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From the Editor / L. Ian MacDonald

Budget 2016
W elcome to our issue on  
 Budget 2016, the first of  
 the new Liberal era.

It’s a very different fiscal framework 
than the one the Liberals were cost-
ing their promises on during the 2015 
election. In the campaign, the Liber-
als said they would run stimulative 
deficits of $10 billion in each of their 
first two years in government before 
returning to balance in 2019. Even be-
fore the budget on March 22, Finance 
Minister Bill Morneau warned Canadi-
ans the deficit would be much higher 
than $10 billion, and that it would be 
a steep challenge to return to balance 
by the 2019 election. 

This is called managing expectations. 
The Liberals’ new bottom line for the 
fiscal framework was their hope of re-
ducing the debt-to-GDP ratio below 
current levels of 30 per cent. But that’s 
also unlikely, given the Liberals taking 
on at least $113 billion of new debt 
over five years.

On Budget Day, we learned the final fis-
cal forecast of a $29.4 billion deficit in 
the current fiscal year and $99 billion 
over four years. The Liberals also tipped 
the books into deficit territory for 2015-
16 by booking $3.7 billion of veterans’ 
benefits at the end of the fiscal year. 
Welcome to Creative Accounting 101. 

Our take on the budget begins with 
an overview from BMO economists 
Douglas Porter and Robert Kavcic who 
note the budget projects “a string of 
deficits as far as the eye can see.” Jack 
Mintz, President’s Fellow at University 
of Calgary’s School of Public Policy, 
writes that “it is hard to believe that 
deficits will come in below $30 billion 
in any year.”

BMO Vice-Chair Kevin Lynch, a for-
mer clerk of the Privy Council and 
deputy minister of finance, offers a 

beyond-the-budget view of the larger 
and longer-term growth challenges fac-
ing the Canadian economy. He looks 
at the “ongoing decline in productiv-
ity growth and slower labour force 
growth” and suggests that “longer-
term Canadian growth over the next 
decade(s) will be less than two per 
cent” per year “and perhaps well less.”

Across the aisle, Conservative finance 
critic Lisa Raitt offers an Opposition 
critique of Budget 2016. In her take, 
the Conservatives left the Liberals with 
a balanced budget for 2015, indeed, a 
small surplus. She points to the Finance 
Department’s own Fiscal Monitor as 
evidence of this. As for the deficit, she 
is quite unsparing in her comments. 

And Don Newman, who has covered 
budgets going back several decades, 
offers his impressions of the first Mor-
neau budget in his column.

S uch has been the response to the  
 thematic of our last issue on  
 electoral reform that we’ve de-
cided to make Democratic Reform an 
ongoing feature in Policy. Though the 
debate has barely begun, the debate 
on the debate—whether there should 
be a referendum on whatever the gov-
ernment proposes or passes—has al-
ready taken hold. In an article titled 
“Referendum, Yes or No”, Contribut-
ing Writer David Mitchell notes that 
while waiting for the proposed re-
forms, “there appears to be support at 
this stage for a referendum to approve 
changes to the way we vote.”

From the Institute of Governance, 
Davide Cargnello and Karl Salgo con-
sider the Westminster system meet-
ing the challenge of the digital age. 
“Governments,” they write, “are be-
ing confronted with the reality that 
they no longer hold the monopoly on 
defining citizens’ roles, responsibili-
ties and interests.”

And in a Guest Column, Green Party 
Leader Elizabeth May predicts “there 
will be an open and honest national 
consultation” on electoral reform, and 
writes that Democratic Institutions 
Minister Maryam Monsef “is off to an 
impressive start.”

T urning to Canada and the  
 World, Jack Hughes looks at the  
 Trans-Pacific Partnership trade 
deal, and feels “certain that Canada 
will be part of it.” How could Canada 
not be, given our reliance on trade, 
especially with the U.S. and Mexico 
in NAFTA, with the 12-nation TPP 
opening up 40 per cent of the world’s 
economy?

Jeremy Kinsman, our lead writer on 
foreign affairs, considers the Middle 
East as a failed region, with Syria at the 
epicentre of it.

From the University of Regina, Ful-
bright Fellow Cheryl Camillo notes 
that eight provinces and 11 U.S. 
states have a shared border, and sug-
gests that provincial health ministers 
could benefit from a dialogue with 
their U.S. colleagues. Time for a meet-
ing, she suggests. Hands across the 
border on health. 

Michael Bourque, CEO of the Railway 
Association of Canada, writes that 
short-line railways are essential lifelines 
for remote communities, and for mov-
ing their products to markets in Cana-
da and the U.S.

Finally, in a Verbatim from a keynote 
at the Manning Conference, Wash-
ington Post columnist Michael Gerson, 
former chief speechwriter to President 
George W. Bush, weighs in on the 
candidacy of Donald Trump and con-
cludes that “Trumpism is Putinism by 
another name.”    
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Red is the New Black: Deficits as 
Far as the Eye Can See 
Douglas Porter and Robert Kavcic

F inance Finance Minister Bill  
 Morneau’s first budget projected  
 a string of deficits as far as the 
eye can see, with even fiscal year 2015-
16 ending with a small deficit (after 
a small $1.9 billion surplus the prior 
year). This comes as little surprise, as 
it was well-advertised ahead of time 
that we would be looking at years of 
red ink, especially in light of a weaker-
than-expected economic backdrop, 
loaded on top of the government’s 
election pledge to crank up spending 
and run $10 billion shortfalls.

The two major areas of uncertainty 
heading into the budget were: 1) How 
much net new stimulus would be 
planned for the coming fiscal year; 
and 2) How aggressively would it be 
wound down in coming years, if at all? 

As mostly expected, Ottawa will stick 
to the initial election plan of injecting 
just over $10 billion of net new stimu-
lus in the coming year (equivalent to 
0.5 per cent of GDP), which will push 
the expected deficit to $29.4 billion. 
Deficits in excess of $20 billion then 
persist for two more years, and a $14 

billion shortfall still remains by FY 
2020-21—in other words, there is no 
plan to balance the books, even be-
yond the first mandate. This scenario 
would see the closely-watched debt-to-
GDP ratio rise again this coming fiscal 
year, to 32.5 per cent, before grinding 
back down to 30.9 per cent by 2020-
21, essentially back to where it started 
when the government took office.

Note that above and beyond the 
headline-grabbing $29 billion deficits 
over the next two years, arguably the 
bigger story in the budget plan is the 
notable lack of a serious reversal of 
stimulus in the ensuing years. Recall 
that this government was elected on 
a pledge to run deficits for two years 
(at that time, just under $10 billion), 
and then bring finances back to bal-
ance over the next two years. 

That plan has gone out the window, 
and not just because the economy is 
more challenging in the near-term. 
Indeed, the budget includes net new 
fiscal measures of $7 billion per year 
as far out as 2020-21, leaving the 

After nearly a decade of relentless focus—sometimes 
borne out, sometimes not—on balancing the budget by 
the Harper government, the change of fiscal regime pro-
duced by October’s election results is overwhelmingly 
evident in the Trudeau government’s first budget. BMO’s 
Douglas Porter and Robert Kavcic break down the swing 
to a $29.4 billion deficit.
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above-noted $14 billion gap at that 
point. Thus, even five years out, 
the fiscal plan now includes deficits 
well above the previously pledged 
maximum limit of $10 billion. Has 
the long-term economic outlook 
changed that dramatically in the past 
five months? In a word, no.

W hile we fully agree that  
 a moderate dose of stimu- 
 lus was an entirely appro-
priate response to current economic 
realities, we counseled caution in 
minding the dosage, for two distinct 
reasons: First, the growth restraints 
on Canada look to be structural in 
nature (a reset lower on commodity 
prices), and not a short-term cyclical 
phenomena that can be countered 
with a quick fiscal boost. Second, an 
overly aggressive fiscal boost could do 
lasting damage to Canada’s finances, 
casting doubt on the country’s hard-
won triple-A credit rating, especially 
at a time when provincial credit has 
been steadily deteriorating.

In other words, we believe that, bar-
ring a much more serious slowdown 
in the economy, $30 billion should 
be the absolute ceiling for deficits, 
and certainly not the floor. Note that 
the latest deficit estimate includes 
a fattened $6 billion contingency, 
which means that if the economy 
performs broadly as expected, there 
will be plenty of scope to beat fiscal 
targets. In reality, we might see a page 

taken from the Ontario playbook—
that is, part of the cushion gets back-
filled with more spending, while the 
finance minister still reports better-
than-expected bottom lines through 
the forecast horizon.

N ew measures announced in  
 this year’s budget net out  
 to roughly $11.6 billion in 
2016-17. Here is a quick recap of the 
largest of the many new initiatives:

•	 	Infrastructure	 spending: This 
budget will famously “invest” in a 
wide range of infrastructure proj-
ects. That said, the total amount 
delivered in  2016-17 will be some-
what less than previously expected 
at $4.0 billion, but a much larger 
$7.3 billion in 2017-18. Infrastruc-
ture is loosely defined to include 
transportation, social and green 
infrastructure, each accounting for 
roughly a third of the spending pie. 
Public transit infrastructure will ac-
tually be relatively modest at $852 
million this coming fiscal year, ris-
ing to $1.7 billion in 2017-18.

•	 	Program	spending will rise a hefty 
7.6 per cent in 2016-17, the stron-
gest clip since 2010 (post-recession 
stimulus), and a further 4.5 per cent 
in 2017-18. As a share of GDP, pro-
gram spending will rise from just 
under 13 per cent in 2014-15, to 
14.6 per cent by 2017-18. This is 
back above the 30-year average of 
14.2 per cent. Notably, program 
spending will begin to decline in 
real per-capita terms by 2018-19 in 
order to reduce the size of the deficit 
further out in the forecast horizon.

•  Canada Child Benefit: The new 
benefit replaces a trio of programs 
(the Universal Child Care Benefit, 
the Canada Child Tax Benefit and 
National Child Benefit Supple-
ment), and tops them up with an 
additional $4.5 billion per year. The 
new plan is a tax-free benefit start-
ing at $6,400 per child under the 
age of 6, and $5,400 per child be-
tween 6 and 17, phased out gradu-
ally based on income. Benefit pay-
ments get fattened meaningfully 
in the low-to-middle income range 

Canada (% of GDP)
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(C$ blns, except where noted)
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 Expenditures  296.6  317.1  331.0  338.0 
    Program Spending  270.9  291.4  304.6  308.7 
    Public Debt Charges  25.7  25.7  26.4  29.4 

 Budget Balance (5.4) (29.4) (29.0) (22.8) 

 Federal Debt  619.3  648.7  677.7  700.5 

 As a percent of GDP: 
    Budget Balance (0.3) (1.5) (1.4) (1.0) 
    Federal Debt  31.2  32.5  32.4  32.1 

 

Even five years out, the fiscal plan now includes 
deficits well above the previously pledged maximum 

limit of $10 billion. Has the long-term economic outlook 
changed that dramatically in the past five months?  
In a word, no.  

Chart 4: Debt to Edge Up   Table 1: Fiscal Outlook
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at the expense of those in the mid-
dle-to-upper income ranges. The 
change will take place on July 1, 
and be based on prior-year income.

•	 	Income	 splitting	 (for	 families)	
eliminated: The ability of families 
with children under the age of 18 
to effectively split their income 
will be eliminated for the 2016 tax 
year, saving roughly $2 billion per 
year (and offsetting part of the cost 
of expanded child care benefits). 
The maximum benefit was $2,000.

•	 	Tax	 avoidance: Ottawa aims to 
find $450 million by 2017-18 
through a variety of measures 
aimed at eliminating tax evasion 
and avoidance, and collecting out-
standing tax debts.

•	 	Targeted	 tax	 measures: A few 
smaller-ticket items such as the 
children’s fitness and arts cred-
its are eliminated; others such as 
school supply credit for teachers 
are introduced.

•	 	Canada	 Student	 Grant: A 50 per 
cent increase in Canada Student 
Grant amounts—the maximum 
grant for a full-time student rises 
to $3,000 from $2,000 currently. 
Cost will be roughly $750 million 
per year; increase in the income 
threshold at which students have 
to repay loans to $25,000.

•	 	Employment	 Insurance	 changes:	
The waiting period for EI benefits 
(after a lost job) will be reduced to 
one week from two; accumulated 
hour requirements will be relaxed 
for new entrants; benefit period will 

be extended by five weeks in the 
hardest-hit areas. All told, changes 
to the EI system will cost $602 mil-
lion this coming fiscal year.

•	 	GIS/OAS	changes:	The Guaranteed 
Income Supplement will receive a 
10 per cent boost, and OAS/GIS will 
be indexed to a new Seniors Price 
Index. The eligibility age for OAS 
will be returned to 65 after being 
raised to 67 for those born April 1, 
1958 or later. Total cost is roughly 
$775 million in 2016-17.

•	 	What	 didn’t	 change: The capital 
gains inclusion rate (which was 
widely speculated); the treatment 
of stock options, and the small 
business tax rate.

O ttawa’s economic assump- 
 tions are based on the latest  
 private sector consensus, as 
has been the convention for more 
than a decade. We are slightly below 
the average on real GDP growth at 1.3 
per cent this year, and at 2.1 per cent 
in 2017. Our call assumes that growth 
firms slightly through 2016 to eventu-
ally north of 2 per cent next year, with 
the extra fiscal spending accounting 
for some of the growth pick-up (note 
that our GDP growth forecast had al-
ready factored in about $10 billion of 
net new spending from the budget). 
The consensus expects that WTI oil 
prices have found a bottom, and will 
average around $40 this year before 
rising to $52 in 2017. Importantly for 
revenues, this will drive a rebound in 
nominal GDP growth to 4.6 per cent 
next year (consensus view), after a 

very sluggish 0.6 per cent pace in 2015 
and 2.4 per cent this year.

Note that the nominal GDP projec-
tion for this year is less than half of 
the assumption in last year’s budget 
of 4.9 per cent. In light of that huge 
misfire by forecasters, Ottawa has 
built in a much larger cushion for 
error. To factor in additional risks 
related to oil prices or economic un-
derperformance, the government has 
based its projections on a nominal 
GDP undershoot of a honking $40 
billion (equal to about 2 per cent of 
GDP), which translates into $6 billion 
per year in fiscal wiggle room (this is 
$3 billion above the norm and $5 bil-
lion higher than last year’s budget). 
Thus, if the economy performs as we 
expect, the deficit would theoreti-
cally be $5-to-$6 billion lower than 
Ottawa projects in the coming year.

The Bottom Line: The 2016 budget 
may well be remembered as a crucial 
turning point for federal finances. 
Deficits that were initially billed as 
moderate, temporary stimulus sud-
denly look large and structural in na-
ture. Should the economy face seri-
ous headwinds in the next few years, 
Canada’s fiscal position will be left in 
much weaker standing.    

Douglas Porter is Chief Economist, 
BMO Financial Group.  
douglas.porter@bmo.com .
Robert Kavcic is Senior Economist,  
BMO Financial Group.  
robert.Kavcic@bmo.com

The consensus 
expects that WTI oil 

prices have found a bottom, 
and will average around 
$40 this year before rising 
to $52 in 2017. Importantly 
for revenues, this will drive 
a rebound in nominal GDP 
growth to 4.6 per cent next 
year (consensus view), after 
a very sluggish 0.6 per cent 
pace in 2015 and 2.4 per 
cent this year.  

