L’image «ternie» de Trudeau dans le monde
Pierre Guimond
Le Devoir, 28 octobre, 2019
Le chef charismatique des « voies ensoleillées » a perdu du lustre. Non seulement au
Canada, mais aussi à l’étranger. La presse internationale a égratigné Justin
Trudeau après sa victoire en demi-teinte aux élections de la semaine dernière, au point
que certains considèrent qu’il a perdu son statut d’icône progressiste pouvant inspirer le
monde entier.
La campagne libérale a été sans éclat, à l’image d’un premier mandat « cahoteux »,
marqué par la déception envers des attentes extrêmement élevées, ont souligné les
médias étrangers. Réduit à former un gouvernement minoritaire, le premier ministre
semble en position de faiblesse pour faire résonner la voix du Canada dans le monde.

Dans les capitales étrangères, on considère que les controverses ont entaché la
crédibilité du chef libéral. Les photos montrant un jeune Trudeau dans la vingtaine
arborant un blackface, et la perception selon laquelle il a protégé le géant SNC-Lavalin
empêtré dans la corruption ont fait mal à la réputation du leader canadien.
« Le fringant chef du gouvernement […] sait que l’effet de surprise de sa victoire en 2015
s’est largement estompé », a résumé Le Monde avant le scrutin de lundi dernier. Le
prestigieux quotidien français évoque « l’étoile ternie » de Justin Trudeau.
On se montre aussi grinçant à Londres et à Washington. « Après sa stupéfiante
accession au pouvoir, son premier mandat et les réalités de la vie politique ont terni sa
réputation de phare pour la gauche », a écrit la BBC. La chaîne CBS souligne de son côté
qu’elle semble loin, l’époque où le magazine Rolling Stone se demandait en première
page (en juillet 2017) : « Pourquoi ne peut-il être notre président ? »
Même l’appui de l’icône parmi les icônes — Barack Obama — a été insuffisant pour
éviter à Justin Trudeau de sortir affaibli de la campagne électorale, ont noté des
observateurs à l’international.

L’heure des désillusions
Ces réactions de scepticisme sont tout à fait justifiées, souligne Jocelyn Coulon,
chercheur en relations internationales et ex-conseiller de Justin Trudeau. Il faisait partie
du groupe d’experts ayant mis en place le programme libéral en politique étrangère, en
2014-2015. Devenu conseiller du ministre des Affaires étrangères, Stéphane Dion, qui a
été congédié par Trudeau, Jocelyn Coulon a été tellement déçu par le premier ministre
qu’il a quitté le gouvernement et publié un essai dévastateur, Un selfie avec Justin
Trudeau.
« L’image de Trudeau s’est dégradée au Canada et ailleurs dans le monde, même si on
sent encore une certaine admiration pour lui. On s’est rendu compte qu’au-delà
des selfies, il n’y avait pas grand-chose de concret [dans les propositions de Trudeau] »,
dit Jocelyn Coulon au Devoir.
Le plan libéral devait permettre au gouvernement Trudeau de marquer une rupture avec
les années Harper, mais le premier ministre a choisi de continuer en droite ligne avec les
conservateurs, déplore M. Coulon : parti pris sans nuance pour Israël, rupture des liens
avec la Russie (à cause des pressions de la communauté ukrainienne du Canada),
chicane avec la Chine sous la pression des États-Unis de Trump (arrestation de la
dirigeante de Huawei, Meng Wanzhou), engagement décevant dans la mission de paix
au Mali, et ainsi de suite.
Résultat : le slogan « Le Canada est de retour » n’était rien de plus qu’un slogan, fait
valoir le chercheur au Centre d’études et de recherches internationales de l’Université de
Montréal. « Le gouvernement ne comprend pas comment fonctionne le monde
aujourd’hui. C’est assez difficile, dans ce contexte, d’avoir une politique étrangère
cohérente. Alors, on se rabat sur des slogans », dit M. Coulon.
Le monde a changé
Qu’est-ce que le gouvernement Trudeau comprend mal ? La montée du populisme ?
Non, répond Jocelyn Coulon. « C’est plutôt le réalignement de la puissance dans le
monde, l’émergence de l’Inde, de la Turquie, de l’Iran, du Brésil et bien d’autres pays.
Évidemment, ça emmerde les Occidentaux », explique-t-il.
« La ministre [Chrystia] Freeland a dit qu’elle veut préserver l’ordre mondial qui nous a
bien servi, mais elle donne l’impression de mener un combat d’arrière-garde. Là, il faut
s’adapter, pas juste s’agripper. »

L’ancien diplomate Pierre Guimond, qui a fait une longue carrière aux Affaires
étrangères, est d’accord avec le diagnostic de Jocelyn Coulon — l’ordre mondial est
bouleversé —, mais il est moins sévère envers le gouvernement Trudeau. « Le monde a
changé depuis 2015, et pas nécessairement de façon très positive, dit-il au Devoir. Il y a
un grand malaise dans la gouvernance mondiale. Une déconfiture des grandes
organisations internationales. Tout ce qui était à la base des succès canadiens dans le
monde est en déséquilibre. Si c’est au plus fort la poche et que l’OMC [Organisation
mondiale du commerce] est mise de côté, on aura plus de misère que depuis 70 ans sur
le plan diplomatique. »
Le gouvernement Trudeau n’est pas le seul à être confronté à ces nouveaux enjeux,
souligne M. Guimond, qui est diplomate en résidence à l’École supérieure d’études
internationales de l’Université Laval. Il a vécu quatre années en France et a vu
Emmanuel Macron vivre des difficultés semblables, malgré la longue tradition
diplomatique et la puissance relative de la France.
« Je vais vous parler en tant qu’ancien diplomate canadien : on ne met pas assez de
ressources dans nos missions », dit Pierre Guimond. Il rappelle que le gouvernement
Trudeau a hérité du régime minceur imposé à la machine diplomatique canadienne par
le gouvernement Harper.
Le Canada risque ainsi de laisser échapper le siège qu’il convoite au Conseil de sécurité
des Nations unies à cause de ses « relations exécrables » avec la Russie, la Chine, l’Inde
et l’Arabie saoudite — et parce que Trudeau a laissé dépérir les liens avec l’Afrique créés
en 2002 par le gouvernement Chrétien, croit Jocelyn Coulon.

A Diplomat’s Worst Nightmare: The Trump Presidency
Jeremy Kinsman
Policy Magazine, Nov. 13, 2019
Watching the public hearings on the impeachment of Donald Trump is worrying on
many levels, but for a career diplomat, it’s sickening.
As a long-time Canadian Foreign Service officer and former ambassador to Russia, the
European Union and the United Kingdom, among other postings, I feel gutted over the
excruciating position that U.S. diplomats on duty in Kiev and Washington were put in
during the Trump shakedown of Ukraine. The not-only politicized but corrupt backchannels, the previously unthinkable judgment calls, the conversations you wish you’d

never heard much less been a part of: short of avoidable loss of life, the Trump doctrine
on foreign affairs is pretty much a diplomat’s worst nightmare.
Acting Ukraine Ambassador Bill Taylor was obviously not one of the “amigos” — Energy
Secretary Rick Perry, major Trump donor and EU Ambassador Gordon Sondland and
Special Envoy to Ukraine Kurt Volcker — the small cabal of operators who were
pursuing on Donald Trump’s political behalf the bullying of a vulnerable and dependent
ally in order to get political dirt on a Democratic rival back home. Taylor and his
predecessor, Marie Yovanovitch were kept out of the connivers’ plot-loop. Indeed,
Yovanovitch was summarily removed from her post because her rigorous attention to
the anti-corruption emphasis in U.S. mentoring policy toward Ukraine was inconvenient
to Trump and some of his sidekicks, who were trying to get the Ukrainian leadership to
investigate Trump’s domestic enemies, or at least to say publicly that they were doing
so.
Taylor, Yovanovitch and Deputy Assistant Secretary of State George Kent were, of
course, doing their jobs precisely as defined in the U.S. system and indeed those of most
democracies. America’s representative democracy is constructed on the notion of the
separation of powers. The State Department’s officers are part of the executive branch
but they are also part of the system of checks and balances. U.S. ambassadors are
nominated by the President but need independent confirmation from the Senate.
That recourse to congressional accountability is a reminder that in addition to serving
elected presidents, State Department officials abroad represent the country at large, its
people, its ideals and its values. The job of career diplomats through successive
administrations entails conveying those values, including the rule of law, especially in
countries in transition to democracy, such as Ukraine.
It’s not only the job of diplomats. For years, U.S. military assistance programs have
included instruction on the mandate of the military in a democracy: to be outside
politics, to serve the people and not just the commander-in-chief. These programs were
vital for the behavioural renovation of armies of countries trying to transit from
communist regimes in the 1990s.
Ukraine’s post-Soviet path from its landmark democratic election and independence
referendum of 1991 to its Euromaidan revolution of 2013-14 and Russia’s retaliatory
annexation of Crimea put it in a special category of diplomatic focus for the United
States and, for that matter, Canada. Amid Russia’s expansionist guerrilla war in eastern
Ukraine, U.S. military support became more vital than ever, in this case with the hard
means of self-defence. Yet, military aid was withheld until the new president,
Volodymyr Zelenskiy, who was elected to end corrupt, dirty politics in Ukraine, would
agree to help Trump fuel corrupt, dirty politics in America.
This drastic inversion of America’s message to Ukraine cannot be overstated. The whole
tawdry show of presidential ego and moral emptiness confirms that there is today a
corruption in the White House every bit as corrosive as the “cancer” John Dean
observed was eating away in Nixon’s presidency in 1973.

