veteran – captured it best when he said:
The G7 is a collective, it’s not a global government. Yes, we’re going to have
differences – we wouldn’t be having these meetings if we were all agreed on
everything … The leaders are really only together for about 48 hours, so are we
going to solve all the problems in the world? No. Can they have a good discussion and
push things forward? Yes. Can they convince some of the more recalcitrant leaders
that maybe they should be a bit more open-minded? There’s a good possibility of that
too.
Multilateralism needs constant reinvigoration. President Macron’s efforts are to be
applauded and then need to be assessed for future application. In their recent
paper International Cooperation: Is the Multilateral System Helping? (CIGI,
June 2019), David Malone and Rohinton Medhora conclude:
What can be asserted with some confidence, however, is that given the complexity and
interconnected nature of economic and social policies and programs today, across the
globe, and the greater risks of disaster on a global scale, due to climate change,
nuclear proliferation, weapon miniaturization, terrorism and global pandemic risks,
and much else, international cooperation will remain vital if the worst is to be avoided.

Links
Canadian Global Affairs Institute
He will have much work ahead of him" — Canada's new ambassador to
China & more
September 16, 2019
Colin Robertson, Hugh Stephens, and Gordon Houlden

Ferry de Kerckhove
Saudi Oilfields Attack
CHML, September 17, 2019
https://omny.fm/shows/scott-thompson-show/u-s-reaction-to-the-attack-on-saudi-oilfields
Nouvel ambassadeur du Canada en Chine
Radio-Canada 4 septembre 2019
https://ici.radio-canada.ca/premiere/emissions/le-15-18/episodes/442513/audio-fildu-mercredi-4-septembre-2019/7
Les feux de l'Amazonie
Radio-Canada, 23 aout 2019

https://ici.radio-canada.ca/premiere/emissions/le-15-18/episodes/440982/audio-fil-du-vendredi23-aout-2019/12

La politique étrangère de M. Trudeau - bilan à partir de 17
Radio-Canada 21 aout2019
https://ici.radio-canada.ca/tele/24-60/site/episodes/440851/bettezcanadaethiquemottroncefir