(C$ blns, except where noted)

 Note: totals may not add due to rounding      ( ) = deficit      Source: Federal Budget

Est. — Forecast — 
15/16  16/17  17/18 18/19 

Revenues  291.2  287.7  302.0  315.3 
Expenditures  296.6  317.1  331.0  338.0 
    Program Spending  270.9  291.4  304.6  308.7 
    Public Debt Charges  25.7  25.7  26.4  29.4 

Budget Balance (5.4) (29.4) (29.0) (22.8) 

Federal Debt  619.3  648.7  677.7  700.5 

As a percent of GDP: 
    Budget Balance (0.3) (1.5) (1.4) (1.0) 
    Federal Debt  31.2  32.5  32.4  32.1 

— Ottawa — 
BMO  

Capital Markets  
2015 2016 2017 2016 2017 

 GDP Growth 
    Real 1.2 1.4 2.2 1.3 2.1 
    Nominal 0.7 2.4 4.6 2.2 4.3 

 Yields 
    3-month T-Bill 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.6 

    10-year GoC

 

1.5 1.6 2.3 1.4 1.8 

Economic Assumptions

(percent)

Table 2: Economic Assumptions
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Tax	Policy:	 
Long on Re-Distribution,
Short on Growth
Jack M. Mintz

The Trudeau government anointed its first budget, dur-
ing the 2015 election campaign, as an engine of growth. 
Economist Jack Mintz analyzes the ways in which, he 
says, the changes to Canada’s tax policy contained in the 
2016 budget actually undermine that aim. Mintz decries 
the lack of a plan for balance, and warns that demo-
graphics will lead us into a low-productivity trap.

T he 2016 federal budget can be  
 viewed as the “Campaign Prom- 
 ise Implementation Act”. Not 
that much new was in it except for 
breaking two important election prom-
ises: running deficits to be no more than 
$10 billion and balancing the budget by 
end of the first mandate. With a blow-
out in program spending, eyes in the fu-
ture will turn to tax policy—will a GST 
rate increase be in the cards?

There is something “McGuinty-esque” 
about the 2016 federal budget. With 

Finance Minister Bill Morneau is congratulated by Prime Minister Justin Trudeau on delivering the Liberal government’s first budget in the House on 
March 22. Adam Scotti photo
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$113.2 billion in projected deficits by 
2021, there is almost no plan in sight 
to reach a budgetary balance. In fact, 
the budget is not realistic with its 
program spending ramping-up 12.4 
per cent in the first two years, fol-
lowed by a lean 6.1 percent increase 
in the following three years. 

This was the same trick played by 
Ontario budgets for many years. Op-
erating and capital pending was pre-
dicted to increase very little after one 
or two years, promising smaller defi-
cits and lower debt-GDP levels down 
the path. Meanwhile, the debt-to-
GDP level kept rising over the years, 
eventually forcing the province to 
put the lid on cost increases in the 
past few years.

While the federal budget is at least 
pessimistic on its economic assump-
tions, suggesting a $6 billion con-
tingency reserve, its projection of 

spending is, to say the least, optimis-
tically low. With future promises, it is 
hard to believe that deficits will come 
below $30 billion in any year, assum-
ing the economy grows at a steady 2 
percent clip after 2016, which cannot 
be forecasted with certainty. 

This gets to the role of tax policy in 
the future. As dour economists like 
to point out, deficits today delay tax 
increases or spending cuts to the fu-
ture. In fact, part of tax policy is to 
assess the economic cost of imposing 
taxes on future voters compared with 
today’s generation. Optimal taxation 
principles include “tax smoothing” 
to keep tax burdens aligned today 
and in the future. Low taxes today 
coupled with high taxes in the fu-
ture create more economic loss than 
a more even distribution of tax bur-
dens over time.

W ith our aging population,  
 pushing taxation to the  
 future is now a more 
problematic issue. With more retir-
ees relative to workers, one can easily 
predict a slowdown in tax revenues 
relative to GDP since retirees earn 
less income and spend less compared 
to workers. At the same time, federal 
and provincial spending on health 
and pensions will accelerate as more 
Canadians retire. 

Currently, Canada’s growth rate will 
be stuck at 2 per cent per year unless 
we fundamentally improve produc-

tivity. With population growth at 
0.9 percent and labour productiv-
ity growth roughly 1 per cent since 
1980, our normal growth rate is 2 per 
cent per year (15 years ago we would 
think that 3 per cent was the poten-
tial growth rate). With the aging pop-
ulation, Canada will need to eke out 
more output with the resources we 
have. The 2016 federal budget’s tax 
policy was long on redistribution and 
shorter on growth.

This puts tax policy in a precarious 
position in the near future. If a tax 
hike were needed to cover spending 
promises, what would be the best ap-
proach to avoid harming economic 
growth? Even if no hike were needed, 
would some tax reductions be better 
suited to boost productivity replaced 
by other taxes that do less harm to 
the economy. The new Trudeau gov-
ernment will need to carefully assess 
tax policy in the next few years to de-
termine the best results. Tax policy in 
the 2016 budget is a mixed bag, with 
some good and some bad measures.

To assess what is good tax policy, one 
has to start with some basic princi-
ples, already well-known among tax 
policy gurus. A tax system should be 
“efficient”, meaning that it distorts 
as little as possible the best allocation 
of resources to maximize output over 
time. Taxes should be fair, meaning 
they are neutral among people with 
similar resources and rise with ability 
to pay. Taxes should be simple, or at 

It is hard to believe 
that deficits will 

come below $30 billion in 
any year, assuming the 
economy grows at a steady 
2 percent clip after 2016, 
which cannot be forecasted 
with certainty.  

Table 1: New 2016 Federal-Ontario Marginal Tax Rates Including the Effect of Clawing Back Canada 
Child Benefits at the Federal Level

Income 

Marginal Tax 
Rate- 
No Chldren

Marginal Tax 
Rate-One Child

Marginal Tax 
Rate-Two 
Children

Marginal Tax 
Rate-Three 
Children

Marginal Tax 
Rate-Four or 
More Children

$30,000-45,282 20.05 27.05 33.55 39.05 43.05

$45,283-65,000 24.15 31.15 37.65 43.15 47.15

$65,000-$73,145 29.65 32.85 35.35 37.65 39.15

$73,145-83,075 31.48 34.68 37.18 39.48 40.98

$83,075-86,176 33.79 35.99 39.49 41.79 43.29

$83,176-$90,563 37.91 41.11 43.61 45.91 47.41

$90,563-140,388 43.71 46.91 49.41 51.71 53.21
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least avoid high administrative and 
compliance costs.

The two tax policy centerpieces in the 
budget were the middle class income 
tax cut and the child tax benefit plan. 
The middle personal income tax rate 
is reduced from 22 to 20.5 percent for 
incomes roughly between $45,000 
and $90,000. The tax-exempt Canada 
Child Benefit replaces the old non-
taxable child tax benefit and taxable 
Universal Child Care Benefit with 
new maximum annual benefits of 
$6,400 per child under six and $5,400 
per child aged 6 through 17. 

No question the middle-class tax cut 
and Canada Child Benefit plan will 
see a substantial reduction in taxes 
paid for both low and middle-income 
families (although, ironically, this will 
be partly offset by the cancellation of 
the income-splitting tax credit up to 
$2,000 for those families with a par-
ent staying at home to raise children). 
But here is the rub. The cost of redis-
tributive policies is raising marginal 
tax rates for many taxpayers, discour-
aging work, saving and risk-taking. 

T he middle-income tax cut  
 is partly covered by hiking the  
 top rate on growth-generating 
Canadians with incomes of more than 
$200,000, bringing Canada’s federal-
provincial top rate to 53 percent, one 
of the highest in the OECD. For work-
ing families, marginal tax rates will 
substantially increase since the Can-
ada Child Benefit is clawed back at 
rates ranging from 3.2 to 23 percent-
age points, depending on income lev-
el and number of children and much 
higher for childless taxpayers, as illus-
trated by new 2016 marginal tax rates 
in Table 1 for Ontario. 

The consequences of the new tax 
packages for many families are to de-
ter work even if some short-term de-
mand stimulus is achieved through 
tax reductions. With higher marginal 
tax rates and more household income 
(through the tax cut) economists 
would predict that people would 
prefer more leisure or non-taxable 
“home production”. This is especially 
important with respect to secondary 

workers that tend to be most sensi-
tive to taxes. For these workers, the 
higher child benefits and marginal 
tax rates will encourage mom or dad 
to stay home. 

What about other tax policies? While 
I would strongly argue that the in-
come-splitting measure brought some 
fairness between those families with 
two working and single working par-
ents, I do think the elimination of the 
child fitness and arts credits was quite 
appropriate. These credits increase 
the administrative costs with unclear 
impacts on efficiency (one might ar-
gue fitness increases health and pro-
ductivity but the credit was likely too 
little to matter). 

More problematic was the exten-
sion of the mineral exploration tax 
credit for flow-through shares and 
the bizarre re-introduction of the 
Labour-Sponsored Venture Capital 
Corporate tax credit in those prov-
inces with existing LLSVC entities 
(Ontario and Alberta do not have a 
venture capital credits but will now 
be pressured to provide one). Both 
credits fail efficiency and fairness 
tests for good tax policy. 

As several recent studies have shown, 
flow-through and LLSVC tax cred-
its have encouraged sub-performing 
investment, as taxpayers are more 
interested in the tax benefits rather 
than the economic returns from the 
investment. The LLSVC tax credit 
has not only been ineffective in spur-
ring innovation but has harmed the 
venture capital market with average 
rates of return of 3 percent or less. No 
wonder that Canadian pension funds 
do not invest in Canadian venture 
capital funds when they can earn six 
times the returns in the US funds. 
We need to think of better tax policy 

ideas for innovation and investment.

M any other tax policy issues  
 are raised by this budget  
 but let me add just one 
more. In work done with Daria Cri-
san and Ken McKenzie, the current 
tax-transfer system is highly geared to-
wards seniors, increasingly so through 
the years. Pension-income splitting 
(kept for seniors but not workers), pen-
sion credits, aged tax credits, Old Age 
Security and other various benefits 
have resulted in negative taxes (taxes 
net of transfers paid) on seniors for 
incomes up to $60,000. This leads to 
significant income redistribution from 
workers to retirees and is therefore a 
critical issue as to how to target sup-
port to help low-income seniors as the 
population ages. The top-up under 
the Guaranteed Income Supplement 
for single seniors to avoid poverty was 
a welcome change. Bigger issues lie 
down the road since middle-income 
seniors might need to bear more taxes.

Obviously, one tax that is distributed 
more fairly across the population is 
the GST. Many economists, critical of 
the Conservative GST cut from 7 to 
5 percent, would argue that a higher 
GST rate would be appropriate to con-
sider. This might be the most efficient 
tax increase but it will certainly hurt 
the very group that the government 
targeted to help. 

It will be fascinating to watch how tax 
policy plays out in this government. 
Hopefully, it will put more focus on 
growth in the future than suggested 
by this budget.    

Jack M. Mintz is the President’s Fellow, 
School of Public Policy, University of 
Calgary and Scholar-in-Residence at 
Columbia Law School in New York. 
jackmmintz@gmail.com

The middle-class tax cut and Canada Child Benefit 
plan will see a substantial reduction in taxes paid 

for both low and middle-income families (although, 
ironically, this will be partly offset by the cancellation of the 
income-splitting tax credit up to $2,000 for those families 
with a parent staying at home to raise children).  
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Canada:  
We Have a Growth Problem 
Kevin Lynch

T he International Monetary  
 Fund (IMF) sees Canada eking  
 out at most 1¼ per cent  
growth last year, perhaps around 1½ 
per cent this year and at best 2 per-
cent next year. Many domestic fore-
casters are less optimistic. With oil 
prices finding new lows, stock mar-
kets weak and volatile and the Cana-
dian dollar continuing to sag, Cana-
da has a growth problem. 

But, is this a cyclical bump or some-
thing more permanent, more struc-
tural? Is it a uniquely Canadian prob-
lem, or are other advanced economies 
similarly challenged? Is it inevitable 
and irreversible, or can a suitable 
combination of policies and behav-
iours reverse this slowing growth tra-
jectory and all it implies for future 
living standards and fiscal sustainabil-
ity? How we answer these questions 
will shape our economy and growth 
prospects well into the future.

A 2015 IMF report (“Lower Potential 
Growth: A New Reality”) put forward 
the rather dismal view that lower 
potential growth is the new reality 
for advanced economies, including 
Canada. It argues that “absent policy 
action to encourage innovation, pro-
mote investment in productive capi-
tal, and counteract the negative im-
petus from aging, countries will have 
to adjust to a new reality of lower 

speed limits (potential growth).” 

This report formed the basis for the 
warning to political leaders by Chris-
tine Lagarde of the IMF that indus-
trial countries face a “new mediocre” 
growth trajectory unless they un-
dertake structural reforms and fiscal 
policies designed to raise long term 
(potential) growth. This time really is 
different, according to the IMF, and 
no amount of hyper-expansionary 
monetary policy will restore the sus-
tained rates of growth we have grown 
accustomed to throughout the post-
war period.

The McKinsey Global Institute, in 
a 2015 study (“Global Growth: Can 
Productivity Save the Day in an Ag-
ing World?”), provides a similarly so-
bering perspective on future growth 
prospects for Canada and other de-
veloped countries. Canadian growth, 
which was 3.1 per cent on average 
over the last 50 years, would average 
only 1.5 per cent over the next 50 
years based on long-term demograph-
ics projections (UN median global 
projections scenario) and on a con-
tinuation of our past average produc-
tivity growth. But reduce the produc-
tivity assumption to reflect the reality 
of much slower productivity growth 
over the past 15 years, and Canada’s 
long-term growth prospects would be 

dimmer still unless our demographics 
improved. While this is more scenario 
analysis than forecasting, it does re-
inforce the observation attributed 
to President John F. Kennedy that 
“change is the law of life, and those 
who look only to the past or the pres-
ent are certain to miss the future.”

P aradoxically, while short term  
 variations in economic activ- 
 ity are devilishly difficult to 
forecast with a high and consistent 
degree of accuracy, average growth 
rates of the economy over the longer 
term are much more predictable. The 
reason is that long-term growth is 
essentially dictated by just two driv-
ers—the growth of productivity and 
the growth of the labour force (plus 
an impact from the terms of trade, 
or ratio of export prices to import 
prices).

In Figure 1, this basic relationship 
between growth, productivity and 
the labour force is set out, as well as 
what the math of productivity and 
the labour force implies for Cana-
dian growth.

Over the 25-year period from 1982 to 
2007, the eve of the great global finan-

International Monetary Fund Managing Director Chris-
tine Lagarde has put the world’s advanced economies 
on notice: low, slow growth is the new normal. BMO 
Vice Chair and former Clerk of the Privy Council Kevin 
Lynch scans the horizon for solutions, and says the up-
coming federal budget is the place to put them.

This time really is 
different, according 

to the IMF, and no amount 
of hyper-expansionary 
monetary policy will restore 
the sustained rates of 
growth we have grown 
accustomed to throughout 
the postwar period.  
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cial crisis, Canadian real GDP growth 
averaged just under three per cent 
per year. This growth emanated fairly 
equally from productivity growth that 
averaged 1.3 per cent and labour force 
growth that averaged 1½ per cent. Not 
bad economic performance. 

Looking at these same growth driv-
ers in the 2010-to-2015 period after 
the global recession, their patterns 
are considerably weaker. The aging 
of the population and a lessening of 
employment prospects are reducing 
labour force growth significantly—
in the last five years to just less than 
1 per cent. And, while the decline 
in Canadian productivity growth is 
longstanding, it averaged only 0.9 
per cent from 2010 onwards.

T he implications of this ongo- 
 ing decline in productivity  
 growth and slower labour force 
growth are profound. It is quite like-
ly that long term Canadian growth 
over the next decade(s) will be less 
than two per cent, and perhaps well 
less. This would represent a decline 
of more than one third relative to the 
real GDP growth we have experienced 

over the last four decades, and upon 
which we have built our enviable 
standard of living and established our 
fiscal plans and programs.