In a healthy democratic government, honest officials can and do oppose the emergence
of bad policy ideas and pursuits. In private, in confidence, such advice, including from
senior diplomats, is delivered from a sense of duty. It is normal.
In the U.S. today, such officials are normally shut out of the personalized presidential
policy process that derides their expertise, ignores commitments to allies, and takes no
account of wider and specific realities. These professionals of sterling reputation never
expected they would one day have to testify publicly to the truth of what they witnessed
and experienced in an attempted shakedown of Ukraine’s new president. It is
outrageous that they will almost certainly undergo assault of their motives and
reputations by Donald Trump’s attack corps in Congress and in the media as a
consequence.
Hopefully, most Americans will recognize them as dedicated professional guardians of
the country’s influence and reputation. That they are bravely speaking out is a service to
the values they have represented all their working lives. It also offers some reassurance
to America’s shocked and sickened friends and partners abroad, who hope this sorry
story is just one bad act in America’s epic narrative.
Still, it is a sad state of international affairs.

Canada's weakened government faces tough choices over China
Trudeau should broaden regional ties to reduce dependence on Beijing
Phil Calvert
Nikkei Asian Review, November 01, 2019
The China-Canada relationship has deteriorated sharply since the early years of Prime
Minister Justin Trudeau's first term in government, beginning 2015, when Canada
hosted back-to-back exchanges of leaders, joined the Beijing-based Asia Infrastructure
Investment Bank and discussed a potential trade agreement.
The failure of Trudeau's governing Liberal party to win a parliamentary majority in
elections on October 21, then, will further complicate Ottawa's troubled relations with
Beijing, likely accelerating Canadian attempts to diversify economic relations in Asia
while diminishing the country's strength in its standoff with telecoms giant Huawei.

In 2017, the expected launch of free trade talks between Canada and China fell apart
over the issue of labor rights. A year later the relationship nose-dived over the detention
of Meng Wanzhou, a Chinese Huawei executive, on a U.S. extradition warrant. This was
followed by China's retaliatory arrest of two Canadians and restrictions on imports of
Canadian canola, beef and pork.
These developments have led to a significant hardening of Canadian attitudes toward
China, which even a resolution of the Meng issue and the release of the two arrested
Canadians would not overcome.
China's actions have also drawn attention to the efforts of the Chinese Communist
Party's United Front Work Department to influence public opinion in Canada, including
through some Chinese students and local organizations. This has seriously damaged
China's image in Canada, as in other countries with a significant Chinese presence, such
as Australia and New Zealand.
Trudeau's reelected minority government, which will have to rely on the support of
smaller parties to retain power, will find a series of difficult decisions that have divided
Canadian public opinion have now become more complicated.
In particular, this hardening of opinion will affect Trudeau's decision on Huawei's
application to supply fifth-generation, or 5G, wireless infrastructure equipment. The
government delayed a decision until after the election, and is under strong pressure
from parts of the business community to approve the project.
But it faces equally powerful opposition from public opinion, which favors the
Australian approach of banning Huawei infrastructure on security grounds.
Trudeau will have to balance hostile public opinion against the reality that China
remains Canada's second-largest trading partner. But any move to approve the project
while the two Canadians remain under arrest in China would provoke a fierce public and
parliamentary backlash. It could also damage Canada's security ties with the U.S. and

other partners -- the U.K., Australia and New Zealand -- in the Five Eyes intelligence
sharing arrangement.
Given the difficulty of improving ties with China the Liberals should step up efforts to
reduce Canada's dependence on trade with China by diversifying economic relations in
Asia. At the least, Ottawa must continue to pursue membership of the 18-member East
Asia Summit, which includes the U.S. and Russia. Some member states are sceptical
that Ottawa has yet to demonstrate a sustained commitment to the region.
The Business Council of Canada is urging closer ties with Japan, which would be a
strategically important move, especially given Tokyo's role in North Asian security and a
recent U.S.-Japan trade agreement.
Canada and Japan are both members of the 11-country Comprehensive and Progressive
Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership, and Ottawa should pursue stronger economic
ties with other CPTPP partners and emerging candidates such as Thailand and Taiwan.
The economic dynamism of the 10-country Association of Southeast Asian Nations and
the group's growing strategic importance in the face of Chinese expansionism also
warrants more attention from Canada.
Discussions about a trade agreement with ASEAN started during Trudeau's first term,
and concluding such an agreement would deliver real results -- not least because small
and medium-sized Canadian companies would find competition less fierce and
resource-intensive than in China.
If Canada paid greater attention to marketing its education sector in Southeast Asia,
particularly in Singapore and Thailand, this could bring more ASEAN students to
Canada and more diversity to Canada's international student population.
Trudeau could well garner support from other parties in parliament for most of these
Asian initiatives and for the Trans Mountain oil pipeline, which would boost Canadian
oil exports to Asia. He could count on the Conservatives, the second largest party, here,

but it is opposed by the New Democratic Party, Trudeau's potential partner in
government, and environmentalists.
At the same time, he would also come under greater public and parliamentary pressure
to take a tougher line against Chinese interference in Canada, and to speak out more
forcefully on human rights issues, including showing greater support for pro-reform
protesters in Hong Kong and the oppressed Uighur minority in China's Xinjiang
province.
Such moves would further antagonize Beijing, making the resolution of bilateral
disputes even more difficult. This means Trudeau needs a more comprehensive
approach to economic and diplomatic relations in the region to attract public support
and offer a potential exit route from Canada's China dilemma.

La Révolution de velours a 30 ans; souvenirs d’un témoin québécois
privilégié à Prague
Pierre Guimond
Le Soleil, 9 novembre 2019
TÉMOIGNAGE / Pour plusieurs dans notre région, la Tchécoslovaquie
rime avec les frères Statsny, nés à Bratislava et qui ont fui leur pays en
août 1980 pour venir s’établir ici. Les motifs de leur départ et la façon
plutôt rocambolesque avec lequel il s’est déroulé pour Peter et Anton
témoignent de ce qu’était ce pays dans ces années-là.
Le 17 novembre prochain, Tchèques et Slovaques célèbreront le trentième anniversaire
de la Révolution de velours qui a vu s’effondrer, chez eux comme dans les autres pays
d’Europe centrale, le joug des régimes communistes établis par l’Union soviétique au
lendemain de la Deuxième Guerre mondiale. Tous ces pays étaient loin d’être les
paradis des travailleurs dont se targuaient leurs idéologues. En fait, trois options se
présentaient aux citoyens de ces pays: se soumettre, comme la majorité, fuir, comme
nos hockeyeurs, ou alors résister, et en payer le prix.
«En fait, le meilleur métier qu’on peut se voir imposer dans ce pays où un travail est à
la fois un droit et une obligation, c’est celui de chauffeur de fournaise. On travaille
deux heures par jour à remplir la fournaise de charbon, matin et soir, et ensuite on
peut vraiment faire la promotion de la démocratie». Celui qui m’éclairait ainsi sur le
régime en place dès mon arrivée à Prague comme jeune diplomate canadien en août
1988 se nommait Petr Uhl.

Uhl était un dissident politique assez singulier dans la Tchécoslovaquie de 1988. Non
seulement parlait-il un excellent français, mais c’était aussi le plus «à gauche» des
opposants les plus en vue du régime communiste à Prague. «Méfie-toi», m’avait-on
prévenu, moi nouvel arrivant dans ma première affectation à l’étranger. «Un
Trotskyste dans un pays communiste», ce n’est pas simple, même au pays de Franz
Kafka.
Ce gauchiste, tout comme Vaclav Havel et des dizaines d’autres, faisait partie des
dissidents que mon métier m’a permis de côtoyer durant mon séjour de deux ans à
Prague.
Un premier poste à l’étranger pour un diplomate est toujours une aventure
particulièrement excitante. On quitte le confort du pays, parents et amis, pour un
séjour de deux ou trois ans dans un pays qu’on n’a souvent même pas visité avant.
Dans ce cas-ci, il s’agissait surtout d’un pays «ennemi» de la guerre froide sévissant
alors entre l’Ouest et l’Est.
Dès mon arrivée, avec mon épouse, nous avons rapidement constaté que cette période
de notre vie serait très différente de ce que nous avions vécu auparavant. L’accueil que
nous réservaient les services de la Sécurité d’État (ou police politique) en postant, dès
les premiers jours, deux agents en civil faisant semblant de téléphoner dans la cabine
en face de notre appartement ne trompait pas. Ni les signes évidents d’intrusions
régulières dans celui-ci, en notre absence, afin de vérifier le fonctionnement de micros
dissimulés ici et là. Ces pressions s’intensifiaient d’ailleurs à la veille d’importantes
manifestations pour bien décourager notre participation comme témoins de ce qui
allait inévitablement dégénérer à cause de la violence policière.
Habituel dans les ambassades canadiennes ou étrangères, mon mandat allait être de
suivre, entre autres, les dossiers de «politique intérieure». Mais, dans les pays «de
l’Est», ce rôle devenait assez unique en ce sens que pour bien comprendre cette
situation intérieure, et faire rapport au gouvernement canadien, il fallait aller au-delà
des nouvelles et analyses que fournissait la propagande d’État. Cela voulait dire entrer
en contact avec «la dissidence».
+

Pierre Guimond avec Vaclav Havel et Sasha Vondra après l’élection de
Havel comme président de la Tchécoslovaquie.
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Pour les diplomates canadiens à Prague dans les années 1980, assister aux
manifestations, en faire rapport et protester au gouvernement communiste contre la
violation des droits de parole, ne suffisait pas si on voulait vraiment faire la promotion
des principes canadiens de démocratie et de justice sociale.
Or, il s’avérait que de nombreux membres de la communauté tchécoslovaque au
Canada, exilés politiques depuis les années 1970 pour plusieurs d’entre eux,
maintenaient des contacts avec des dissidents dans leur mère-patrie. Ou plutôt
tentaient de maintenir ces contacts à travers la censure appliquée par le régime
communiste dans toute correspondance avec l’étranger.
Au premier chef de ce groupe d’exilés tchèques au Canada se trouvait Josef Skvorecky.
Romancier célèbre dans son pays, mais aussi «sujet d’intérêt» par la police politique,
Skvorecky finit par profiter d’un visa de sortie pour les États-Unis en 1969 pour se
réfugier à Toronto et y mener, en parallèle à un poste de professeur de littérature à
l’Université de Toronto, une carrière d’éditeur en créant, en 1971, la maison «68
Publishers». Cet éditeur se spécialisait dans la publication d’auteurs tchèques exilés ou
réduits au silence par le régime, dont le plus célèbre était Vaclav Havel, mais aussi
Milan Kundera et bien d’autres.
Les liens entre le Canada et la Tchécoslovaquie étaient donc trop étroits pour qu’un
jour quelqu’un n’eût l’idée qu’il était insuffisant, et dangereux, de faire sortir des
manuscrits d’écrivains tchèques comme Havel (dont le traducteur en anglais était le
Torontois Paul Wilson) cachés dans des valises de touristes. L’ambassade canadienne
«peut-elle aider»? «Bien sûr que non», était la réponse officielle, les conventions
internationales interdisant que la célèbre valise diplomatique ne serve à autre chose
qu’à de la correspondance officielle entre une mission diplomatique et son pays.
«Mais, alors, les diplomates eux-mêmes ne sortent-ils pas régulièrement de

Tchécoslovaquie pour faire des courses à l’étranger afin de se procurer des denrées
non disponibles dans ce pays communiste?» «De par leur statut, on ne fouille pas les
voitures diplomatiques, n’est-ce pas?»
Même trente ans après cette période, il reste quand même quelques secrets qui ne
peuvent être révélés de la pratique diplomatique et les bonnes relations entre États
suggèrent la discrétion entre ce qui se fait et ne se fait pas, entre ce qui se dit, et qui se
fait… Peu importe le moyen, le fait est que pendant des décennies et jusqu’à il y a
trente ans ce mois-ci, le Canada était devenu le plus grand centre de la véritable
littérature tchécoslovaque au monde. À tel point que l’ambassade canadienne à
Prague, un an après la chute du régime communiste, organisait à la Bibliothèque
nationale tchèque une exposition rétrospective de tous les livres interdits sous l’ancien
régime et publiés, en très grande partie, au Canada, une façon de redonner aux
Tchèques et Slovaques une partie de leur histoire culturelle propre dont 43 ans de
communisme les avaient privés.
Avec la venue des frères Statsny à Québec, il y a certainement pour le petit gars de la
basse-ville de Québec une raison supplémentaire de célébrer ce trentième anniversaire
du retour.
“

The Space Force be with you: Canada and the non-weaponization of space
Paul Meyer
The Hill Times, November 25, 2019
Those concerned with outer space currently faces something of a paradox. Space has
never been more important for global prosperity and well-being, yet It has never seen
such little effort to secure this unique realm through international cooperation.
While currently some 2000 satellites are in operation, providing a myriad of services
from telecommunications to remote sensing; exponential growth in the use of space is
imminent.
With new private space entities leading the way, taking advantage of radically reduced
satellite manufacturing and launch costs, mega “constellations” of satellites (some
16,000 over the next decade) will be placed in low earth orbit, permitting global
broadband Internet access among other applications.
The 1967 Outer Space Treaty, with its designation of outer space as a “global commons”
exempt from any claims of sovereignty and its stipulation that space activity be for
“peaceful purposes” and “for the benefit and interests of all countries” has provided the
international legal foundation for this peaceful exploitation of space. With a 109 states
parties the treaty has been a bulwark against adventurism in space. Its prohibition on

stationing weapons of mass destruction in space or militarizing the moon or other
celestial bodies has underscored the treaty’s vision of space as a realm for international
cooperation (think of the International Space Station and its multinational crew) rather
than an arena for confrontation.
Regrettably, the Outer Space Treaty seems to be fading from the consciousness of
states. Instead of appreciative references to it we are encountering in official US
statements, a leading space power, a depiction of outer space as a “war-fighting domain”
one in which the pursuit of military “dominance” is the aim. The Trump Administration
is moving to create a new “Space Force” as an independent entity within the military.
Russia, China and India all major space powers are taking their own military actions in
light of this altered situation. An ominous development has been the renewed testing of
anti-satellite weapons (ASAT) after a quarter of a century hiatus in state pursuit of this
capability. In 2007 and 2008, China and the US respectively demonstrated an ASAT
capability, with India joining this “club” with its own test in March 2019. Debris from
such destructive weapons can wreak havoc in the earth orbits that are increasingly been
sought for the expanded “constellations” and could render some orbits unsafe for
operations. Other potent “counter space” capabilities are reportedly being developed by
these rival space powers, while trading accusations that it is “the other guy” who is
responsible for militarizing outer space.
Normally, one would expect that at such a time of rising tensions among key space
powers, other members of the international community, notably its “middle powers”
would step forward to try and prevent a descent into conflict. Unfortunately, there has
been scant evidence of such diplomatic leadership being exercised by others. A UN
Group of Governmental Experts that concluded a report this March on possible legal
elements of an international agreement to prevent an arms race in outer space was
unable to release its findings due to the last-minute objection of the US representative.
A Sino-Russian draft treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer
Space has languished for a decade at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, itself a
moribund forum that hasn’t been able to agree on a program of work for 20 years. The
US has been strongly critical of the Sino-Russian draft accord, but has offered no
alternative proposals of its own. The EU dropped in 2015 a promising initiative it had
for an International Code of Conduct for space activities when it ran into resistance
from non-European space players.
If the newly elected Canadian Government is looking for a foreign policy initiative
extremely relevant to the national (and global) interest, it might consider demonstrating
some leadership in shoring up the sagging regime for sustaining space security. In an
earlier era, Canada was noted for its constructive diplomacy on outer space and was a
vocal champion of the goal of the non-weaponization of outer space. At the UN General
Assembly session this fall, Canada stated that “it would support a multilateral solution
to address ASAT tests and thereby increase confidence and transparency among outer
space actors”. This expression of concern is commendable, it would be even more so if
Canada didn’t merely support a solution, but offered up one of its own.