Elsewhere, former Bank of Canada 
Deputy Governor Tiff Macklem and 
I have written that Canada needs 
a credible long-term growth plan 
(Globe and Mail, January, 2016). Can-
ada’s growth problems have been ac-
cumulating for years, masked by the 
commodity super-cycle. Economic 
growth is in a rut, with low produc-
tivity, weak innovation, declining 
terms of trade and limited access to 
high-growth foreign markets.

In the most recent World Economic 
Forum Global Competitiveness Re-
port (2015-2016), where Canada 
ranks 13th, the challenges are clear. 

We do well on the basics—health, 
education, institutions, financial sys-
tems—but are found lacking on key 
productivity drivers such as innova-
tion and business sophistication, 
where we rank 24th.

McKinsey Global Institute has iden-
tified 10 key enablers of growth that 
essentially revolve around improv-
ing productivity and labour force 
growth (Figure 2). These are the key 
structural reforms that are needed to 
reboot long- term growth; hyper-ex-
pansionary monetary policy will not 
cure structural ills.

On the productivity enhancement 
front, core reforms range from in-
creasing private and public R&D, to 
encouraging greater business capi-
tal investment, investing long term 

The implications of this ongoing decline in 
productivity growth and slower labour force growth 

are profound. It is quite likely that long term Canadian 
growth over the next decade(s) will be less than two per 
cent, and perhaps well less.  

Figure 1: The Drivers of Long Term Growth
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GDP growth 
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Remove barriers 
to competition 
in service sectors

Focus on public
and regulated
sector efficiency

Invest in physical
and digital
infrastructure

Foster R&D
demand and
investment

Exploit data to identify
transformational
improvement opportunities

Improve education and
skill matching, and
labour-market flexibility

Open up economies
to cross-border
economic flows

Boost labour-force
participation among

women, young people,
 and older people

Harness the power of
new actors through

digital platforms and
open data

Craft regulatory
environment, incentivising

productivity and innovation

MGI has identified

10 key
enablers

of growth

in public and private infrastructure, 
building a modern digital and data 
infrastructure and” fostering compe-
tition through trade agreements and 
reducing regulatory barriers.

Labour force amplifiers include high-
er immigration, labour market flex-
ibilities, education and skills training 
geared to the jobs of tomorrow, and 
boosting the labour force attachment 
of older people, youth and women.

No one of these enablers alone is the 
silver bullet that will make a quan-
tum difference to our growth tra-
jectory. But, employed together, as 
part of a coordinated and consistent 
growth plan, these structural reforms 
have the potential to do so.

The OECD stresses the importance 
of “frontier firms” in driving produc-
tivity growth. These are firms at the 
leading edge of applied research and 
product, process and market innova-
tions. Their behaviours are dramati-
cally different from the other firms in 
their industry. For example, as shown 
in Figure 3, the “frontier firms” in 
the service sector (defined as the 100 
most productive firms globally in 
each two-digit sector) had average 
productivity growth of 5.0 per cent 
per year from 2001 to 2009, while 
non-frontier service firms had essen-
tially no productivity growth over 
this period. Hence, the importance 
of innovation to the dynamism and 
growth potential of economies.

Figure	2:	McKinsey’s	10	Enablers	of	Growth|

The jobs of 
tomorrow will 

change, the workers of 
tomorrow will change in 
what they do and the skills 
they need to do it, the 
successful firms of tomorrow 
will be innovation-intensive 
and highly flexible.  
The gains will go 
disproportionately to the 
disruptors and early 
adapters.  
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W hile one would expect  
 new innovations and best  
 practices to be quickly 
diffused to other firms in any given 
sector, both within a country and 
cross-border, given the pervasiveness 
of globalization, such is not the case. 
This suggests there are also large pro-
ductivity gains to be had by raising 
average business efficiency towards 
best-in-class in each sector. This un-
derscores the importance of remov-
ing barriers to competition, opening 
up economies to trade flows and re-
sisting regulations that stifle competi-
tion and diffusion. 

Innovation and its centrality to future 
growth was centre stage at the World 
Economic Forum in Davos this year. 
The core message was: get ready for 
pervasive change, driven by an accel-
erating scale, scope and pace of inno-
vation. Why is innovation seemingly 

at a pivot point? It is the combina-
torial of multiple new technologies, 
rather than the diffusion of a single 
new technology; it is their platform 
nature, extending across the physical, 
digital and biological worlds; and, it 
is their speed of diffusion. Precision 
medicine, smart robots, blockchains, 
artificial intelligence, autonomous 
vehicles, 3-D printing, machine learn-
ing, big data and analytics drones, 
and on and on.

The implication of all this is: dis-
ruption. The jobs of tomorrow will 
change, the workers of tomorrow 
will change in what they do and the 
skills they need to do it, the successful 
firms of tomorrow will be innovation-
intensive and highly flexible. The 
gains will go disproportionately to 
the disruptors and early adapters. The 
lessons for Canada are rather obvious.

All of this leads us back to Canada’s 
growth problem, and the need for a 
clear and credible growth plan, one 
that provides a road map for busi-
ness, investors, governments and 
educators as to how we can rebuild 
our growth potential for the long 
haul. It will involve new thinking, 
strong collaborations and clear strate-
gies for productivity and innovation, 
for trade, for strategic infrastructure 
and for talent. Budget 2016 indicated 
a commitment to tackling our long 
term growth challenge, and hope-
fully Budget 2017 will be a pivotal 
step in this direction. Such a growth 
plan would go a long way to resetting 
expectations and strengthening con-
fidence in Canada.    

Contributing Writer Kevin Lynch is 
Vice Chair, BMO Financial Group, and 
former Clerk of the Privy Council.

Figure 3: The Importance of Frontier Firms
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A	Budget	Canadians	Can’t	Afford	
Lisa Raitt

W hen trying on his new  
 shoes for the budget, Fi- 
 nance Minister Bill Mor-
neau held a photo-op at the Boys 
and Girls Club in Toronto, a place 
well-known for teaching valuable 
life lessons and giving kids a good 
foundation.

I couldn’t help but feel a sense of iro-
ny that the minister chose this spot 
to talk about his plan for the Liberal 
budget, a plan that commits Cana-
dians to long-term structural deficits 
that will saddle future generations 
with unsustainable debt.

While the Liberals struggle with the 
idea that if you borrow money you 
have to pay it back, it is a concept that 
most young children in that room 
would find easy to comprehend.

What Canadians can’t comprehend is 
how the Liberal government attempts 
to justify its plan. On budget day itself, 
yet another report from the Finance 
Department`s own Fiscal Monitor 
again confirmed that the former Con-
servative government left the country 
with a surplus. For the April 2015 to 
January 2016 period, the report said, 
the government`s budgetary surplus 
was $4.3 billion, with a surplus also 
forecast for February. 

But the Liberals projected an operat-
ing deficit of $9.1 billion in March, 
the last month of the fiscal year, with 
a forecast of a $5.4 billion deficit over 
FY 2015-16. Apart from the usual 

year-end cost adjustments, the Liber-
als booked $3.7 billion of veterans’ 
benefits in the next fiscal year to the 
previous fiscal exercise. This is not a 
deficit left behind by the Conserva-
tives, but one created entirely by the 
Liberals. 

Not only have the Liberals already 
made so many commitments they 
have virtually squandered all they 
inherited, they have cast aside their 
election promise to cap their deficit 
spending at $10 billion.

Furthermore, Budget 2016 specifical-
ly plans for deficits totaling $99 bil-
lion over the next four years. In fact, 
they project a further deficit of $14 
billion beyond that in fiscal 2020-21. 
Simply put—another broken prom-
ise. Gone is any plan to return to bal-
ance by 2019. Morneau talks about 
returning to balance after five years 
of deficit, but his own budget num-

bers tell another story, one written 
entirely in red.

Morneau’s budget speech was titled 
“Growing the Middle Class”, but the 
budget is a betrayal of the middle 
class, who understand that if we are 
not willing to control spending, taxes 
will eventually have to go up to pay 
for the money borrowed today. It’s a 
betrayal of families who understand 
their household budgets can’t be sus-
tained on credit. And it’s a betrayal of 
Canadians who trusted them to keep 
their promise to limit their stimulative 
deficits to $10 billion in each of their 
first two years of government, return-
ing balance in 2019. That’s two impor-
tant broken promises on the integrity 
and viability of the fiscal framework.

N ot even one year ago, Justin  
 Trudeau said: “Our platform  
 will be fully costed, fiscally 
responsible and a balanced budget.” 
As we now know for certain, none 
of these things are true. This bud-
get puts taxpayers on the hook for a 
Liberal plan to spend money Canada 
doesn’t have—to fight a recession 
Canada isn’t in.

Conservatives found themselves in 
a tough economic situation in the 
Great Recession of 2008-09. That’s 
why we had a plan to return to bal-
ance—to live within our means—
something we achieved in 2015.

We met the challenge of the global fi-
nancial crisis with Jim Flaherty’s Eco-
nomic Action Plan. And our legacy of 
surplus was to be protected thanks to 
Joe Oliver’s balanced budget legisla-
tion, which the Liberals are repealing. 
During our last full year in office, the 
budget was balanced for the second 
consecutive year. Our job creation re-
cord was the best in the G7, despite 
the fallout after the Great Recession. 
When the Liberals took office, taxes 
were at their lowest point in 50 years. 
They had a model to follow that cre-

From balanced budgets in the last two years under the 
Conservatives, the Liberals are forecasting four consecutive 
years of deficit spending of $99 billion to 2019, the year 
they promised to balance the books. Which they won’t. 
From the Opposition front bench, finance critic Lisa Raitt 
offers a Conservative perspective on Budget 2016.

Gone is any plan to 
return to balance by 

2019. Morneau talks about 
returning to balance after 
five years of deficit, but his 
own budget numbers tell 
another story, one written 
entirely in red.  



17

April 2016

ated 1.2 million net new jobs during 
a global economic downturn.

Yes, Conservatives disagreed with 
the Liberals’ proposal to borrow even 
a “modest” $10 billion. You can do 
a lot for $10 billion. Had the Liber-
als kept that pledge, our Opposition 
would have been there to make sure 
every dollar of that $10 billion went 
to encouraging job creation.

Now, that number is a dream com-
pared to the reality, or rather night-
mare. Uncontrolled spending will in-
evitably lead to long-term, structural 
deficits that are unsustainable. Some 
economists go so far as to suggest this 
government will rack up more than 
$150 billion in new debt over the 
next four years alone. At $99 billion 
of deficit spending forecast by the 
budget, we are already two-thirds of 
the way there.

F or Canadians, this is a big prob- 
 lem. After breaking such a sim- 
 ple promise, the Liberals simply 
can’t be trusted when they say their 
spending will create the jobs and 
growth our country needs, and hand-
ing borrowed money from one politi-
cian to another is not a jobs plan.

There are more than 100,000 Cana-
dians from across the country out 
of work in the oil and gas industry 
alone. These families needed to see a 
real plan to create well-paying jobs.

What they got instead was a plan 
that seeks to increase payroll taxes 
on small business and introduce a 
carbon tax, both job-killing mea-
sures that discourage investment in 
our economy. The prime minister 
continues to throw up roadblocks to 
job-creating pipeline projects, and 
the thousands of new jobs that come 
with them. The Liberals are also send-
ing mixed-messages on LNG in Brit-
ish Columbia.

Many Canadians are wondering: 
“What did Justin Trudeau buy with 
$30 billion of our money?” I can’t 
blame them for being confused. Ca-
nadians see money flying out the 
door, with no assurance that they 
will receive value for this profligate 
spending, which the Liberals call “in-

vestments” in the economy. The Lib-
erals have clearly demonstrated their 
inability to make hard choices that 
governing requires and they have 
demonstrated an even greater inabili-
ty to provide measures for Canadians 
that will really help.

A nd so in the weeks and  
 months following the bud- 
 get—you can count on the 
Conservative caucus to hold the Lib-
erals to account on these issues. We 
will be the voice of everyday working 
people. The Liberals talk of growing 
the middle class. The Conservatives 
will stand up for the middle class.

We’ll push for proper infrastructure 
spending—targeted with a lasting 
impact with transparent selection 
criteria. We’ll push them to embrace 
free trade and the $5 to $10 billion 
in long-term GDP growth that will 
come with the Trans-Pacific Partner-
ship, a significant trade deal that the 
trade minister herself said was not 
her job to promote.

And we’ll push for a commitment to 
balance the budget by the end of their 
four-year term, as they promised dur-
ing the campaign. It can be done. 

We won’t forget the Canadians who 
voted for us. They voted for lower 
taxes, a balanced budget, and a plan 
to keep Canada the best place to find 
a good job. And we won’t forget the 
Canadians who voted for the Liber-
als, either. Because the plan they 
voted for, the plan they were prom-
ised, is certainly not what the Liberals 
have delivered. They wanted to be-
lieve Justin Trudeau when he said he 
would spend responsibly. Those were 
his words. His promises. So it is our 
job to speak for those voters as well.

O ur Conservative values reso- 
 nate with so many Canadi- 
 ans, including those who 
voted for other parties last October, 
because they are fundamentally Ca-
nadian values. Universal values, in 
fact—shared by Canadians whose 
families have been in this country for 
generations, and those whose families 
can measure their time in Canada in 
just days and weeks.

As Opposition Leader Rona Ambrose 
says, it is easy for a party in opposi-
tion to speak about what it is against. 
But it is more important that we 
speak with clarity about what we are 
for—because that is what distinguish-
es us from the current government.

We believe that government should 
help anyone in genuine need, and 
hinder none who finds success—
that government should pave a 
road to prosperity, and then get out 
of the way. 

We believe free enterprise and entre-
preneurship are the keys to safeguard-
ing our environment. We believe that 
doing what’s right is more important 
than doing what’s popular, and that 
this is essential to being a principled 
player on the world stage. 

Canadians aspire to great things, and 
we share their aspirations. So we will 
continue to stand up for Canadians 
for their hard-earned dollars, for their 
deeply held values, and for their eco-
nomic and political freedoms.    

Lisa Raitt is the MP for Milton 
(Ontario), and Finance Critic for 
Canada’s Official Opposition.  
lisa.raitt@parl.gc.ca 

Opposition Finance critic Lisa Raitt on Budget 
2016: “This is not a deficit left behind by the 
Conservatives, but created entirely by the 
Liberals.” House of Commons photo
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Prescription Drug Abuse and 
Canada’s	Lagging	Regulatory	
Framework 
Craig Landau and Doug Sommerville

A t the risk of paraphrasing Fi- 
 nance Minister Bill Morneau’s  
 Budget speech, it was replete 
with soaring phrases about the im-
portance of meeting the challenges 
of today, and tomorrow, with tem-
pered judgment leading to wise 
choices buttressed by strategic in-
vestments. And it clearly echoed the 
Liberals’ 2015 winning election nar-
rative themed around an innovative, 
inclusive, transparent and collabora-
tive approach to governing. 

Budget 2016 builds on these themes 
laying out leadership roles for the 
government in middle class econom-
ic growth, infrastructure renewal, 
climate change, reconciliation with 
our indigenous communities, and a 
more expansive role in international 
affairs, to name a few.

In terms of healthcare policy, the 
government was true to its campaign 
word. It will negotiate and finance a 
new Health Accord with the provinces 
and territories and its commitments 
to invest in mental health, palliative 

care, vaccination uptake and popula-
tion health interventions with First 
Nations communities were honoured. 

However, there was no mention of 
Canada’s National Anti-Drug Strategy 
or long-awaited regulations to man-
date that all pharmaceutical manu-
facturers of prescription opioids (aka: 
powerful pain medications) convert 
their product portfolios to formu-
lations that are abuse-deterrent/
tamper-resistant. 