Canada ought to bolster its trade relationships beyond the U.S. and China
Colin Robertson
The Globe and Mail, November 13, 2019
Trade diversification – meaning looking beyond the U.S. and China – should be the top
priority for the new minority Trudeau government.
Selling the Canadian brand and our goods and services requires effort at every level of
government. Success will generate jobs and income, build trust and bolster national
unity.
Seventy-five per cent of our exports go to the United States. We receive about 18 per
cent of their exports, meaning that we rely more on the U.S. than they rely on us. It’s a
dependence that U.S. President Donald Trump exploits. We don’t get the world price for
our oil and gas because without pipelines to tidewater, we really only have one buyer.
Passage of the new North American free trade agreement won’t change this overdependence. NAFTA gives us a partial shield, but U.S. protectionism is as old as the
Republic. And Mr. Trump loves tariffs.
China is lifting the curbs on our beef and pork exports. It’s a good start for new
ambassador Dominic Barton, but it likely had as much to do with the Chinese
government’s need to make up the shortfall caused by Asian swine flu. Our canola
remains embargoed, and the detention of the two Michaels and China’s human-rights
record have significantly soured Canadian attitudes toward China, according to recent
polling by Pew Research Center and the University of British Columbia.

For both Chinese President Xi Jinping and Mr. Trump, trade is a geopolitical weapon
based on a “reciprocity” that will always tilt in their favour. Canada needs to look at
other markets. We should start by better utilizing our free-trade partnerships.
We have bilateral deals with countries such as South Korea and Israel, as well as big
multilateral deals – the Comprehensive and Progressive Trans Pacific Partnership and
the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement with the European Union –
negotiated by both the Harper and Trudeau governments with deep provincial
involvement. This should make it easier for Mr. Trudeau to persuade Opposition Leader
Andrew Scheer and the provincial premiers to participate in what needs to be regular
visits to our free-trade partners.
Official visits are especially important in the Asian market to open doors and close deals.
In the past, minority governments went years without seeing ministers. This leaves an
impression of inconsistency and uncertainty about what the next change in government
means. Liberals and Conservatives agree on the importance of trade. So do provincial
premiers, regardless of their political stripe.

The leaders’ first visit should start in Tokyo, with side trips to Seoul and Ho Chi Minh
City, and then to Brussels, with side trips to London, Paris and Berlin. It will deliver a
message that Canadians are united when it comes to open trade and investment. Mr.
Trudeau also needs to re-visit Delhi with Alberta Premier Jason Kenney and
Saskatchewan’s Scott Moe to market our agri-food, including canola, and smart-energy
technology.
Canadians are blessed. We have abundant resources and a diverse, well-educated work
force constantly renewed through smart immigration. Our trade commissioner service is
good and we’re improving our export financing services
But Canada is falling behind in global competitiveness. We have a poor record in
utilizing our trade deals. We continue to slip down the ladder, according to the World
Economic Forum’s competitiveness index.
Once in the top 10, Canada is now ranked 14th, burdened by too much red tape (we rank
38th), a complicated legal system (we rank 24th) and a tax system needing reform (we
rank 45th). Our transportation infrastructure needs work (we rank 32nd).
A recent Brookings report concluded that our advanced industries lag significantly
behind those of the U.S. Nor is it just a matter of keeping up with Uncle Sam. It’s
keeping up with the rest of the world. We claim to be open for business, but as the
Public Policy Forum points out, foreign investment has grown by just 2 per cent a year,
compared with the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development average
of 7 per cent.
It’s not as though we don’t have road maps to help us. There is lots of considered advice,
including from the Business Council of Canada and the Canadian Chamber of
Commerce.
Canada can compete, but we need our political leaders working together, not bickering.
Advancing shared trade goals is the place to begin.

The Aramco IPO is a referendum on Saudi Arabia
Dennis Horak
The Globe and Mail, November 5, 2019
The long-awaited announcement by Saudi Arabia that it will put part of the world’s
largest oil company, Saudi Aramco, up for sale next month will have global investors
crunching numbers in eager anticipation. But the sale will be more than a simple
financial transaction. It will also be, in many respects, a referendum on Saudi Arabia
itself. For investors, the range of political challenges facing the Kingdom will be equally
decisive in assessing whether betting on Saudi Arabia makes sense.

Regional factors will play strongly into the equation, with ongoing Saudi-Iran tensions
featuring most prominently in investor calculations. While Persian Gulf volatility is
nothing new, it escalated to heightened levels this summer with Iranian attacks on oiltanker traffic and an Aramco oil refinery. Iran has made it clear that it is willing to risk
direct conflict and to disrupt the international oil market if its own oil industry
continues to be hampered by international sanctions. It was an unprecedented level of
brinkmanship that has, so far, gone without a response.
While the deployment of additional U.S. military personnel to Saudi Arabia could give
Iran pause going forward, the Trump administration’s willingness to engage in defence
of its allies is very much in question these days.
The Aramco share offer could provide Tehran with a new incentive to escalate tensions.
The Iranians would like nothing more than an Aramco initial public offering (IPO) that
fell flat; it would embarrass their Saudi rivals and provide an additional pressure point.
Well-timed additional military action would do just that.
Uncertainty is not confined to the Persian Gulf. Mass demonstrations currently roiling
Iraq and Lebanon will remind investors of the risks posed by potentially contagious
instability in the neighbourhood. Their demands for improved governance and less
corruption will resonate across the region, including the Gulf.
While Saudi Arabia has launched a far-reaching program of important social and
economic reforms under its Vision 2030 program (of which the Aramco sale is a key
part), the process of transforming the economy and making it less dependent on oil and
imported foreign labour has created short-term hardships for millions of ordinary
Saudis. The Aramco sale will provide needed funds to help with the transition. The
benefits will take time to fully realize, raising internal pressures in the short run. While
Saudi citizens can be bought-off for a time, their patience for change is not without
limits.
But international commentators have raised questions about Saudi stability for decades.
The Saudi royal family does two things well: Pump oil and protect themselves. Despite
the current challenges, that is unlikely to change.
Potential investors in Aramco will also be looking closely at the Saudi leadership, most
particularly the Crown Prince, Mohammad bin Salman. MBS, as he is known, is an
enigma. He is the driving force behind a reform effort that has produced real benefits,
especially for women, since it was launched. He has neutered the conservative religious
establishment with the goal of making the Kingdom a “normal country.”
But MBS has also cracked down hard on political dissent – real and imagined. He
reportedly ordered the brutal murder of journalist Jamal Khashoggi, and he has
arbitrarily jailed supposed political opponents, including women’s-rights activists who
pushed hard for the changes he has implemented. He is the face of the humanitarian
disaster caused by the war in Yemen.

Ethical international investors may have a problem pouring money into MBS’s coffers
given his record, but there are likely more than enough potential IPO suitors who are
more than willing to overlook the Crown Prince’s occasional but horrific personal lapses.
More troubling, though, may be the questions his behaviour has raised about his
leadership capabilities and, ultimately, his longevity. Given the nature of Saudi society,
if you are investing in Aramco, you are investing in MBS. Given his demonstrated
impetuousness and unpredictability, including the bizarre round-up and shake down of
the Saudi business elite and royal relatives at the Ritz-Carlton in Riyadh in an apparent
anti-corruption drive in 2017, he is a risky investment.
While MBS is likely to remain in power and eventually succeed his father as king, and
his reform efforts are almost certainly so well entrenched and necessary that they would
likely survive even if he doesn’t, his volatility makes the risk of leadership-uncertainty a
continuing concern going forward.
The Aramco sale will likely succeed. Oil is still king, and Aramco is a crown jewel that
has long been out of reach. But the risks extend beyond the balance sheet.

Brexit: A Rationale, not a Defence
As the United Kingdom braces for an election that will presumably be a de facto
referendum on Brexit, former Canadian ambassador to the U.K. Jeremy Kinsman
writes that, whatever odds London’s famous bookmakers are offering, hold your
money on the outcome.
Jeremy Kinsman
Policy Magazine, October 29, 2019
Brexit: A synonym for political chaos and confusion. To ardent advocates in a divided
and embittered Britain, it represents a noble and historic national cause. Opponents
fear it will reduce the United Kingdom’s stature, prosperity, and even size, tempting
Scotland and Northern Ireland to defect from what they see as English nativism. Polls
indicate most in Britain regret the way the 2016 referendum amounted to a careless leap
in the dark, a simplistic binary choice then Prime Minister David Cameron presumably
didn’t think he would lose and hardly tried to win.
After three years and four months of confusion, conflict, delay and multiple failures to
agree on how to exit the European Union, Parliament has decided on a general election
December 12 that citizens hope can end the nightmare of stress, division and
uncertainty.

Having earlier lost his working majority in the House of Commons and been repeatedly
rebuffed by Parliament and the High Court, Prime Minister Boris Jonson sought
Parliament’s tentative backing in principle for a new exit deal. But the principle was
conditional on acceptance of opposition amendments seeking a non-member
relationship to the EU closer than hardline Brexiteers who’ve hijacked the Conservative
Party could bear. EU ex-partners, over their Brexit remorse and keen to re-focus on
reforming the bloc to meet the expectations of its 450 million remaining citizens, agreed
to a final extension of Article 50, the divorce mechanism of the Treaty on European
Union, until January 31.
So, Johnson, who has opened up a surprising lead in the polls, wants the election to win
an outright parliamentary majority, enabling him to “Get Brexit Done” his way. But the
Fixed-Term Parliaments Act of 2011 stipulates a two-thirds majority to call a snap
election. Distrusted in Parliament as a flip-flopping exhibitionist, Johnson’s blithe selfconfidence merits discounting. He has over-played every hand he has held since party
faithful chose him for PM based on his apparent winnability.
But he won support to proceed December 12 from the third-party Liberal Democrats
and the Scottish Nationalists both of which support “remain” and see themselves
trending as refuges for voters repelled by both Opposition Leader Jeremy Corbyn’s
truculent “old Labour” socialism and by the Conservatives’ right-wing nationalism.
Having withheld agreement until a no-deal Brexit bill was off the table, Corbyn then
joined in. Under-35s, looking to their future, overwhelmingly support “remain” parties.
Over-55s, perhaps out of nostalgia, overwhelmingly support the Tories and “leave.” Hold
your bets on the outcome.
Is the Brexit saga part of a global populist trend? Or is it a political phenomenon specific
to grievances felt in the British Isles? Brexit supporters do share some grievances felt by
anti-establishment voters elsewhere, over immigration, and feeling left behind
economically, especially in comparison to London elites.
But the primary driver is specifically British, or more accurately, English, individualism,
enveloped in an over-arching cloak of “identity” — the gut feeling the English just aren’t
European by history or social inclination.
The historic postwar European political project to end the continent’s murderous wars
never resonated the same way in Britain, where culture provides a constant bath of
nostalgic and often mythic dramatizations of the distinct British winner’s role in WW II.
This may explain Cameron’s reticence in the referendum campaign to praise the historic
merits of the EU project. By ignoring its epochal and existential achievement of pooling
sovereignty for the common good, he gave Brexit opponents a free run to depict it as a
threat. They called for reclaiming “control” — of “our own borders, currency, and laws.”
The reality is that Britain had kept control, having opted out of communitarian and
ambitious EU projects such as the Schengen common travel space, the euro and the
European social contract. U.K. motivation for joining the European Community in the
1960s was almost exclusively mercantilist. Once in, the U.K. generally resisted further

deepening of substantive EU cooperation beyond commerce, while promoting
accelerated widening of EU membership, thereby diluting the union, and the weight in it
of Germany and France. Yet, over time, British officials became a vital force inside the
EU system. The EU sailed more strongly internationally because of U.K. membership, as
did the U.K. because of the leverage the EU provided.
But Tony Blair, originally an EU advocate, chose to line the U.K. up with the U.S. by
fronting the phony U.S. case for the catastrophic 2003 joint invasion of Iraq. He thereby
aggressively opened an EU split between “old” Europe which mostly deplored this
U.S./U.K. war of choice, and “new” Europe, ex-Soviet bloc entrants more inclined to
look to the U.S. for security. After Blair’s reputation in Britain plummeted, Labour
entrusted new leadership to the most “un-Blair” “old Labour” hands available —
eventually Jeremy Corbyn’s — accelerating polarization of U.K. politics and the
evisceration of the centre, the place where compromise thrives.
Despite Britain’s robust separation of powers, Johnson attempted to push through a
harsh Brexit. He was stymied by parliament and the High Court. His hints at a populist
Brexit election campaign for the people and against London’s elitist institutions seem
inspired by the populist authoritarian playbook. Hope persists that an election, and if
necessary (if Johnson fails to win a majority), a second referendum will restore the body
politic’s ability to compromise, which the Brexit crisis eroded.
Whatever happens, relationships inside the country, and with ex-European partners
(with which a more difficult negotiation on a new relationship lies ahead), will likely
suffer. But the tortured saga at least provides a valuable cautionary tale to others in
the EU itself where populist nationalism has also been fueled by identity issues.
In the transitional post-Cold War 90s, former members of the Soviet bloc sought to fill
the void left by communist evacuation by nationalist recourse to ethnic solidarity, old
values and cultural traditions. At first, Western capitals and the early, humanistic postcommunist leaders rationalized the look to the past as a nation-rebuilding phase that
would pass. But opportunistic populist politicians exploited the emotive nationalist
wave, gaining power via divisive majoritarian and often ethnic and sectarian messaging
to “the people.” Under a banner of “democratic illiberalism,” Hungary’s Viktor Orban
stoked opposition to immigrants, denouncing oversight by a secular and remote EU
hierarchy he maintained kept the country down.
Beyond the EU, populist strongmen like Erdogan, Duterte, Bolsonaro, and, of course,
Putin, ditched ideology in favour of personal power, hobbling the checks and balances
representative democracies vitally erect to prevent excessive executive control — a
robust parliament, independent courts, and a vigilant press.
Obviously, the U.S. is undergoing a similar collision between an expansive, impulsive,
populist and nationalist executive and Congress, in a divided society, amplified by a
distorted social media environment that fosters disrespect for traditional centres of
expertise, authority, and even scientific evidence. A decisive political battle is
underway.

It’s fashionable in the populist political world, for protagonists like Trump, Steve
Bannon, Dominic Cummings, or Matteo Salvini, to vaunt political competition as a form
of war between antagonistic sides. It has been a recurring and destructive theme since
populist plebs faced off against elitist tribunes in the earliest days of the Roman
Republic. Canadians believed our political culture was immune to nativist populism.
The surge of identity politics via the Bloc Québécois probably does have more to do with
Canadian regional specificity.
Our courts retain authority and credibility. Inclusivity still reigns as Canada’s overarching civic theme, and anti-immigrant messages got little traction in our election.
Federalism provides a check and balance against over-powered majority regimes in
Ottawa. But if untreated, reanimated Western alienation could prove toxic, especially if
provincial leaders are tempted to run against Ottawa in the style of European national
leaders who habitually ran at home against Brussels, undermining public support for
the EU itself. The election’s minority government outcome is an opportunity to
strengthen our democratic institutions and processes, especially after a derisive and
negative campaign.
One Canadian check and imbalance cries out for repair. The Liberal majority
government elected in 2015 marginalized Parliament, over-empowering a ham-handed
Prime Minister’s Office, including at the expense of ministerial authority. We need a
cooperative parliamentary culture, especially to contribute usefully to a consortium of
like-minded democracies (hopefully including Britain) to defend liberal
internationalism against populist nationalism. It can’t be done just by signaling our
virtuous democratic credentials. As for the U.K., Canada needs to show outsiders and
ourselves that our democracy works.
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Personal Reflections: What Foreign Diplomats Need to Know about Canada
Colin Robertson
Canadian Global Affairs Institute, November 2019
Introduction
I wrote this for the annual orientation program for newly arrived diplomats put on by
the Carleton University Initiative for Parliamentary and Diplomatic
Engagement. It is also a consolidation of notes used in response to requests from
foreign diplomats for a briefing on Canada. It is a personal reflection, drawing on my
travels across every province and territory, as well as my diplomatic experience, much
of which involved working with our provincial governments. One of my assignments
also involved leading Historica Canada, dedicated to building awareness of
Canadian history and citizenship.
Canadians are a generally socially progressive but economically prudent people living in
a cold climate. Our vast and formidable geography and harsh weather breeds resilience
and perseverance against the elements. Hockey is our national sport and we think of
ourselves as a northern nation, even if most of us live within 200 miles of the U.S.
border. Practical issues like transportation and communications matter to us. Our
diversity as a people and as a place to live obliges us to practise tolerance,
accommodation and compromise. We try to govern by consent.
We must trade to ensure our prosperity, and trade requires peace and stability. For a
middle power like Canada to have impact, a rules-based order is essential. We are, by
nature and habit, multilateralists. We enjoy membership in just about every multilateral
organization going, notably the G7 and the G20; the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) and the North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD); the United
Nations (UN) and its alphabet soup of agencies; the Commonwealth and la
Francophonie; the World Trade Organization (WTO); the Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC); the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA); the

Comprehensive and Progressive Trans-Pacific Partnership (CPTPP) and the Pacific
Alliance, among others.
By necessity, we must be innovative and practical. Canadian inventions include
basketball (Go Raptors), the paint roller, the garbage bag, peanut butter, insulin,
Pablum, and the WonderBra. Yet, we are not as entrepreneurial or as good at marketing
as our U.S. neighbours.
We are patriotic, especially when our men’s or women’s national teams are playing
hockey. The economic and cultural pull tends to be north-south, toward the U.S., rather
than east-west, across Canada. This creates a certain insecurity that is accentuated by
regionalism. Reflecting that insecurity, for too long, English Canadians would define
themselves as “not Americans”.
We are officially bilingual – English and French – but proficiency beyond the public
service and parts of Montreal and New Brunswick is nowhere near European standards.
Fifty years after former prime minister Pierre Trudeau implemented bilingualism, the
percentage of Canadians claiming proficiency in both languages has only risen from 12
to 17 per cent. It is not as though our schools have not tried. French immersion is
usually the preferred program in English Canada for the middle and upper classes.