Given that Budget 2016 was tabled 
just two weeks after Prime Minister 
Trudeau’s successful visit to Wash-
ington with President Obama, the 
importance of these specific regula-
tions has only grown. Just prior to 
this visit, a bi-partisan congressional 
delegation representing nine states 
released an open letter to Health 
Minister Jane Philpott urging greater 
regulatory cooperation on the pre-
scription drug abuse file. They spe-
cifically urged Canada to move ahead 
with its own abuse-deterrent/tamper-
resistance regulations. 

For context, in 2011, the current 
Obama Administration, as part of the 
National Drug Control Strategy, direct-
ed the U.S. Food and Drug Adminis-
tration (FDA) to give priority reviews 
to pain treatments with the potential 
to deter abuse, misuse and diversion 
and to encourage the development of 
abuse-deterrent formulations (ADFs) 
of opioid medications. Fast forward 
five years and the benefits of this 
approach are self-evident. The FDA 
has approved five ADF products for 
prescription by American healthcare 
professionals to their patients and 
reports that 30 more ADF products—
from brand-name and generic phar-
ma companies—are in various stages 
of development.

This news is very important as Cana-
da currently finds itself in the midst 
of two related public health crises: 
the under-treatment of pain and 
the challenges of prescription drug 
abuse, misuse and diversion. Pain af-
fects one in five Canadians as well as 
their families and caregivers. Patients 
can experience debilitating pain 
during end-of-life care, cancer treat-
ment, and post-surgical recovery or 
by suffering from unrelenting, severe 
and often progressive non-cancer 
pain conditions. Prescription opioids 
remain a safe and effective treatment 
for appropriately diagnosed, selected 
and monitored patients.

However, these medicines do have 
a risk profile when incorrectly pre-
scribed, misused by patients and/or 
abused by and diverted to non-pa-
tient populations. Prescription drug 
abuse has disproportionately affected 
young Canadians and our First Na-
tions communities. It has also result-
ed in large expenditures of healthcare, 
social services and law enforcement 
resources. As well, the stigmatization 
of those who struggle with addiction 

In Budget 2016, the Trudeau government was true to its 
campaign word. It will negotiate a new Health Accord with 
the provinces and territories and invest in mental health, 
palliative care, vaccination uptake and population health 
interventions with First Nations communities. However, 
notably absent was mention of Canada’s National Anti-
Drug Strategy which includes tactics to address prescription 
opioid misuse, abuse and diversion along with the broader 
utilization of abuse-deterrent/tamper-resistant formula-
tions by pharmaceutical manufacturers. The Canadian 
heads of two leading innovative and generic pharma com-
panies are of one mind on this issue.
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alongside those who responsibly pre-
scribe, dispense, and use these medi-
cines cannot be ignored.

In several areas of pharmaceutical pol-
icy, brand-name (innovative) and ge-
neric companies are often on opposite 
sides of public policy debates. How-
ever, our two companies—Purdue and 
Teva Canada Limited—as the respec-
tive brand-name and generic industry 
leaders with a combined 110 years’ 
experience in pain product education, 
research and development and work-
ing with physicians and pharmacists, 
are in complete agreement that opi-
oid analgesic products manufactured 
with ADF properties that are intended 
to reduce misuse, abuse and diversion 
are an important contribution by in-
dustry to the broad multi-pronged, 
multi-stakeholder strategy to address 
prescription drug abuse. 

Moreover, our joint commitment to 
abuse-deterrence is driven and contin-
ues to be bolstered by the abundance 
of published evidence supporting the 
positive impact these technologies 
can have on public health.

[ADFs are not a “silver bullet” for ad-
dressing the complex societal issues of 
prescription opioid abuse, but they are 
an important and available ‘upstream’ 
tool to help deter misuse, abuse and 
diversion of these medicines. How-
ever, they are an upstream tool to 
complement other “harm reduction” 
interventions such as prescription 
drug monitoring programs, prescriber 
education, revising clinical practice 
guidelines, national surveillance pro-
grams, patient and family education, 
responsible storage and disposal pro-
grams, law enforcement and the pro-
vision of naloxone to first responders 
and addiction outreach workers.]

Fortuitously, much of the ground-
work has been laid for the health 
minister to move forward—robust 
public consultation and research oc-
curred during the last Parliament. 
Both the Senate Social Affairs, Science 
and Technology (November 2013) 
and the House of Commons Health 
(April 2014) committees recommend-
ed that Health Canada amend the 
Controlled Drugs and Substances Act 
regulations to make abuse-deterrent/
tamper-resistant products a Canadian 
reality. These recommendations were 
informed by experts from the fields of 
medicine, pharmacy, public health, 

law enforcement, and addiction. 

Then, just before the 2015 election call 
last summer, Health Canada gazetted 
regulations to incorporate abuse-
deterrent/tamper-resistant properties 
into all controlled-release oxycodone 
products. While positive, it was a tim-
id first step as evidenced in criticism 
from the addiction, public health and 
pharmacy communities, due to its 
lengthy implementation timing and 
limited scope. Nonetheless, both of 
our companies strongly urged Health 
Canada then, and Minister Philpott 
now to require controlled release oxy-
codone to be tamper-resistant.

L ooking to the future, our ideal  
 goal should be that abused opi- 
 oids (and preferably any opi-
oid product) should be converted to 
abuse-deterrent formulations when-
ever possible, provided that the for-
mulation does not hinder the in-
tended delivery characteristics of the 
product for the benefit of the patient 
(e.g., rapid onset formulation for se-
vere breakthrough pain), as all opioids 
have the potential for abuse. 

To achieve this policy objective, 
Health Canada, needs to work in 
concert with industry, the FDA, regu-
latory bodies, and other stakehold-
ers as ADF technologies continue to 
evolve. The ultimate goal should be 
to transition today’s opioid products 
to ADF products in an orderly man-
ner, while ensuring no undue disrup-
tion for patients who are stabilized on 
existing therapies. This collaboration 
will help generate the appropriate evi-
dence base, which will in turn allow 
regulators to approve products, and 
companies to obtain product mono-
graph claims as to the abuse-deterrent 
properties of their products to better 
inform prescribers and patients. 

The pressing need of the current crisis 
of prescription drug abuse combined 
with the fact that Canadian prescrib-
ers, pharmacists and patients have 
limited access to these technologies 
provides ample political and public 
health rationale for action. 

Moreover, the bulk of a regulatory 
impact assessment work has already 
been conducted by Health Canada 
officials and awaits ministerial direc-
tion. Finally, the U.S. pressure and at-
tention on the gap between our two 
countries on this file will only intensi-
fy in the months ahead so alignment 
of our respective national regulatory 
approaches makes eminent sense. 

Health Minister Philpott recently 
wrote that she has a “moral impera-
tive” to respond to “staggering mor-
tality rates from suicide and substance 
abuse.” This eloquence conveys her 
deep understanding of the issue and 
compassion for the lives, families and 
communities affected. In this task she 
has our full support and we firmly 
believe the regulatory approach we 
advocate is the right thing to do as a 
positive, evidence-based contribution 
to improving public health.    

Craig Landau is President and CEO 
of Purdue Pharma Canada. He is 
an anesthesiologist with 25 years’ 
experience in private practice, the U.S. 
Army Medical Corps and industry. 
Purdue Pharma Canada is a member of 
Innovative Medicines Canada. 
Doug Sommerville is Senior Vice 
President and General Manager of Teva 
Canada Limited. He has over 25 years’ 
experience in healthcare leadership across 
North America in both pharmaceuticals 
and medical devices. Teva Canada 
Limited is a member of the Canadian 
Generic Pharmaceutical Association. 

These medicines do have a risk profile when 
incorrectly prescribed, misused by patients and/or 

abused by and diverted to non-patient populations. 
Prescription drug abuse has disproportionately affected 
young Canadians and our First Nations communities. It has 
also resulted in large expenditures of healthcare, social 
services and law enforcement resources.  
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Column / Don Newman

Milestone or Millstone
A finance minister’s first budget  
 is usually like a hockey player’s  
 first NHL goal. Tremendously 
important to him; noticed, but soon 
forgotten by everyone else.

Only if he goes on to be a Guy Laf-
leur, Wayne Gretzky or Sidney Cros-
bie does anyone pay any attention to 
the first time he scored.

However the budget brought down on 
March 22 by Finance Minister Bill Mor-
neau is likely to be signposted for years 
to come, it will be the budget that start-
ed moving Canada to a competitive, 
prosperous player in the 21st century. 
Or, it will be the budget that sent Can-
ada tumbling into a cycle of deficits 
and mounting public debt from which 
it will be difficult to ever recover.

The budget is the fiscal plan to fulfill 
the Liberals’ economic campaign plat-
form and the mandate letters Prime 
Minister Justin Trudeau sent to cabi-
net ministers when he announced 
their appointments. On budget day, 
Morneau said his document was the 
“beginning” of the government’s 
plan. “Important first steps,” he add-
ed, on a longer pathway.

But the success of the budget will ulti-
mately be decided by other steps soon 
to be taken by the government. Later 
this year, Innovation, Science and 
Technology Minister Navdeep Bains 
will unveil the government’s plans for 
making the Canadian economy a hub 
of innovation and a central player in 
what is being called the fourth indus-
trial revolution.

Even without that strategy in place, 
the budget is getting ready for it. In a 
section titled “Investments in World-
Class Institutions and Research,” 
the government is committing $2 
billion to a fund to modernize on-
campus research, commercialization 
and training facilities, and that will 
be just the beginning.

The strategies being worked on by 

Bains will be the most comprehensive 
and ambitious since the Mulroney 
government first started talking about 
innovation in the 1980s and consult-
ed Harvard Professor Michael Porter, 
author of the acclaimed The Competi-
tive Advantage of Nations.

If successful, they will transform Can-
ada and its economy. Future budgets 
will indeed balance themselves. How-
ever, this budget was focused more on 
the short term, and on meeting cam-
paign commitments.

The Liberals won the election last Oct. 
19th for two reasons: They were not 
Stephen Harper heading a Conserva-
tive government that had grown tired 
and Canadians had grown tired of, af-
ter 10 years in office. And the Liberals 
had a key election promise. 

They would forsake the economic or-
thodoxy of a balanced budget and go 
into deficits. Not that much in the red, 
mind you, and not for too long. Just 
$10 billion a year, and just for the first 
two years of their mandate. The in-
creased economic activity that invest-
ment would generate on infrastructure 
spending, plus an economy that was 
growing slowly without the added 
stimulus, would bring the budget back 
into balance by the time of the next 
election in 2019. Or so they said.

B ut the Morneau budget tells a  
 far different story. There will be  
 deficit spending all right, but 
instead of the rather modest deficits 
promised in the election campaign, 
they will be huge.

In fiscal 2016-17, the government will 
run a deficit of $29.4 billion—three 
times the election promise. The deficit 
will be about the same the next fiscal 
year, down about $6 billion the year 
after that and will still be at $17.7 bil-
lion by the time of the next election.

What’s more, there is no end in sight. 
”Over time” is the answer given to the 
question of when the budget will be 

back in balance. Rather like “In the 
fullness of time,” the Biblical explana-
tion to questions impossible to answer 
with a time limit.

Of course there were other high pro-
file promises in the Liberals campaign 
platform besides deficit spending. 
There was a middle class tax cut for 
people earning between $45,000 and 
$90,000 a year, and a new child bene-
fit program that is more generous and 
tax free. They are in the budget, part 
of the plan for “growing the middle 
class,” which the Liberals called their 
budget document.

Campaign promises were also made 
to Canada’s aboriginal voters, who re-
sponded by voting in record numbers 
for the Liberals. Their fealty was re-
warded, to the tune of an $8.4 billion 
commitment over the next five years 
to improve housing, drinking water 
and education for indigenous people 
mainly living on reserves. 

And on infrastructure, the “first 
phase” of that commitment will be 
$11 billion over five years to modern-
ize and repair public transit systems, 
water and waste systems and public 
housing. The new, more expensive 
public transit and other infrastructure 
spending will come in future budgets.

How quickly and how much stimu-
lus the infrastructure spending will 
add will determine the success of this 
budget in the short term. How quickly 
and how successfully the strategy to 
transform the economy into a post-
industrial, less carbon reliant Canada 
is will determine how Bill Morneau’s 
first budget is viewed “Over Time.”

The rookie minister has his first goal. 
Now the watch is on to see what hap-
pens next.    

Don Newman is a special adviser at 
Navigator Ltd., Chairman of Canada 
2020, and a lifetime member of the 
Canadian Parliamentary Press Gallery. 
donnewman.dnn@bell.net
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Electoral Reform:  
Referendum, Yes or No?
David Mitchell

The good news is that the federal government’s pledge 
to do away with our existing system of voting is spark-
ing a lively national debate on democratic renewal. The 
bad news is that that debate may be drowned out by the 
debate over how to ask Canadians what they think of it.

T he Liberal promise to reform  
 Canada’s electoral system before  
 the next election has already 
provoked extreme and divergent views, 
including threats of political opposi-
tion, extra-parliamentary protests, Sen-
ate filibusters and court challenges. In 
fact, the electoral reform debate could 
become a proxy for pent-up frustrations 
and emotional turmoil not witnessed 
in our country since the trying consti-
tutional battles of a generation ago at 
the time of the Charlottetown Accord.

And a key question seems to be wheth-
er or not a proposal for changing our 
system of voting will be put to a vote in 
a national referendum. 

Democratic Institutions Minister Maryam Mosef says the Liberal government is committed to an open dialogue on parliamentary reform and 
democratic renewal. Will a referendum on proposed reforms be part of the dialogue? Adam Scotti photo

DEM
OCRATIC
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It’s a vexing question, combining all 
of the important elements of major 
democratic reform: process, constitu-
tionality, morality and effectiveness.

Of course, first we’ll need to see the 
results of the work of the prospective 
parliamentary committee on this im-
portant file. They’ll be studying dif-
ferent balloting options, as well as 
the possibility of implementing man-
datory voting and online voting. Sig-
nificantly, the process includes prom-
ised consultations with Canadians, 
although how this will be managed is 
not yet clear. The government’s goal 
is to introduce reform legislation by 
the spring of 2017, well in advance of 
the 2019 federal election. 

W here would a referendum  
 fit into this scenario—and  
 would it actually be 
necessary?

While it may seem premature to con-
template the need for a referendum 
before seeing what might be pro-
posed by the parliamentary commit-
tee, advocates in favour have already 
cloaked themselves in the robes of 
protectors of our democratic rights. 

They’ve argued, for instance, that no 
changes should be made to the essen-
tial features of our democratic fran-
chise without broad public support—
and that the only way to test this 
would be by means of a referendum. 
They’ve also defended the status quo 
as a steady, reliable system that has 
served Canada well for a century and 
a half, with good governance and 
orderly transitions. It has even been 

suggested that changing the way we 
vote may be the equivalent of a con-
stitutional amendment, requiring 
provincial consent.

It’s not as if Canadians have been 
clamouring for change. However, 
most citizens would likely approve of 
the idea that our governments should 
reflect the views of a majority of Cana-
dians. And advocates of reform have 
long argued that our current system 
is fundamentally undemocratic, with 
majority governments often being 
elected with much less than 50 per-
cent of the popular vote. (In the last 
60 years, the winning party has ex-
ceeded 50 per cent of the vote only in 
the Diefenbaker and Mulroney land-
slides of 1958 and 1984). Now, with 
a government elected on the promise 
to reform the electoral system and 
eliminating these “false majorities,” 
would a referendum on any planned 
change be necessary? 