Proud of its diversity, this vast country is distinguished by its regions. To truly
understand Canada, Ottawa-based envoys need to travel to the provinces to meet our
premiers and the mayors of our major cities. While the national (or federal) government
sets the framework for trade and investment, it is the premiers and the mayors who are
closest to the reality of business. Just as all politics is local, so is business.
By temperament, we are helpful fixers and bridge-builders. This usually makes us good
at diplomacy, as long as we do not take ourselves too seriously or succumb to
preachiness. We rate high on likeability and as a desirable place to live. There is broad
support for our public health and education systems, and, unlike our southern
neighbours, we have no real allergy to taxation to pay for these public goods. But while
our social safety net and public education system compare favourably when contrasted
against those of the U.S., we know little about how the services other governments offer
their citizens compare to ours.
We do integration well, but we still have remedial work when it comes to treatment of
and reconciliation with our Indigenous peoples: the Inuit, Metis and 634 First
Nations speaking more than 50 languages.

Colony to Nation
Canada. The name comes from the Huron-Iroquoian word kanata, meaning a village
or settlement. Jacques Cartier sailed up the “rivière du Canada” – the St. Lawrence
River – in 1534 to claim the land for France. Samuel de Champlain would later use both
Canada and New France to refer to the French colony. But Canada stuck.
Canada came into its own after the British beat the French (1759-1763) and the division
(1791) into Upper Canada (Ontario) and Lower Canada (Quebec). The British North
America Act (1867) created “One Dominion under the name of Canada”. It would
be another 100 years before we got our maple leaf flag (1965) and our anthem, ‘O
Canada’, only received legislative approval in 1980. We still fiddle with the words.
At various times, the Vikings, the French and the British colonized us. The Spanish had
temporary fishing camps. The Americans invaded us during their Revolution and during
the War of 1812. American “manifest destiny” included Canada. There were Fenian
raids across the border after the American Civil War.

If we are not war-like, we certainly bred warriors. Canada came of age during the First
World War, and the Vimy Ridge Memorial is a tribute to the 61,000 who died during
that conflict. During the Second World War, if the U.S. was the arsenal of democracy,
Canada was the aerodrome, with its extensive Commonwealth air training program.
Canadians helped win the Battle of the Atlantic. By war’s end, the Royal Canadian Navy
had more vessels than it had officers when the war began, making it one of the
world’s largest fleets.
Our three oceans give Canada the world’s longest coastline, and currently, we need
more navy and coast guard capabilities. An ambitious shipbuilding initiative with
three of our shipyards is underway to both refit and launch a new vessel every year for
the next 20 years. This will give Canada a new fleet of warships and patrol ships. After
much delay, a similar exercise is underway to provide the Royal Canadian Air Force
with 88 new fighter jets.

The Constitution
We are the “peaceable kingdom,” a confederation of 10 provinces and three
territories that began in 1867, with the union of what are now Ontario, Quebec, Nova
Scotia, and New Brunswick, and continuing through to the creation of Nunavut in 1999.
Jurisdiction over responsibility for trade (shared), immigration (shared), education
(provincial), natural resources (provincial), and defence and foreign policy (federal) is
divided between the national and provincial governments and set out in the
Constitution with the judiciary – usually the Supreme Court – arbitrating on
differences.
A key feature of the federation, embedded in the Constitution, is equalization, the “the
principle of making equalization payments to ensure that provincial governments have
sufficient revenues to provide reasonably comparable levels of public services and
reasonably comparable levels of taxation." The transfers from rich to poor and the
formula and criteria that determines these transfer amounts is inevitably controversial.

Queen Elizabeth II is our hereditary monarch. We have had a monarch as head of state
since Cartier claimed Canada for France in 1534. We exchanged the French monarchy
for the British one after the Treaty of Paris in 1763. In the old parliamentary restaurant
in Centre Block (now under renovation), you used to be able to see portraits of all
Canada’s monarchs from François I to Queen Elizabeth II. Our longest reigning
monarch, Queen Elizabeth II, was the first to be crowned as Queen of Canada when she
succeeded to the throne in 1953, yet another step in Canadian independence.

Our national government aims to provide “peace, order and good government,” as
the Constitution requires. Once a parliamentary democracy, we became a constitutional
democracy with the patriation of our Constitution and adoption of the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms in 1982, thereby subjecting the will of Parliament and
the legislatures to judicial scrutiny.
We like to contrast this approach to the “life, liberty and pursuit of happiness”
celebrated by the U.S. Indeed, we like to contrast ourselves to the U.S. whenever we can,
even if to outsiders we look and sound a lot like our American neighbours, eh!

The Great White North
Canadians think of themselves as a northern people. The North is our frontier. Hockey
is the national game, and the country goes into a funk if our Olympic teams – men and
women – do not make the finals. There is great frustration that the last time a Canadian
team won the Stanley Cup was in 1993 (by the Montreal Canadiens, once the most
winning team in sports). When the important games are played, the nation is glued to its
screens.
But our attachment to the North is romantic rather than real. Canada is urban and we
live in the southern part of Canada. Few Canadians have actually travelled to our Far
North. Tourism is limited and expensive. But if you get the opportunity, take it. Many
ambassadors consider the tour of the North organized every two years by Global Affairs
the highlight of their Canadian posting.
While successive governments have all paid lip service to northern development, the
reality is that there is not much to show for all the talk. The U.S. regularly reminds us
that, if we claim sovereignty in the Arctic, we should exercise it. Former prime minister
Stephen Harper went north every summer to participate in the annual Operation
Nanook military exercise.
Northern and Indigenous youth are the most prone to disease (tuberculosis and
diabetes), alcohol and drug addiction, and suicide. Whether government policies toward
Indigenous women constitute genocide is now a subject for debate following the release
of Reclaiming Power and Place: The Final Report of the National Inquiry
into Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women and Girls.

We take pride in our Mounties – the common name given to members of the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) – although we are embarrassed by their past
behaviour toward women members. We also take pride in our mountains, maple trees
and maple syrup, and our beavers, polar bears, moose and loons.

O Canada
What is a Canadian? A bit bilingual, but certainly multicultural. Unlike the American
melting pot, Canadians are more of a kilt. Over 200 ethnic groups make up the
Canadian mosaic, giving us different accents, as well as regional, ethnic and cultural
variations.
While we constantly debate our national identity, we do have a distinctive culture. One
way to experience this is to walk through the new Canadian art collection in the splendid
National Gallery of Canada, designed by Canadian architects Moshe Safdie and Cornelia
Oberlander. The Canada collection is world class. There are also the Canadian history
galleries in the Douglas Cardinal-designed Canadian Museum of History across the
river. The children’s gallery is always popular, and the Grand Hall’s totem poles and
Pacific coast Indigenous village constitute a spectacular and popular venue for national
day celebrations.