There appears to be support at this stage 
for a referendum to approve changes 
to the way we vote. An InsightsWest 
online poll published Feb. 9 showed 
that 65 per cent of respondents think a 
change in the current electoral system 
should be put to a nationwide referen-
dum, while 17 per cent believe a vote 
in the House of Commons is enough 
to settle the issue.

Changes to voting systems by refer-
endum are rare. In Canada, for in-
stance, the British Columbia experi-
ment with a ranked ballot in 1952-53 
was effected by legislation, with no 
referendum. Internationally, such 
changes have usually occurred with-
out being ratified by referendum.

R eferenda can be seen as a tool  
 of so-called “direct democ- 
 racy,” going beyond our leg-

islatures and elected representatives 
to directly seek the views of citizens, 
with some arguing that it’s inconsis-
tent with parliamentary democracy.  
However, in modern times, a referen-
dum was conducted for the Charlotte-
town Accord in 1992. And, of course, 
Quebec organized referenda in 1980 
and 1995 on questions related to the 
sovereignty of the province. 

What we have learned from such 
exercises is that when referenda are 
used to seek public input on large, 
galvanizing issues, rather than provid-
ing meaningful public deliberation, 
they can become opportunities for a 
heightened polarization of views and 
public mischief as well. Referendum 
campaigns can easily become hijacked 
by partisan interests and demagogu-
ery, especially when those calling for a 
referendum are often the same people 
who are resisting change.

The specific issue of electoral reform 
has actually been put to referenda 
in three Canadian provinces: Prince 
Edward Island in 2005, Ontario in 
2007 and British Columbia in 2005 
and 2009. In each case, the reforms 
presented to provincial voters were 
accompanied by only weak commit-
ments to change or to educating or 
informing the public about those 
changes by both the governments 
and the news media. In all three 
provinces a “super majority” of 60 
per cent approval was required, with 
each referendum failing to reach that 
perhaps unreasonable level of sup-
port. B.C. came the closest with 57 
per cent approval in 2005.

W hat have we learned from  
 experience? A referendum  
 can be a reliable means to 
kill a reform proposal. 

The electoral reform 
debate could become 

a proxy for pent-up 
frustrations and emotional 
turmoil not witnessed in our 
country since the trying 
constitutional battles of a 
generation ago at the time of 
the Charlottetown Accord.  

When referenda are used to seek public input on 
large, galvanizing issues, rather than providing 

meaningful public deliberation, they can become 
opportunities for a heightened polarization of views and 
public mischief as well.  
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It’s possible, however, that a clear and 
understandable alternative to our ex-
isting voting system, fairly presented 
and intelligently discussed, might 
produce a different result.

There may not be a legal requirement 
for a plebiscite, but is there a moral 
imperative to determine public ap-
proval through such means? Or are 
there other ways to engage the pub-
lic, seeking their views through con-
sultation and dialogue?

The Liberal government has commit-
ted itself to democratic renewal and 
restoring trust in public institutions. 
This is no mean feat and certainly 
suggests the need for a national dia-
logue on an important issue like elec-
toral reform. 

A true test of the government’s  
 openness to such a dialogue  
 will be the approach taken 
by the parliamentary committee ap-
pointed to spearhead this issue. If the 
special committee is actually provided 

with the independence and resources 
to thoughtfully and imaginatively 
engage with Canadians of all regions 
on this issue and report back to the 
House of Commons with a strong 
consensus on specific reforms, it may 
prove sufficient. Of course, this will 
depend upon the authenticity of its 
deliberations which will need to be 
very different from some of the pho-
ny forms of engagement and “drive-
by consultations” that have too often 
characterized similar government ef-
forts over the past generation.

The parliamentary special commit-
tee’s work on this issue will also be a 
litmus test for the willingness of our 
parliamentarians to work together col-
laboratively on an important issue. If 
they can do so, in a spirit of indepen-
dence, without being whipped into 
line by their party leadership, they 
will have achieved something quite 
remarkable, regardless of the outcome 
of the electoral reform issue. On the 
other hand, given the spirit of opti-
mism and generational change infus-

ing our body politic today, it will be 
deeply troubling if the process breaks 
down into partisan squabbling.

In the meantime, if we’re to have 
any chance of renewing our trust 
in public institutions, we should be 
willing to suspend our disbelief, and 
trust the work of the committee as it 
seeks a better way to elect our repre-
sentatives, including the question of 
whether reform itself should be ap-
proved by a national vote. 

If it’s any consolation, the election 
of October 2015 was a referendum 
of sorts on this question. Three of 
the parties campaigned in favour of 
changing our electoral system: the 
Liberals, NDP and Greens. Sixty-three 
percent of Canadians voted for these 
parties on a combined basis. That’s 
not a bad place to start.  

Contributing Writer David Mitchell is 
an author, political historian and Senior 
Fellow with the Angus Reid Institute.
david@davidjmitchell.ca
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Westminster Meets Digital:  
Are We Up to the Challenge?
Davide Cargnello and Karl Salgo

L ast October, Canadians voted  
 for a change of government  
 after an election campaign in 
which Liberal Leader Justin Trudeau 
arguably spent more time communi-
cating digitally with Canadians than 
any previously elected G7 leader. An 
ambitious agenda of institutional and 
democratic reform suggests that the 
new government in Ottawa is cer-
tainly alive to many of the challenges 
and opportunities associated with 
governance in the digital age. The 
first step—recognition of the need for 

evolution—has already been taken. 

By and large, Westminster govern-
ments are beholden to command-and-
control industrial-age organizational 
models and cultures. This is unsurpris-
ing given that public sector bureaucra-
cies and industrial economies came to 
prominence roughly in tandem. 

Over time, the two grew in complex-
ity, and it became necessary to build 
more elaborate procedures, structures 
and controls for public administra-
tion. In accordance with classical 
principles of public administration, 

public sector bureaucracies operated 
like stovepipes, channelling infor-
mation vertically. As social and tech-
nological conditions have evolved, 
these stovepipes have become obsta-
cles rather than enablers of progress. 

Despite numerous attempts at change, 
governing organizations continue 
to be locked into outdated struc-
tures and ways of working. When 
governments, like corporations, be-
gan deploying computers and build-
ing data processing systems some 30 
years ago, these were initially seen as 
a means to spur innovation and cre-
ate efficiencies in the public sector. In 
reality, their introduction tended to 
solidify old procedures, processes and 
cultural norms by encoding them di-
rectly into new systems and software.

T his strict adherence to indus- 
 trial age organizational mod- 
 els is increasingly creating ten-
sions where governing institutions 
come into contact with the citizens—
now fully digital—that they were cre-
ated to serve. A more sophisticated, 
demanding and skeptical public is in-

DEM
OCRATICIn Canada as elsewhere, governments are struggling 

to keep up with the rapid pace of social and cultural 
change—especially change associated with the rise of 
digital culture and technology. Digital governance may 
well be the most significant challenge facing governing 
institutions in the coming years—in a context where in-
formation knows no boundaries, power is dispersed and 
authority and accountability need to be reconceived. Is 
Canada up to the challenge?
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creasingly aware of the limits of what 
government can do for them as the 
Westminster system of governance—
once seen as a model system for 
peace, order and good government—
is becoming less and less relevant as 
an intermediary for achieving collec-
tive purposes. 

The Westminster system was not de-
signed with the digital era in mind. In 
our new, networked reality, issues and 
problems can easily fall outside the 
organizational fiefdoms of ministe-
rial departments and other tradition-
al Westminster institutions. Social, 
cultural and technological pressures 
are combining to change the overall 
policy and governance landscape—a 
landscape that has become more dis-
tributed and variegated.

The public sphere, broadly construed, 
is being populated by more agile or-
ganizations, including citizen-led 
initiatives, private and non-profit 
entities. Low-cost communications 
technology and the superabundance 
of readily available information have 
no doubt driven the proliferation of 
these new stakeholders, giving rise to 
networks that can coalesce quickly 
around complex public policy issues, 
and that can marshal the public sup-
port necessary to catalyze agency.

Indeed, governments are being con-
fronted with the reality that they 
no longer hold the monopoly on 
defining citizens’ roles, responsibili-
ties and interests. Citizens no longer 
necessarily turn to governments to 
solve problems, and governments no 
longer necessarily turn to the public 
service for authoritative expertise. 

Some of these developments are cer-
tainly encouraging in so far as they 
suggest avenues for increased public 
engagement and new, more participa-
tory forms of democratic governance. 
At the same time, as traditional gov-
erning institutions cede their space 
to more dexterous organizations and 
networks, they risk losing both the 
capacity and legitimacy to help shape 
solutions to society’s most pressing 
challenges. In a context where many 
public institutions are being “disin-
termediated’’—or cut out of the pol-
icy and governance equations—new 
tensions have emerged: for example, 
the tension created by, on the one 

hand, the demand for control on the 
part of a siloed, compartmentalized 
and often insular Westminster sys-
tem, and, on the other, the need for 
information sharing, collaboration 
and increased public engagement, 
as demanded by an emerging net-
worked environment. 

As a result of this and related ten-
sions, the digital age is giving rise to 
new conceptions of power and gov-
ernance, where horizontality and 
citizen-focused design are critical. 
In fact, as the state’s traditional pol-
icy, service and regulatory functions 
are increasingly called into ques-
tion, the very concepts of author-
ity and accountability may require 
re-examination. 

P ast attempts at public sector  
 transformation have tended  
 to focus on incremental pro-
cess improvement—“doing more 
with less” rather than “doing differ-
ent”—leaving the underlying me-
chanics of public administration 
largely unchanged. For example, the 
first wave of digitally enabled “e-gov-
ernment” strategies initiated over the 
last few decades delivered important 
benefits but many of these initiatives 
focused on automating existing pro-
cesses and moving services online. 

“Faster, better, cheaper” may well 
be a successful strategy for realizing 
efficiencies within our existing sys-
tem but deep innovation will require 
moving to a new paradigm, one that 
focuses more squarely on the unique 
role of government in advancing the 
public good within the new gover-
nance ecosystem with its networks 
of diverse stakeholders, interests and 
influencers. 

Embracing this new paradigm will 
require further exploration of op-
portunities for co-creation and co-
design of public services, policies 

and regulatory frameworks, as well 
as widespread public engagement in 
the governance process. Ultimately, 
the coming wave of digitally inspired 
innovation presents an opportunity 
to redesign how government oper-
ates—that is, to rethink what the 
public sector does, how it does it, 
and indeed, how governments inter-
act and engage with citizens. 

As we look to the future, the fact that 
societies everywhere are facing chal-
lenges of unprecedented complex-
ity on a global scale is impossible to 
ignore. Sustaining modern life and 
its mosaic of interconnected econo-
mies in the face of wicked problems 
related to climate change, energy, 
poverty, demographics and security, 
for example, will test the ingenuity 
of all who shape and participate in 
the governance process across its full 
array of institutions.

Governing institutions must recon-
cile themselves to the fact that their 
authority is increasingly dependent 
on a network of powers and counter-
influences of which they are but one 
important part. Just as the modern 
multinational corporation sources 
ideas, parts and materials from a vast 
external network of customers, re-
searchers and suppliers, governments 
will have to hone their capacity to 
integrate skills and knowledge from 
multiple sources, external collabora-
tors and other stakeholders, to meet 
expectations for a more responsive, 
resourceful, efficient and accountable 
form of governance.  

Davide Cargnello is Chief Research 
Officer with the Institute on 
Governance, leading the Institute’s 
applied research program on digital 
governance. dcargnello@iog.ca

Karl Salgo is Executive Director, Public 
Governance, with the Institute on 
Governance, on interchange from the 
federal public service. ksalgo@iog.ca

The Westminster system was not designed with  
the digital era in mind. In our new, networked 

reality, issues and problems can easily fall outside the 
organizational fiefdoms of ministerial departments and 
other traditional Westminster institutions.  
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Guest Column / Elizabeth May 

Trudeau’s	Big	Test—Will 
Electoral Reform be Real?

I it is the boldest reform, wrapped  
 in an unequivocal promise: 2015  
 will be the last election held un-
der the first-past-the-post (FPTP) vot-
ing system. It was part of the Liberal 
platform and was confirmed in the 
Speech from the Throne. 

The NDP also promised to get rid of 
FPTP, as did the Green Party. So while 
FPTP delivered, once again, a “false 
majority”—a majority for the Liber-
als with 39 per cent of the popular 
vote—nearly 65 per cent of Canadi-
ans voted for a candidate running 
on a platform for electoral reform. 
On this issue, as on climate change 
and our healthcare system, among a 
handful of others, Prime Minister Jus-
tin Trudeau can claim support from 
two Canadians in three. 

Trudeau’s reforms do not end with 
changing the way we vote. He has 
executed the most sweeping reforms 
of the exercise of prime ministerial 
powers since his father started the 
process of accumulating them. He is 
the first prime minister since Lester 
B. Pearson to recognize that being 
prime minister is not a full-time job. 
Like most pre-1970 Canadian prime 
ministers, he has retained portfolios 
for himself. He has sent clear signals, 
such as through the unprecedented 
publication of ministerial mandate 
letters, that we are returning to true 
government-by-cabinet. 

M inisters are to be respon- 
 sible for their depart- 
 ments—and for their own 
conduct and performance. We are 
back to respecting the principle of 
ministerial accountability. And com-
mittees are to be liberated. We are 
told that parliamentary secretaries 
will not whip votes in committees. 

The mandate letter to House Leader 
Dominic LeBlanc is full of welcome 
news—fewer whipped votes, no more 
omnibus budget bills, more decorum 
and respect in the House. In other 
words, the total top-down control 
from the PMO is ending.

And here is where the two big re-
forms collide. It will be the real test of 
the commitment to ministerial con-
trol over departments and the libera-
tion of parliamentary committees if 
electoral reform leads to proportional 
representation (PR). 

Minister for Democratic Institutions 
Maryam Monsef is off to an impres-
sive start. She has already fulfilled 
item one of her mandate letter—cre-
ation of an arm’s length, blue-ribbon 
advisory board for recommendations 
for Senate appointments. 

For electoral reform, she has prom-
ised broad and open national consul-
tations. Proportional representation 
is on the table as an option. But so, 
too, is a move to ranked or preferen-
tial ballots. 

We know the Liberal caucus is split 
on the issue. When the NDP used 
one if its opposition days in the last 
Parliament to advance a motion fa-
vouring mixed-member proportional 
(MMP) voting, the Liberal MPs were 
split pretty much right down the 
middle. Foreign Affairs Minister Sté-
phane Dion is an enthusiastic propo-
nent of proportional representation, 
having proposed his own hybrid ver-
sion to accommodate Canada’s re-
gional particularities. But in that split 
vote, we know how our future PM 
voted. Trudeau is personally against 
proportional representation and he 
favours another form of majoritarian 
voting. A ranked ballot may seem an 
improvement, but its advantages are 

illusory. As polling analyst Eric Gre-
nier concluded for CBC News, the 
Liberals, with 39 per cent of the vote 
in 2015, would have won even more 
seats with ranked ballots.

Ranked ballots are no real reform at 
all. Virtually every pundit predicts the 
fix is in; that Trudeau will tell Monsef 
what he wants and Liberal MPs on 
committee will vote as instructed.

I am going to go out on a limb here 
and disagree with the cynics. I predict 
we will get an open and honest na-
tional consultation. I predict Liberal 
MPs will be encouraged by the min-
ister and her Parliamentary Secretary, 
Mark Holland, to provide their own 
best advice. I believe we have a real 
chance to move to the fairest voting 
system, likely a hybrid, such as what 
Dion has proposed. 

I am prepared to suspend disbelief 
and accept that Trudeau means what 
he says. After all, that Liberal vote in 
the House in the last Parliament was 
allowed to be a free vote. The support 
for PR was strong, even if the anti-PR 
votes in the Liberal caucus edged out 
the pro-MMP MPs. How can I accept 
that there is any chance the Liberal 
MPs will choose a system that is fairer 
but will disadvantage their own party? 