Our iconic national artists are the Group of Seven. They are found in our national and
provincial galleries, and a visit to the McMichael Canadian Art Collection along the
Humber River in Vaughan, Ontario, is well worth it. But there is more: the photography

of the Karsh brothers; the sculptures of Bill Reid and Joe Fafard; and paintings by JeanPaul Riopelle, Jack Bush, William Kurelek, and Emily Carr.
Literary greats range from authors such as Susanna Moodie, Stephen Leacock,
Robertson Davies, Northrop Frye, Margaret Atwood, Margaret Laurence, and Alice
Munro, to popular historians such as Pierre Berton and Charlotte Gray. Almost all of
them incorporate the North in their stories.
Canadians love music. We have classical icons like Glenn Gould; jazz artists like Oscar
Peterson and Diana Krall; and crooners like Leonard Cohen, Gordon Lightfoot, Neil
Young, Michael Bublé, Joni Mitchell, and Rufus Wainwright. We also have popular
composers like David Foster, Bryan Adams, Corey Hart, and Howard Shore. Country
and western has long had an attachment for Canadians from Don Messer’s Jubilee to
Shania Twain. Then there are the pop stars from Paul Anka and Celine Dion to the
Guess Who, Tragically Hip, Drake, Arcade Fire, Feist, Blue Rodeo, and Cowboy Junkies.
Arguably, our success is partly the result of government regulations that require a
percentage of Canadian content to be broadcast, which gives vital exposure to new
artists. Watch the Junos, our annual awards for Canadian music artists, or attend the
Atlantic and Western music awards, to see new talent. If you are in Calgary, visit the
Canadian Music Centre to experience the sounds and sense of our troubadours. The
Governor General’s Performing Arts Awards, an annual gala affair at our recently
renovated National Arts Centre, is an evening celebrating Canadian cultural excellence.
My favourite poet is Robert Service – the Kipling of Canada – and you have to start with
his Cremation of Sam McGee and The Shooting of Dan McGrew. Other notable poets
include Al Purdy, Bliss Carman, Irving Layton and F.R. Scott.
Canadians have to have a sense of humour. Living in the Great White North, with Uncle
Sam as our next-door neighbour, requires an appreciation for the comic and the
capacity to laugh at ourselves as This Hour has 22 Minutes does each week on CBC.
Stephen Leacock’s sketches of small-town life in the first part of the 20th century are still
worth reading. Most of our humourists find a place on the stage or screen. They include
Dan Aykroyd, Jim Carrey, Mike Myers, Martin Short, Gilda Radner, Eugene Levy, John
Candy, Catherine O’Hara, and David Steinberg. And watch this sketch of the McKenzie
Brothers on SCTV for an insight into our cultural identity.
In most countries, it would be inconceivable for a national police force to be a revered
national symbol, but the Mounties evoke our nation-building myth.

A Compromise with Geography, Climate and Diversity
The structural challenges in Canada are geography and climate – huge, cold, and
difficult – so we put a premium on communications and transportation to keep the

country together. A former U.S. ambassador once remarked that the national
temperament goes from A to Z in the U.S., but only from F to M in Canada. We
compromise because we have had to deal with the land, our weather, and the diversity in
our peoples.
Our Fathers of Confederation purposely created a decentralized federation – the
provinces control their resources and administer health care and education. You have to
get out of Ottawa to appreciate the land and the people. You need to get to know the
premiers. They recognize the importance of international trade and economics, more so
than their national brethren.
Second only to Russia in area, Canada is a geographically big country with 5 1/2 time
zones (Newfoundland, Atlantic, Eastern, Central, Mountain, and Pacific); Saskatchewan
does not use Daylight Saving Time. It takes longer to fly to the North Pole from Toronto
than to the Equator. With 35 million people, we are the world’s 37th most populated
country, falling between Uganda and Iraq.
In terms of GDP, while we enjoy a place in the G7 thanks to the U.S., we rank 11th behind
Brazil, Italy, India, and Russia. We were instrumental in creating the G20. Protected by
the U.S. defence shield, we spend one per cent of our GDP on defence, which is only half
of what the U.S. wants from us and other NATO allies.
Canada is one of the most diverse nations. There is no majority group, although the 30
per cent claiming descent from the United Kingdom – Scots, Irish, English, and Welsh
– are the largest group. France follows with 19 per cent, and then Germany. But since
1980, the majority of our new immigrants have come from Asia. Eighty per cent of us
live in cities, and those cities are almost all located within a couple of hundred miles of
the U.S. border.

Settling Canada
We are good at integrating newcomers. We are still nation-building, and we resettle with
little resistance some 300,000-plus immigrants and refugees every year, a number
equivalent to almost one per cent of our population.
To some extent, Canada was settled by the dispossessed. The Indigenous First Nations
lost land first to the short-staying Vikings, and then to French and English colonization.
After the French were defeated at the Battle of the Plains of Abraham in 1759, the ruling
elite went back to France, while the “habitants” stayed. Having lost the other 13 colonies
to the American revolutionaries in 1783, the British had learned something about
compromise. So they guaranteed French language rights, as well as the preservation of
the civil code and religious freedom for the predominately Catholic French-Canadians.
The American War of Independence also brought the next wave of settlers. The losing
British Loyalists fled north and more than doubled the soon-to-be Canadian population
in the process, settling along the St. Lawrence in Ontario and Quebec, as well as in New
Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward Island.

Then came the poorest from the British Isles – Scots displaced by foreclosure and Irish
fleeing famine. Canada was the cheapest fare for those who could not afford Boston or
New York, so they came to Quebec, Montreal or Halifax. Grosse Isle on the St.
Lawrence, upriver from Quebec City, is the largest graveyard outside of Ireland for those
thousands who fled the 1840s Great Famine and died of typhoid and other diseases.
We built our national railway with Chinese (whom we then sent home) and Scots-Irish
immigrants. We settled the West with “stalwart peasants” in sheepskin coats with
large families from Eastern Europe, including Ukrainians, Germans, Poles and
Russians. Those who claim Ukrainian descent form 3.9 per cent of the population,
which explains our continuing interest in Ukraine. By comparison, our Indigenous
population stands at four per cent.
But open migration only went so far. We once applied a head tax on Chinese migrants
and discouraged Asian migration until the mid 20th century. Today, Asian migrants –
Chinese, Indians, Filipinos – make up almost half of our annual intake. And they
integrate themselves well into Canadian society. There were more Sikhs in Prime
Minister Justin Trudeau’s original cabinet than in its Indian counterpart.
After both world wars, we welcomed many from Eastern and Southern Europe,
including Italians and Greeks, as well as Jews and other displaced persons. Poles,
Hungarians, and Czechs followed after their failed insurrections. Later came Ismaili
Asians who had been thrown out of Idi Amin’s Uganda, over 100,000 Vietnamese boat
people, and then refugees from Chile and Central America, Haiti, and more recently
Somalia, the Middle East, especially Afghanistan.
Trudeau promised a home to 25,000 Syrians during the 2015 election. Canada has since
taken in more than 60,000, many of them under private sponsorship from
communities, churches and other groups. Refugees arriving via private sponsorship
integrate more quickly because of the sponsors’ personal involvement.
The Aga Khan looked over the world and established his Centre for Pluralism in Canada.
And we have to make pluralism work. Half the population of Toronto was born outside
of Canada and Vancouver, Calgary and Montreal have populations with about 40 per
cent born outside of Canada.

Resources: “Quelques arpents de neige”

Our natural resources are our national patrimony, vital to our economy and our
inheritance to the next generation. The French philosopher Voltaire dismissed Canada
as “quelques arpents de neige” – a few acres of snow. In the horse-trading of the colonial
war, France chose Martinique and Guadeloupe for their sugar over Canada’s fur and
fish.
Using our resources well and conserving them matters to Canadians. Take energy, worth
about 11 per cent of our GDP. Canada is the sixth largest energy producer, the fifth
largest net exporter and the eighth largest consumer.
Or our agrifood industry. Canada is the fifth largest agricultural exporter in the world.
Canada is the world’s number one producer and exporter of fresh and frozen wild
blueberries. There are enough apples produced in Canada for every Canadian to
consume 10 kilograms per year –almost 100 apples per person.
Canada is the world’s largest producer and exporter of lentils and peas, and the
world’s largest producer of high-protein milling wheat. Canada is also the number one
canola-producing and exporting country in the world. Canola oil is used for salad
dressing, marinades, margarine, biofuel, printer ink, adhesives, and cosmetics. Canada
exports approximately 90 per cent of its canola as seed, oil, or meal to over 50 markets
around the world. Canola seeds are crushed to create meal (56 per cent) and oil (44 per
cent). Meal is used for high-protein livestock feed.
Where’s the beef? In 2018, Canada produced 1.3 million tonnes of beef and veal, and is
the fifth largest global exporter of beef and cattle. And it takes 29 per cent fewer cattle
in the breeding herd and 24 per cent less land to produce the same amount of beef
in 2011 compared to 1981. As the world’s third largest pork exporter, Canada exports
to more than 90 countries.
But the distribution is unequal. Overlay politics and the original design of Confederation
and you have the resource politics of the country laid out. Overlay population and you
have the power balances and power conflicts within Canada.