Because to believe otherwise is to as-
sume Trudeau means none of what 
he says. A rigged process moving in 
the direction of enshrining Liberal 
power forever will make everything 
else Trudeau claims to embrace not 
sunny ways but a trick of the light—a 
transitory non-reform.    

Electoral reform will be the ultimate 
test of the new prime minister’s 
credibility.  

Elizabeth May is leader of the Green Party 
of Canada. elizabeth.may@parl.gc.ca
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Canada’s	TPP’ing	Point
Jack Hughes

The last time Canadians engaged in a national debate 
about free trade, the Soviet Union still existed and mo-
bile phones were the size of mukluks. The Trans-Pa-
cific Partnership has not been as controversial as the 
Canada-US Free Trade Agreement or NAFTA, in large 
part because Canada is seen to have benefitted from 
North American trade liberalization. The Trudeau gov-
ernment has much to consider as it navigates the TPP 
ratification process. 

I f the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP)  
 trade deal comes into force, I am  
 certain that Canada will be a part 
of it. The economic and geopolitical 
forces compelling Prime Minister Justin 
Trudeau toward ratification are simply 
too powerful, and no different than 
those faced by Stephen Harper.

Trudeau—like Harper before him—
clearly understands this, and surely 
recognizes that the TPP can help him 
achieve his stated goal of enhanced 
collaboration with the United States in 
relation to the economy, the environ-
ment, and energy.

For these reasons, and contrary to 
the conventional wisdom, the Liberal 

International Trade Minister Chrystia Freeland at a World Trade Organization ministerial conference in Nairobi. With little prospect that TPP will 
pass the US Congress before a new president takes office next year, Freeland and the Liberals have time as an ally in parliamentary ratification of TPP.  
WTO photo
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government’s approach to the TPP 
should be properly viewed as the con-
tinuation—not the repudiation—of 
the carefully nuanced position adopt-
ed by its Conservative predecessors.

Despite substantial and substantive 
differences in their respective world-
views, the Harper and Trudeau gov-
ernments have been remarkably con-
sistent in terms of the priority they 
assign to increased trade and invest-
ment with key Asian markets. 

With that in common, one might 
expect that both would be zeal-
ously bullish about being part of a 
12-nation Pacific trade agreement 
that includes such significant Asian 
economies as Japan, Vietnam and 
Malaysia. And, yet, it has never been 
that simple.

From the outset, Canada’s posture in 
relation to the TPP has been tactfully 
taciturn. Harper was always adamant 
that Canada should be part of the ne-
gotiations, but seemed at times am-
bivalent about whether those nego-
tiations should succeed.

Harper was exceedingly cautious in 
noting that multilateral negotiations 
are inherently problematic; that Can-
ada had other bilateral options with 
Japan and India; and that he would 
never sign a deal that wasn’t squarely 
in our national interests.

To that end, he consistently reiterat-
ed that being part of any trade agree-
ment only made sense for Canada 
when the benefits were greater than 
the concessions we were asked to 
make—something that wasn’t initial-
ly apparent with the TPP.

When Canada was invited to the TPP 
negotiations, Japan had temporarily 
demurred. This meant the two most 
important markets for Canada among 
the TPP cohort were the United States 
and Mexico—both of whom were al-
ready our NAFTA partners.

Canada also had existing free trade 
agreements with two other TPP coun-
tries—Chile and Peru—and a third, 
Singapore, only applied import tariffs 
on certain specified goods. All of this 

meant the potential upside was, at 
best, uncertain.

The price of admission, however, had 
been made abundantly clear. To join 
the TPP talks, Canada was asked to 
put “everything on the table” includ-
ing possible concessions in the area 
of agricultural supply management—
especially for the dairy sector.

This was a noteworthy precondition 
insofar as none of Canada’s earlier 
trade agreements had offered signifi-
cant concessions on supply manage-
ment. (In a characteristically Canadian 
compromise, we merely allowed that 
we had taken nothing “off the table.”)

In short, Canada was being asked 
to join complex 11-party negotia-
tions—which had begun without us 
and whose earlier progress we had 
to accept without reservation—in 
exchange for the potentially limited 
possibility of accessing a handful of 
new markets.

E ven when Japan joined the TPP  
 talks, Canada continued to  
 hedge its bets by maintaining 
separate bilateral negotiations with 
them toward a proposed Canada-
Japan trade deal. This ensured that 

even if the TPP failed we would still 
be well-positioned.  

Consequently, the TPP would only 
really make sense to Canada if it was 
objectively a good deal and the U.S. 
and Japan were part of it. This assess-
ment was, and remains, the common 
foundation for both the Harper and 
Trudeau government’s positions.

When the prospects for such an 
agreement seemed initially elusive, 
the Harper government assiduously 
avoided expending political capital 
on it—focusing instead on conclud-
ing and promoting bilateral deals 
with the European Union and Korea. 

By managing expectations, Harper 
was able to create a win/win sce-
nario no matter the outcome. If the 
TPP talks failed, Canadians had been 
warned that they were a long shot. 
But, if they succeeded, his govern-
ment would get the credit.

To be clear, neither the Harper gov-
ernment nor Canada’s negotiators—
led by the formidable Kirsten Hill-
man—ever sought to be spoilers in 
the TPP talks. They negotiated deftly, 
even masterfully, and at all times in 
absolute good faith. 

As a result, when the TPP negotia-
tions were successfully concluded, 
they were able to achieve an agree-
ment that offered significant benefits 
to Canadians while, in the eyes of 
many, requiring little in the way of 
costly concessions.

Remarkably, given the importance 
that had been assigned to it, Cana-
da’s supply management regime for 
dairy remained virtually intact. (Even 
the Dairy Farmers of Canada issued 
a ‘cautiously supportive’ note on the 
day the agreement was announced.)

From the outset, Canada’s posture in relation to 
the TPP has been tactfully taciturn. Harper was 

always adamant that Canada should be part of the 
negotiations, but seemed at times ambivalent about 
whether those negotiations should succeed.  

To join the TPP talks, 
Canada was asked to 

put “everything on the table” 
including possible 
concessions in the area of 
agricultural supply 
management—especially for 
the dairy sector.  
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Of course, the TPP is not without its 
passionate and prominent critics—
including BlackBerry co-founder Jim 
Balsillie and Ford Canada CEO Di-
anne Craig—who insist the deal, if 
implemented, could hurt Canada’s 
tech and auto sectors.

Moreover, the political calculus is 
complicated by the fact that accord-
ing to a series of recent polls a major-
ity of Canadians are either opposed 
to the TPP deal or do not have a suf-
ficient understanding of it to hold an 
informed opinion. 

For these reasons, the TPP may be 
the most unwieldy inheritance be-
queathed to Justin Trudeau by Stephen 
Harper: An historic and comprehen-
sive Pacific trade deal with the poten-
tial to transform our economy, but 
which lacks a critical mass of support.

To cut this Gordian knot, Prime Min-
ister Trudeau has wisely borrowed a 
page from Harper’s playbook. He is 
approaching the TPP with astute neu-
trality, mindful that time is on his 
side and that the entire debate could 
ultimately be moot.

The provisions of the final TPP text 
give each member country up to two 
years to undertake their own domes-
tic ratification processes. While some 
countries may do so immediately, 
Canada would not be alone in using 
more of the allotted time.

A lthough U.S. President Barack  
 Obama supports the deal, and  
 has secured “fast track” trade 
promotion authority from Congress, 
few now expect the United States to 
ratify the agreement before the next 
president takes office. 

In fact, the question of whether the 
U.S. will ratify the deal has become 
more pressing than when it will do 
so, since the leading candidates for 
both the Republican and Democratic 
presidential nominations are current-
ly opposed to it. 

If that were not sufficient cause for 
concern, some of the most influential 
Congressional leaders—from both 

parties—have expressed strong res-
ervations about supporting the deal, 
citing a number of the specific terms 
the U.S. was forced to accept.

Canadian proponents, including Ca-
nadian Chamber of Commerce Presi-
dent Perrin Beatty, have argued that 
it is inconceivable that Canada would 
not ratify the deal if the U.S. did so. 
This is entirely true, but it may not be 
inconceivable that the U.S. could re-
fuse to do so—and that would be fatal.

T he TPP final text further pro- 
 vides that the deal will not  
 come into force unless it is 
ratified by at least six member coun-
tries representing 85 per cent of the 
total combined GDP of all 12 coun-
ties—something which is impossible 
without both the U.S. and Japan.

Put another way, if the U.S. doesn’t 
ratify the TPP, it doesn’t matter 
whether Canada does. Without the 
United States, there is no TPP. Once 
we accept this, the question for Can-
ada becomes whether to be active or 
passive in the U.S. debate. 

This, then, is the actual strategic di-
lemma facing the Trudeau govern-
ment: Should it make a decision on 
ratification quickly and encourage 
the U.S. to do the same, or should 
it prolong its consultations until the 
fate of ratification in the U.S. be-
comes clearer?

Canadians are fortunate that the 
Prime Minister has delegated this 

challenging question to two of the 
shrewdest minds in the Liberal cau-
cus—International Trade Minister 
Chrystia Freeland and her parliamen-
tary secretary, David Lametti. 

Freeland, an internationally re-
spected financial journalist and au-
thor before she ran for Parliament, 
and Lametti, co-founder of the Mc-
Gill Centre for Intellectual Proper-
ty, are globally recognized experts 
in their respective fields, who have 
in the past expressed their own 
personal qualms about the TPP. As 
such, they are perfectly cast to play 
honest brokers.

To them falls the delicate task of as-
suaging the concerns of both domes-
tic stakeholders and foreign govern-
ments. They must manage the TPP 
consultations in Canada, while care-
fully monitoring the contentious de-
bate in the United States.

Of course, the ongoing consultations 
can neither be nor be seen as a sham, 
sideshow or stall tactic. They must rig-
orously evaluate the outcomes, both 
positive and negative, that could po-
tentially result if Canada and the U.S. 
implement the deal.

Yet, these findings must be balanced 
against the negative ramifications 
that would necessarily and inevitably 
result if Canada failed to implement 
an agreement ratified by the United 
States—including how such a deci-
sion would jeopardize NAFTA.

In the end, Trudeau knows, as Harper 
did, that he must contend with an ir-
refutable reality: While Canada may 
have the luxury of being ambivalent 
about whether TPP is implemented, 
it simply cannot afford to be exclud-
ed if it is.  

Jack Hughes is Vice President with 
Hill+Knowlton Strategies Canada.  
jack.hughes@hkstrategies.ca 

If the U.S. doesn’t 
ratify the TPP, it 

doesn’t matter whether 
Canada does. Without the 
United States, there is no TPP. 
Once we accept this, the 
question for Canada becomes 
whether to be active or 
passive in the U.S. debate.  
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From Failed States to a Failed 
Region: The Middle East in Crisis
Jeremy Kinsman

Why have Arab states failed? Within borders drawn by 
outsiders in their own imperial interests, most are insti-
tutionally weak, archaic, corrupt and inert, riven by sec-
tarian hostilities. The epicenter of failure is Syria, from 
whose calamitous collapse refugees are piling into the 
European Union, already reeling from terrorist attacks by 
the murderous Islamic State. The ability of the interna-
tional community to ease the crisis depends on whether 
the US and Russia can work together to force a cease-fire 
in Syria’s civil war and decisive military action against 
ISIL. Staunching the disaster will also require regional 
players, notably Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Turkey to tem-
per their competitive pursuit of national advantages. 

The Arab Spring proved to be a fleeting season of hope of the MIddle East. Here, in February 2011, protesters put their lives on the line by sitting 
around tanks in Cairo’s Tahrir Square. Flickr photo

I t is sad to remember that only  
 a quarter-century ago, there was  
 an abundance of reconciliation 
and shared purpose in the Middle 
East. Saddam Hussein’s invasion of 
Kuwait in 1990 united almost all Ar-
abs—and Iran—behind an inclusive 
US-led international coalition of 34 
countries, the largest military alliance 
since the Second World War, autho-
rized by the UN Security Council with 
support from even the newly liberal-
izing Soviet Union. 

Half a million US military person-
nel and almost as many from allies, 
including 4,500 from Canada (and 
100,000 from Syria), defeated Iraq’s 
million-man army, the world’s fourth 
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largest, in only six weeks. On Febru-
ary 28, 1991, I sat with Foreign Af-
fairs Minister State Joe Clark watch-
ing CNN’s unprecedented images of 
the destruction of the huge Iraqi col-
umn withdrawing across the desert 
from Kuwait. Canadian CF-18s were 
among the attackers of the exposed 
and by-then helpless Iraqis. He called 
his counterpart, US Secretary of State 
James Baker, who said President Bush 
was breaking off the pursuit; carrying 
the fight to Baghdad had no support 
from the allies, nor from the UN. 

Diplomacy succeeded war. We head-
ed immediately to the region, joining 
an effort to convert the unprecedent-
ed cooperation into a building block 
for lasting peace for the Middle East, 
including tackling the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict, a tacit promise made 
to Arab coalition allies.

First stop was Saudi Arabia—the 
main military staging platform, the 
principal financial backer of the war 
(paying $36 billion of the $60 billion 
cost), and the bedrock ally of the US.

O ur host for dinner was my  
 university classmate, Prince  
 Saud al-Faisal, Saudi Arabia’s 
long-serving pro-Western Foreign 
Minister, a champion of the Saudi-US 
strategic oil and security alliance. 

A few other foreign ministers who 
had flown right in—notably Baker 
from the US and the dapper foreign 
minister of France, Roland Dumas, 
joined us. Operation Desert Storm’s 
Commander, Gen. Norman Schwar-
zkopf, tossed aside my congratula-
tions for the victory. “That was easy 
compared to surviving two months 
in Saudi Arabia with a few hundred 
thousand horny and thirsty Ameri-
can post-adolescent men and women 
without a single incident!” 

By the end of 1991, the Madrid Peace 
Conference, co-chaired by the US and 
the USSR, produced a sketchy road-
map for reconciling Israel with its Arab 
neighbours and with Palestinians. 

But the Oslo Peace process that fol-
lowed would collapse. Israel proved 
unwilling to halt its expansionist 
policy of settlements, and Palestin-
ians to abandon their historic claims. 
Confidence-building was routed by 

renewed violence from the intifada 
and from the narcissism of extrem-
ists. Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin 
was felled by a rabid settler’s bullet.

Meanwhile, a Saudi fundamental-
ist rebel sworn to avenge Saudi Ara-
bia’s sin of admitting the US Army to 
the land that held custody of Islam’s 
most holy shrines, declared jihad 
against America. On September 11, 
2001, 16 of 19 terrorist hijackers of 
three American planes were Saudis. 

T he hubris and pain-driven US  
 quest to avenge the attack on  
 the twin towers and the Penta-
gon and punish enemies led in a per-
verted train of false and falsified logic 
to the invasion and botched occupa-
tion of Iraq. This catastrophic blunder 
accelerated the mindless blood war 
between Islamic sects of Sunni and 
Shia and Iraq’s collapse as a country. 
Jihadists worse even than Osama bin 
Laden poured into the vacuum. 

Western countries looked for security 
to other ossified and corrupt dictato-
rial regimes of the Middle East, king-
ly and secular. Believing they were 
stable was a delusion that a harassed 
Tunisian vegetable vendor blew apart 
in 2010, setting off the Arab Spring 
that swiftly turfed out despots in Tu-
nisia, Libya, and Egypt, and rattled 
the absolutists in power in Riyadh 
and other monarchies. Hundreds of 
thousands of protesters poured into 
the streets of Syria. 

While the Arab Spring was a momen-
tary euphoric experience for the re-
gion’s isolated youth, and all those fed 
up with generations of humiliating 
unfairness from greedy and parasitic 
regimes, it was short-lived. Its reversal 
in sophisticated Egypt and provincial 
Libya demonstrated how much easier 
it is to topple a dictator than to enable 
a democratic replacement.

Democracy can’t be exported. It isn’t 
an “app” to download or a technique 
to transfer. It is behavioural, has to be 
learned and lived, and needs a civil 
society with prior experience of com-
promise and inclusivity, sadly lack-
ing in Egypt. 

The threat of mass atrocity in Libya 
mobilized the international commu-
nity to intervene from the air. But, 
burned by the insane costs of the 
blunder in Iraq and the over-staked 
investment in unreformable Afghani-
stan, we ducked the responsibility to 
support a secure transition. Gangs of 
thugs financed from the Gulf made 
an easy prey of unprepared Libyan 
would-be democrats. 

Meanwhile, spooked by the Arab 
Spring’s winds of change, the increas-
ingly repressive Saudis intervened in 
Bahrain to smother protest and save 
the minority Sunni regime of the 
Khalifa family from revolution. 

In Syria, a relatively modern and ed-
ucated society, multi-sectarian and 
tolerant, but ruled as a secular police 
state by the iron hand of minority 
Shia Alawites, the Arab Spring’s con-
tagion had propelled massive non-
violent protests that initially destabi-
lized the regime. Expecting President 
Bashar al-Assad to fall, the US State 
Department set up in Jordan and 
Turkey training workshops for dissi-
dents meant to return as mayors and 
community organizers. But the Syr-
ian opposition and exile community 
abroad couldn’t agree on much more 
than getting rid of Assad. 

A nd Assad wasn’t going. We all  
 fatefully underestimated his  
 regime’s determination to de-
fend itself with brutal force. Sniper 
attacks on protests caused the oppo-
sition to arm itself in self-defence. As 
violence escalated, the  non-violent 

Democracy can’t be exported. It isn’t an “app”  
to download or a technique to transfer. It is 

behavioural, has to be learned and lived, and needs a  
civil society with prior experience of compromise and 
inclusivity, sadly lacking in Egypt.  
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movement was hijacked by violent 
militants supported by Saudi Arabia 
and Turkey. They couldn’t, however, 
out-violence the regime. The coun-
try plunged into an unwinnable civil 
war of chaos and destruction. Today, 
400,000 civilian deaths later, with 
eleven million chased from their 
homes, many of whom are refugees 
outside Syria, few Syrians would not 
willingly go back to five years ago.

The chaos in Syria and Iraq spawned 
a new and more frightful enemy. The 
so-called Islamic State surpassed Al 
Qaeda by succeeding in conquering 
and occupying territory from which 
to pursue war against Iraq and Syria, 
propel terrorist attacks in Europe and 
elsewhere, and lure tens of thousands 
of aimless and alienated young Mus-
lims to join their dystopic fantasy.

ISIL’s defeat is an overwhelming im-
perative in the region and for the 
international community. But the 
clarity of the mission is obscured by 
the confusing and contradictory wel-
ter of conflicting interests of regional 
and outside players.

Sunni Saudi Arabia cares more about 
its rivalry with Shia Iran and about 
deposing Iran’s Shia ally, Assad, than 
about ISIL’s Sunni fundamentalists, 
many of whose militants have been 
radicalized by Saudi-supported Wah-
habi mosques.

Turkey is more concerned with 
thwarting the Iraqi and Syrian Kurd-
ish thrust for a state of their own that 
would metastasize to Kurds in Turkey.

The US was caught between the po-
litical wish of seeing Assad removed 
and the increasingly mandatory mili-
tary objective of defeating ISIL.

Defeating ISIL requires a Muslim 
ground force. ISIL’s most potent foe 
is Assad’s Syrian Army, but it was tied 
up in the stalemated Syrian civil war, 
enabling ISIL to make significant ter-
ritorial gains. Washington began to 
see that a much worse scenario to 
Assad staying would be ISIL walking 
into Damascus.   

But first, the US would need to sup-
press its instinct that Russia is always 
up to no good. Though Russia’s inter-
vention last autumn to provide close 
combat air support to Syrian ground 
troops changed the military para-

digm, permitting the Assad govern-
ment to push ISIL back, the US was 
reluctant to cheer, insisting Russian 
planes were mainly bombing “mod-
erate” anti-Assad forces supported by 
the US, though it is unclear there are 
many left and in any case, that would 
hardly account for the Syrian success 
against ISIL. In any event, the inten-
sified conflict aggravated an already 
calamitous humanitarian situation, 
spewing yet more refugees towards 
a destabilized Europe, and making a 
cessation of hostilities in the Syrian 
civil war imperative.

Washington circles fulminate over 
Putin, whose motives are multiple. 
No doubt he wants to break the US 
habitual temptation to seek regime 
changes in other peoples’ countries. 
He does want to project Russia again 
as a decisive world player in a region 
and country where the USSR had a lot 
of sway. His muscular profile is popu-
lar in Russia. It distracts Putin’s sub-
jects from the economic downturn 
that is caused in part by sanctions 
from a Ukraine adventure that is in-
creasingly costly. 

B ut it isn’t all about positioning.  
 After multiple terrorist attacks  
 on Russian planes, trains, 
schools, theatres, and apartment 
buildings, Russia views jihadism as a 
mortal enemy. Thousands of Chech-
ens have joined ISIL’s ranks.

The case for a joint US and Russian 
effort to stop the civil war in Syria 
to permit an all-out assault against 
ISIL is irrefutable. Secretary of State 
John Kerry sees no alternative: “If it 
doesn’t work…..Syria will be utterly 
destroyed.” The US needs to acknowl-
edge Assad would endure for some 
time in some form of shared transi-
tional government. To keep its side of 
the unfolding sets of bargains, Russia 
needs to control Assad who, as Rus-
sian UN Ambassador Churkin put it, 
should “follow Russia’s leadership in 
settling this crisis.” Painstaking con-
fidence building between Russia and 
the US will be needed in what will no 
doubt be a wobbly cessation of hos-
tilities in the civil war. 

Then, the hard-power work to break 
ISIL as a threat, in the Iraq-Syria the-
atre and in Libya, where 5,000 fight-
ers hold 150 miles of Mediterranean 

coastline, will fall to Muslim troops; 
Syrian, Iraqi, Kurdish, and possibly 
Jordanian and others—who need 
robust support such as Canadian 
ground training upgrades. 

Additionally, through robust and in-
telligent soft power, the international 
community needs to smother the fi-
nancing of ISIL and counter the ex-
tremists’ radicalization of youth.

Who knows if, after a long and pain-
ful reconstruction, enabling refugees 
to come home, Iraq and Syria can sur-
vive as unitary states, or in another 
defeat for pluralism, break into eth-
nic and sectarian parts? 

Will the region ever recover from its 
fissures and feuds? Saudi Arabia and 
Iran seem to be trending in opposite 
ways, the Saudis doubling down on 
repressing human rights and pursuing 
national interests in oil strategy, while 
in Iran, moderates committed to a 
more positive internationalism are 
working their way to greater influence 
on the country’s direction. Ultimate-
ly, only dilution of the all-powerful 
monopolistic religious authorities in 
both countries can abate the antique 
and absurd hostility of Shia and Sunni 
Muslims that disables the region. 

It’s up to the people. They will not ac-
cept being condemned forever to au-
thoritarian rule. Whether the old-line 
regimes and skeptical outside backers, 
such as Putin, like it or not, the Arab 
Spring was a sign of what’s to come. 
Like the great revolution in Europe of 
1848, it initially failed. But a genera-
tion later, Europeans evolved toward 
democracy. There is no reason to be-
lieve that Arab youth (60 per cent of 
populations are under 25), having 
fleetingly experienced agency, will 
settle for less. But it’s for them to make 
their own history, not for outsiders. 

They will determine if a new Middle 
East can still emerge from today’s 
ashes, and join the world as a pro-
ductive partner.  

Contributing Writer Jeremy Kinsman 
was a longtime Canadian ambassador, 
notably to Russia and the European 
Union. He is now on the faculty of 
the University of California, Berkeley, 
and Ryerson University in Toronto. 
kinsmanj@shaw.ca
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Next	on	the	Agenda	for	the	
Health Ministers: Meeting With 
their American Counterparts?
Cheryl A. Camillo

The renewed dialogue about provincial health systems 
should not stop at the Canadian border. More than 
ever, provincial health ministers could benefit from an 
exchange of ideas with their American counterparts 
who, pursuant to the Affordable Care Act (Obam-
aCare), are in the midst of implementing unprecedent-
ed state-level reforms to improve healthcare access 
and quality while lowering costs. State health leaders 
would likely welcome such an exchange as provinces 
and states face common challenges.

S ince the election of the new Lib- 
 eral government, there has been  
 renewed dialogue about provin-
cial health system reforms. In late Janu-
ary in Vancouver, the health ministers 
agreed to work collaboratively to con-
tinue transforming and strengthen-
ing Canada’s 13 healthcare systems. 
Provincial and territorial ministers 
can build on this progress by forging 
open dialogue with their American 
counterparts. 

With the implementation of the Af-

Eight provinces share a border with the U.S. and 11 states share a border with Canada,” writes Cheryl Camillo. That’s an opportunity for a cross 
border conversation on innovative health care. Shutterstock photo
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fordable Care Act (the ACA or Obam-
aCare), states have assumed greater 
responsibility for the provision of 
health coverage to their residents, 
which has prompted many to view 
themselves as health systems stew-
ards similar to provincial govern-
ments. There is a growing recognition 
in the United States that, as the U.S. 
National Academy of Medicine Presi-
dent Victor Dzau (a McGill grad) re-
cently put it, “Leadership at the state 
level provides an essential fulcrum 
for meaningful health progress.” 

A review of health policy dis- 
 cussions on both sides of the  
 border shows that provinces 
and states are seeking solutions to es-
sentially the same set of health sys-
tem problems: how to stem increases 
in prescription drug prices; how to 
finance medical care to produce the 
highest quality, accessible care at the 
lowest reasonable cost; how to in-
tegrate care delivery; how to move 
care to the community; how to re-
duce persistent disparities that have 
harmful personal and economic con-
sequences; how to enhance perfor-
mance measurement and analytics; 
how to improve population health 
by addressing its social determinants; 
and, how to organize with regional 
and local interests to accomplish 
these objectives.

In introducing Ontario’s Patient First: 
Action Plan for Healthcare in Decem-
ber, Health Minister Eric Hoskins 
wrote “Too often, healthcare services 
can be fragmented, uncoordinated 
and unevenly distributed across the 
province. For patients, that means 
they may have difficulty navigating 
the system or that not all Ontarians 
have equitable access to services. 
Too often our system is not deliver-
ing the right kind of care to patients 
who need it most.” Just a few years 
earlier, in its multi-year action plan 
to transform the state’s Medicaid 
health insurance program, the New 
York State Department of Health 
declared “In order for New York to 
ultimately control healthcare costs, 
it must ensure that better care is 
provided, including proven-effec-

tive prevention initiatives resulting 
in improvements in overall health 
status and reductions in health dis-
parities. In particular, the biggest 
problem with the state’s healthcare 
system is that it is not successful in 
ensuring that complex, high-cost 
populations obtain the coordinated 
care they require.” 

Like a rainbow bridging the Horse-
shoe and American Falls, an un-
interrupted connection across the 
Ontario-New York border, or across 
the border separating any province 
and state, can lead to health sys-
tem gold—tried and tested policy 
ideas. Among the ideas that New 
York could share with Ontario are 
its “Health Home” model, in which 
care managers oversee and provide 
access to all of the services that in-
dividuals with complex medical, be-
havioral, and long term care needs 
require to stay out of the emergen-
cy room/hospital. This model has 
shown early promise. 

Evidence shows that both states and 
provinces can spread policy innova-

tions. States have a long history of 
testing policy innovations in their 
public health insurance programs, 
especially Medicaid and the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program 
(CHIP), and sharing them with oth-
ers. According to the Centers for 
Medicare & Medicaid Services, the 
agency that oversees both programs, 
more than half of the states currently 
have waiver authority to test new or 
existing ways to finance and deliver 
publicly-funded healthcare. They 
transfer their learning in a number 
of well-established ways, formal and 
informal, including through pre-
sentations at national Medicaid and 
health policy conferences arranged 
expressly for that purpose. Recent 
research reveals that geographical 
proximity/contiguity contribute 
to policy diffusion, but are not the 
only factors. North of the border, 
Saskatchewan opened Collaborative 
Emergency Centres (CEC) to address 
the challenges of providing health-
care in rural communities after visit-
ing the first CEC introduced by Nova 
Scotia in 2011. And, according to a 
recent editorial in Healthcare Policy, 
there is anecdotal evidence that 
Canada has moved beyond being “a 
country of perpetual healthcare pilot 
projects,” as it was once deemed.  

Y  et, in recent years there has  
 been little sustained, system- 
 atized, formal, institutional-
ized exchange of health system re-
form ideas between provinces and 
states other than the participation 
of Canadian representatives in the 
Reforming States Group, a voluntary 
group of state health policy leaders 
convened a few times a year on an 
invitation-only basis by the Millbank 
Memorial Fund to share information 
and work on solutions to pressing 
health policy problems. There had 

A review of health policy discussions on both sides 
of the border shows that provinces and states are 

seeking solutions to essentially the same set of health 
system problems.  

Like a rainbow 
bridging the 

Horseshoe and American 
Falls, an uninterrupted 
connection across the 
Ontario-New York border, 
or across the border 
separating any province 
and state, can lead to 
health system gold—tried 
and tested policy ideas.  
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been a steady swap of expertise in the 
decades leading up to the establish-
ment of the modern Canadian and 
Americans healthcare systems in the 
mid-1960s. But since then, exchange 
between the two countries has been 
sporadic, occurring predominantly 
when health has risen to the top 
of the agenda in Washington and 
policy officials/scholars have sought 
ideas for national reform, or when 
Canadians have sought to determine 
whether discrete features of the U.S. 
system, such as managed care and 
private funding, could fill gaps in 
medicare. In the late 1980s and early 
1990s, as the call for national reform 
in the U.S. grew louder, Senator Jay 
Rockefeller, as chair of the Biparti-
san Commission on Comprehensive 
Healthcare (the Pepper Commis-
sion), delegated the Families USA 
Foundation to convene a “Looking 
North for Health” forum to hear 
from Canadian experts on the coun-
try’s health and long-term care sys-
tems. Almost two decades earlier, 
the Sun Valley Forum on National 
Health had organized a conference 
to identify “lessons the United States 
can learn from the Canadian expe-
rience as the United States moves 
toward the adoption of some form 
of national health program.” No-
tably, there were no such efforts to 
draw lessons from Canada during 
the lengthy debate preceding the 
enactment of Obamacare. And, in 
Canada, the last major review of the 
health system, the 2001-2002 Com-
mission on the Future of Healthcare 
in Canada, solicited presentations 
on cost-drivers in the U.S., but con-
cluded that Canada’s healthcare sys-
tem as a whole had more in common 
with European systems, suggesting 
that Canadians should look overseas 
for reform ideas.  