Our fisheries are located off our coasts. The cod fishery in the Atlantic that sustained us
for centuries is still recovering from over-fishing.
Hydro is significant in four provinces. Oil is mostly in Alberta and Saskatchewan, with
natural gas also there and in British Columbia, offshore Newfoundland, in the Far
North, Newfoundland and Labrador, Quebec, and Manitoba. Coal is abundant in
Alberta, Saskatchewan, and Ontario. The Prairie Provinces, our traditional breadbasket,
now produce as much pulse and lentils for overseas markets as wheat and barley, and
our canola has become a major export crop.

A Trading Nation but Not Yet a Nation of Traders
We must trade to ensure prosperity, but, while we are a trading nation, we still do not
have free trade within Canada. This is the unfinished business of Confederation. Nor
are we yet a nation of global corporations. Whenever we develop any, they seem either
to run into financial or product trouble – SNC Lavalin and Bombardier – or get taken
over – Nortel, BlackBerry, Inco, Falconbridge, and Barrick.
Our relative competitiveness is declining, despite government efforts, including the
creating of superclusters. The sense that we go for bronze when we should go for gold
is a source of concern especially when it comes to government procurement, regulatory
overload and our overall tax burden as identified in the annual reports of the World

Economic Forum. It is the subject of recent focus by our leading business associations,
the Business Council of Canada, the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, and
the Public Policy Forum.
The U.S. is our biggest market, but this dependence comes at a price, especially for our
oil and gas which are both sold at a discounted price. We need to diversify our trade and
increase the number of Canadian companies that export. We need to make better use of
the people-to-people relationships. Our active, global immigration adds about one per
cent to our population each year and this adds to our people-to-people ties.

National Unity
Concern over Quebec’s separation from Canada has been a permanent feature of
Canadian history since we were a British colony. The conscription crises in both world
wars divided French and English Canada. Violence flared during the 1960s, most
notably with the Front de libération du Québec (FLQ) and the 1970 October Crisis, the
latter being considered either Pierre Trudeau’s finest hour or a black moment for civil
liberties.
The election of the Parti Quebecois in 1976 and the adoption of French language-only
laws in Quebec pushed the separatist movement from terrorism to a democratic party
that governed from the left. There were two referendums on Quebec separation – in
1980 and 1995. During the 1990s, the federal Bloc Québécois went to Ottawa with
official party status (including a stint as Official Opposition from 1993 to 1997 while the
right was divided).
For now, separatism is in hibernation. Pierre Trudeau thought immigration would take
care of it but, aside from Montreal, most immigrants settle outside of Quebec. After the
Second World War, Quebec accounted for almost 1/3 of the Canadian population, but
today it is closer to 1/5.
Power and population have moved west. Toronto is now our premier city. Calgary has
more head offices than Montreal. The last census gave 15 new parliamentary seats to
Ontario, six each to B.C. and Alberta, and only three to Quebec.
The rumblings on the national unity front now also come from the West, especially oilrich Alberta, with its discontent over resource policy and climate policies.
Canadian populism was initially farmer- and worker-based, with their intellectuals
drawing from the U.S. and U.K. experiences (and in Quebec from France). In recent
years, populist discontent generated both the left-wing NDP (and its predecessor, the
Co-operative Commonwealth Federation party) and, on the right, the current
Conservative Party. The latter was born out of the Reform and then Canadian Alliance
parties, in reaction to the more centrist Progressive Conservative Party of former prime
minister Brian Mulroney.
As provinces asserted their constitutional powers after the Second World War,
differences would be addressed at meetings of the first ministers – the prime minister in
the chair with the premiers and sometimes First Nations leaders.
These conferences became a feature of Canadian federalism, especially in the years
before and after the 1982 patriation of the Constitution from the U.K. and subsequent
efforts at constitutional reform, known as Meech Lake and Charlottetown. After initial
meetings, both Harper and Trudeau have preferred to deal with premiers one-on-one
rather than as a collective.

For their part, the premiers meet annually in the Council of the Federation to look
at shared interests. Indigenous leaders also have their own forum (Assembly of First
Nations). This usually involves pressing the federal government for more money and
powers.

The U.S.A. ...
The U.S. is more than a country, it is a civilization. As Pierre Trudeau once observed:
“Living next to you is in some ways like sleeping with an elephant. No matter how
friendly and even-tempered the beast is, if I can call it that, one is affected by every
twitch and grunt.”
We were the 14th colony in British North America and the U.S. Articles of
Confederation provide for Canada’s accession to the Union. From the American
Revolution until the turn of the 20th century, there was always a fear that the U.S. would
absorb Canada, either through manifest destiny or by invasion, as occurred during the
U.S. War of Independence, the War of 1812 when the U.S. troops burned York (now
Toronto), and then after the Civil War when Fenians made unsuccessful incursions.
Prime ministers have three permanent files on their desks: ensuring the nation’s
political and economic security; preserving national unity; and managing the U.S.
relationship. Our relationship with the U.S. is always tricky, but the one relationship
that a prime minister has to get right is that with the president of the United States.
Donald Trump, with his penchant for tweets and tariffs, presents a special challenge.
Protected first by Britain and the Royal Navy, since 1938 we have a series of
understandings and formal alliances with the U.S., including the Permanent Joint Board
on Defence (PJBD), the Five Eyes, NATO and NORAD.
In terms of foreign policy, for Canada it is “America First” – in trade, security and
people-to-people relations. More than 400,000 people cross in both directions over the
border daily. We trade nearly $2 million a minute with the U.S. The U.S. takes 74 per
cent of Canada’s exports (we provide about 18 per cent of U.S. imports) and provides 64
per cent of our imports. Despite what Trump says, the U.S. enjoys a positive balance of
trade with Canada on the back of its services. Americans hold nearly half the stock of
foreign investment in Canada.
Canadians too often define themselves by what we are not – ‘Americans’ –even though
we occupy the upper half of the North American condominium that we share with the
USA and Mexico. This attitude reflects the natural insecurity of living next to the U.S.
Mexicans share a similar insecurity and with greater reason – the U.S. absorbed 1/3 of
Mexico’s original territory while Canada only lost bits and pieces along the Alaska
panhandle, the lower mainland of British Columbia, and between Maine and New
Brunswick.
Periodically, this leads to an identity crisis that afflicts and engages our cultural elite,
especially in English Canada. French Canada takes comfort in the shield of its language

and distinct culture. Ironically, the mark of making it in Canada is usually having made
it in the U.S. This is especially true for our film, television and music stars, from Anka to

Dion, Bublé and Justin Bieber, and, of course, Drake.

... And the Rest
There are long and historic links with Europe and the Comprehensive Economic and
Trade Agreement (CETA) is capstone to continuing efforts at closer economic relations.
The Harper government negotiated CETA, but the Trudeau government concluded it,
and it took effect in 2017.
With the rise of Asia, Canada’s transpacific trade and security interests now matter as
much as the traditional orientation across the Atlantic. The new 11-nation CPTPP gives
us freer trade with Japan, a goal sought since Pierre Trudeau’s days. Security ties are
strengthening with Japan and South Korea. A member of APEC since its inception,
Canada will likely be eventually admitted to the East Asia Summit. Canada belongs to
almost every multilateral club, be it economic, security, or with a general or specific
purpose in creation. On balance this is a good thing, but prioritization of attention and
resources is overdue.
We would like to have closer relations with China. Trudeau visited Beijing in December
2017, with the intent of beginning a process leading to freer trade, but Premier Li
Keqiang rejected the progressive trade elements that Canada wanted to include. U.S.instigated extradition proceedings against Huawei’s Meng Wanzhou in December 2018
have seen China jail Canadians Michael Kovrig and Michael Spavor as hostages and
engage in trade actions against our canola, pork, and beef. This situation, combined with
Canadians’ abiding concerns about human rights in China – the Uyghurs and China’s
treatment of Hong Kong (there is a big Hong Kong diaspora in Canada) – has put this
relationship in the deep freeze.
For too long, Canadian relations in the Americas stopped at the Rio Grande. Beginning
with Mulroney and the decision to join the Organization of American States (OAS) in
1990, successive governments have episodically tangoed with Latin America and then
settled back for a siesta – although there are significant Canadian mining and banking
interests. There have long been trading and banking interests in the Caribbean, largely
because of the British Commonwealth ties. Canada has taken a sustained interest in
helping Haiti, and the country hosts a considerable Haitian diaspora, especially in
Montreal. Mexico is our NAFTA amigo and two million Canadians annually travel there
for holidays. We have preferred associate membership in the Pacific Alliance and we are
now negotiating with Mercosur.
If the Americas get episodic attention, Africa is mostly ignored and deserves more
attention. We can build on our ties through la Francophonie and Commonwealth as well
as trade, investment and immigration links.