H owever, the conditions are  
 now right for building per- 
 manent Can-Am health sys-
tem reform bridges—potential sup-
ports are in place. Recognizing the 
increasing interconnectedness of 
North America’s nations, the Na-
tional Governors Association (NGA) 
recently hosted the first ever Summit 

of North American Governors and 
Premiers to promote and advance 
economic cooperation by state, pro-
vincial and territorial leaders in the 
U.S., Canada and Mexico. Also last 
fall, the NGA launched a new initia-
tive States: Finding Solutions, Improv-
ing Lives to highlight state solutions 
and share best practices across states. 
Plus, the Council of the Federation’s 
Healthcare Innovation Working 
Group, which focuses on enhancing 
provincial and territorial capacity to 
better meet existing and emerging 
challenges, will continue its work 
until at least July 2016. Given that 
healthcare expenditures consume a 
significant percentage of gross do-
mestic product in both the U.S. and 
Canada, it is plausible that a future 
North American summit could fo-
cus on healthcare and build connec-
tions between premiers’ ministers of 
health and governors’ secretaries of 
health. 

T here are many other founda- 
 tions to build lasting struc- 
 tures upon. The Canada—Unit-
ed States Pan Border Public Health 
Preparedness Council, comprised 
of provincial ministry and state 
health department representatives, 
facilitates regional pan-border pub-
lic health preparedness. The Pacific 
NorthWest Economic Region, a 
non-profit organization that brings 
together northwestern states, prov-
inces and territories, has had a 

healthcare working group. The U.S. 
organizations the Council of State 
Governments and National Confer-
ence of State Legislatures have con-
sulted with Canadian officials about 
health policies in the past. Each of 
these organizations, plus others 
like the National Academy for State 
Health Policy, could link provincial 
and state health systems leaders.  

Initially, interested provinces and 
states, especially neighbors with a 
strong history of economic and cul-
tural exchange like Ontario and New 
York, could pair with one another. 

As Canadians know well, eight prov-
inces share a land border with the 
U.S. and 11 states share a land border 
with Canada. Many of the 11 states 
that border Canada are amongst the 
most innovative when it comes to 
health policy. Nine have expanded 
eligibility for Medicaid pursuant to 
the ACA and another is actively con-
sidering options for doing so. One 
of the expansion states, Vermont, is 
vigorously exploring ways to finance 
and implement a universal, publicly-
funded healthcare program similar 
to a provincial health system. 

Strong connections would be reflect-
ed in panels and roundtables formed 
for the purpose of exchanging health 
system reform ideas and, ultimately, 
by successful policy diffusion.  

Cheryl A. Camillo is a Fulbright 
Fellow at the Johnson-Shoyama 
Graduate School of Public Policy at the 
University of Regina. She is a former 
deputy Medicaid Director of the State 
of Maryland and Technical Director 
at the U.S. Centers for Medicare & 
Medicaid Services.  
cheryl.camillo@uregina.ca
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Investing in Shortline Railways 
Means Investing in Green 
Infrastructure
Michael Bourque

Shortline railways are the “special teams” of Canada’s 
freight rail supply chain. But despite their economic im-
portance, these smaller operators face challenges that 
threaten their viability. As Railway Association of Can-
ada President Michael Bourque explains, investing in 
shortline railway infrastructure would put our country 
on track for sustainable prosperity.

I n August 2015, the Liberal party  
 vowed to grow Canada’s econo- 
 my by making historic invest-
ments in infrastructure. Announcing 
his party’s plans at a campaign stop in 
Oakville, Ontario, party leader Justin 
Trudeau said, “Canada’s economic 
growth was made possible by build-
ing ambitiously. We must do so again 
if we are to transform our transit and 
transportation systems, create more 
liveable communities, and ensure that 
we adapt to a changing climate.”

Now backed by a strong majority gov-
ernment, the Liberals are well-placed 
to act on this pledge, which would 
dedicate funding for green infrastruc-
ture and prioritize investments in 
transportation, among other areas.

From the railway industry’s perspec-
tive, this is the perfect opportunity 
for Canada to invest in its shortline 
rail infrastructure. In doing so, the 
government would strengthen its 
ability to meet its goals related to 
economic growth, transportation 
and climate change. 

How the government will direct fu-
ture investments remains to be seen. 
Canada’s primary infrastructure 
funding envelope, the New Building 
Canada Plan, and its predecessor, the 

Building Canada Plan, has generally 
focused on provincially or municipal-
ly-owned infrastructure. Investments 
have typically supported road and 
highway construction, and the de-
velopment of other public infrastruc-
ture such as transit, wastewater facili-
ties and hockey arenas. To date, the 
government hasn’t made significant 
investments in the infrastructure of 
growth-generating industries, includ-
ing the shortline railway sector.

Canada’s shortline railway industry 
consists of more than 50 operators 
and plays an essential role in support-
ing our country’s economy. These 
railways are the “special teams” of 
the freight rail supply chain, provid-
ing important first-mile and last-mile 
transportation for thousands of ship-
pers. In fact, nearly 20 per cent of all 
railway traffic in Canada begins on a 
shortline railway. 

Moreover, Canada’s Class 1 freight 
railways, CN and CP, depend on 
shortlines to move more than 115 
million tonnes of freight to and from 
their continental networks each year.  

If it weren’t for shortline railways, 
many industries operating in remote 
communities would not have access 
to a safe, efficient and low-cost trans-

portation option to move their prod-
ucts to market.  

Despite their economic importance, 
shortline railways face challenges 
that threaten their sustainability and 
ability to serve their customers in sec-
tors such as mining, forestry, agricul-
ture and manufacturing.

F irst, shortline railways com- 
 pete directly with a subsidized  
 trucking sector. While trucks 
benefit from publically subsidized 
roads and highways, shortline rail-
ways build, maintain and replace 
their own infrastructure. This dispar-
ity creates an uneven playing field for 
the two sectors and limits shippers’ 
ability to move their products by rail. 
In Ontario, for example, nearly half 
of the province’s $3.8 billion trans-
portation infrastructure budget is 
spent on roads, while less than four 
per cent is allocated to freight rail.

Second, the costs of operating a short-
line railway in the post-Lac-Mégantic 
era are increasing. New regulatory 
measures require railways to carry 
minimum third-party liability insur-
ance coverage, resulting in increased 
premiums. In addition, the new fed-
eral Grade Crossings Regulations require 
railways to improve level crossings 
across their networks. These upgrades 
will cost tens of thousands of dollars, 
and shortlines will struggle to qualify 
for funding from the federal Grade 
Crossing Improvement Program.

Shortlines can’t simply pass these 
costs on to their customers. These op-
erators find it challenging to generate 
the capital they need to improve their 
capacity and expand their networks. 
Shortlines typically maintain an op-
erating ratio—a measure of operating 
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Short line railways are essential to small and remote communities moving their products to 
market. Shutterstock photo

expenses as a percentage of operating 
revenue—in the 90th percentile. As a 
result, they are limited in their ability 
to invest back into their networks, es-
pecially when compared to their Class 
1 peers. CN and CP reinvest approxi-
mately 20 per cent of their revenues 
into their infrastructure each year. By 
comparison, shortlines’ capital invest-
ments are about 12 per cent annually.  

Shortlines are also rarely able to ac-
quire loans from banks by borrowing 
against their assets (such as track and 
land), which further underscores the 
need for alternative funding sources 
to support their viability. Historical-
ly, however, there have been very few 
government funding programs avail-
able to shortline railways in Canada.

Despite their eligibility under Cana-
da’s infrastructure funding programs 
past and present, shortline projects 
rarely receive government support. In 
fact, between 2007 and 2012, short-
lines received just 0.07 per cent of 
available funding under the Building 
Canada Plan, and to date no money 
has been allocated to a shortline un-

der the New Building Canada Fund. 
Only the Government of Saskatch-
ewan has a small, grant-based pro-
gram in place specifically for short-
line railways.

There are numerous benefits to in-
vesting in shortline rail, several of 
which support the government’s ob-
jectives to make Canada a climate 
change leader and to reduce green-
house gas (GHG) emissions to 30 per 
cent below 2005 levels by 2030. 

W ith dedicated programs  
 and management strate- 
 gies to improve fuel effi-
ciency and reduce emissions—includ-
ing a memorandum of understanding 
with the federal government that has 
been in place since 1995—rail is an 
extremely green mode of transporta-
tion. In Canada, railways can move 
one tonne of goods more than 200 
kilometres on a single litre of fuel, 
and produce three times fewer emis-
sions than trucks. In addition, a sin-
gle freight train can remove some 300 
trucks from Canada’s congested net-
work of highways and roads.

Investment in shortline rail infra-
structure will also encourage shippers 
to choose the safest mode of transpor-
tation. Between 2004 and 2014, the 
shortline sector’s accident rate—ac-
cidents in relation to workload—fell 
by 86 per cent, even as these railways 
transported 72 per cent more goods. 
Currently, Canada’s shortlines have 
fewer than two accidents per billion 
gross ton-miles.

The current economic climate, and 
the federal government’s commit-
ment to supporting infrastructure de-
velopment, underscores the need to 
invest in freight rail.

C anada should look to the  
 United States for inspiration.  
 In the U.S., shortlines have 
access to multiple federal and state-
level initiatives including grants, low-
cost lending programs and tax cred-
its. In many cases, funding comes 
from a dedicated shortline initiative, 
highlighting that U.S. governments 
recognize the sector’s unique char-
acteristics and its economic signifi-
cance. More than half of U.S. states 
have an assistance program in place 
for shortline railways.   

Canada should follow this lead and 
introduce a financial support plan for 
shortline railways. A dedicated fund-
ing envelope of $300 million over 
seven years—accessible through a 
tax credit mechanism—would stim-
ulate infrastructure improvements, 
highlight the sector’s willingness to 
invest, and match the government’s 
contribution through a unique pub-
lic-private partnership.  

This funding would inevitably help 
shortlines to invest in their infra-
structure and meet new regulatory 
requirements, and thus accommodate 
heavier traffic, improve efficiency and 
attract new customers. In doing so, the 
federal government would once again 
build with ambition, and support a 
transportation system that enables 
economic competitiveness, improves 
safety and reduces emissions.    

Michael Bourque is President and CEO 
of the Railway Association of Canada. 
mbourque@railcan.ca
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Verbatim/Whither American 
Conservatives?
Michael Gerson

The Washington Post columnist and former chief 
speechwriter to President George W. Bush delivered 
the Cardus Hill Family Lecture at the Manning Centre 
Conference in Ottawa. He spoke of Donald Trump’s 
candidacy for the Republican presidential nomination 
as the attempted hostile takeover of a great political 
party, one that could result in its ruin. As for Trump’s 
foreign policy, Gerson said it was “not easy to discern 
in the collective tweets of Donald Trump.” Trumpism, 
he said, “is Putinism by another name.”

I t has been a strange election season  
 in America. This will be remem- 
 bered as the Twilight Zone year in 
which Donald Trump is the Republi-
can front runner and got into a two-
way global insult war with the pope. 
My intention is to address the most 
extraordinary development of my po-
litical lifetime, a rising populism that 
could massively change conservatism 
in America and possibly break the Re-
publican Party as an institution.

I could hardly speak to you at a more 
confusing time for an American political 
commentator. I have been so wrong for 

Michael Gerson on Donald Trump’s hostile takeover bid: “Some things like nativism and protectionism can’t be incorporated into a centre right 
party without bringing it to ruin.” Photo by Peter Stockland, Cardus
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so long about the political appeal of 
Donald Trump that I am tempted to 
sit down now, but I will press ahead.

There is one great story on the Repub-
lican side of this election: the return 
of ethno-nationalism to the centre 
stage of American politics.

Many of my Republican and even 
Democratic friends just can’t believe 
that Donald Trump can possibly 
mean what he says. They think, as 
Mark Twain said of Wagner’s music, 
that it cannot be as bad as it sounds. 
It must somehow be part of the show. 
The assumption of hidden rational-
ity is baseless. Trump has shown a 
remarkable consistency in this cam-
paign. He said he would build a wall 
across the continent and compel Mex-
ico to pay for it; that he will conduct 
the forced expulsion of 11 million 
undocumented workers, which would 
require an immense new apparatus of 
enforcement and internment camps; 
that he would ban the immigration of 
Muslims to America and send Syrian 
refugees back into a war zone.

This is not—as many liberals in the 
United States try to argue—the natu-
ral outworking of conservatism. It is 
the corruption of conservatism. It is 
not the inevitable outcome of popu-
lism. It is the use of populism as a poi-
son. This approach is closest to the 
type of right-wing anti-immigrant 
populism that we are seeing rising 
across Europe in Hungary, Denmark, 
Sweden, Poland, Greece the United 
Kingdom, and France. 

In my Washington Post column I’ve 
called attention to the foreign policy 
implications of Trump’s versions of 
American nationalism. It’s not an 
easy thing to discern a foreign policy 
in the collective tweets of Donald 
Trump. But he generally views Ja-
pan, South Korea, and our European 
allies as freeloaders who should de-
fend themselves or pay their own 
way. He believes Mexico is a schem-
ing enemy, and he proposes a de-
stabilizing trade war with China. He 
believes that Vladimir Putin should 
be given a free hand in the Middle 
East, surrendering a leading U.S. role 

in the region, and he proposes fight-
ing the war on terrorism by purpose-
fully targeting the families of terror-
ists on the theory that toughness is 
demonstrated through war crimes. I 
won’t dwell on this topic; suffice to 
say that Trump would be a president 
who cannot reliably tell the differ-
ence between America’s enemies 
and its friends. The world sometimes 
complains about American moral-
ism, about America’s lecturing. Wait 
until they see the immense power of 
America unconstrained by the great 
ideals of America. On foreign policy, 
Trumpism is Putinism by another 
name. The world does not need more 
than one Putin, if that.

L et me focus a bit on domestic  
 and economic policies. Some  
 things like nativism and pro-
tectionism can’t be incorporated into 
a centre-right party without bringing 
it to ruin. But conservatism is also 
about necessary adaptation, and the 
economic populism of our time has 
lessons to teach.

For those of us who criticize populist 
candidates, it is doubly important to 
understand and address the causes of 
popular discontent: the way of life in 
which increased productivity resulted 
in higher wages and a realistic shot at 
economic advancement is now frag-
ile in some places. For many people, 
work is now a series of part-time, 
temporary, and contract jobs. The old 
promotion pathways are more rare; 
life can have instability, worry, and 
toxic stress at its core. The current 
political divide emerges from how 
this challenge is explained. Some ar-
gue that the old economic certainties 
were stolen. It may have been bankers 
and speculators at fault, or it may be 
Mexican immigrants or the Chinese, 
but larceny is involved. As economic 
analysis this is wrong or partial, but 
it is the political consequences that 
concern me.

According to Trump or Jeremy Cor-
byn, if our economic opportunity has 
been stolen, the purpose of politics is 
not to solve this or that problem—it 
is to fight and defeat enemies. This 
is a politics characterized by anger, 
retribution, and enmity. It has the 
chemical advantage of lighting up 
the limbic system, but there are many 
problems with it. The worst is misdi-
agnosis, because it undermines the 
possibility of productive change.

The old economic certainties have 
not been stolen. They have been un-
dermined by a vast economic trans-
mission that has placed workers in 
competition with talented workers 
around the world. This has resulted 
in a consistent downward pressure 
on wages and a ruthless demand for 
higher skills. This has happened at 
the same time that family structures, 

It’s not an easy thing to discern a foreign policy in 
the collective tweets of Donald Trump. But he gener-

ally views Japan, South Korea, and our European allies as 
freeloaders who should defend themselves or pay their own 
way. He believes Mexico is a scheming enemy, and he pro-
poses a destabilizing trade war with China.  

The world sometimes 
complains about 

American moralism, about 
America’s lecturing. Wait 
until they see the immense 
power of America 
unconstrained by the great 
ideals of America. On foreign 
policy, Trumpism is Putinism 
by another name. The world 
does not need more than 
one Putin, if that.  
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humanizing communities, and im-
portant social norms have weakened.

In the context of economic populism, 
conservatives who are identified with 
the status quo are likely to be run 
over. Conservatives who are a pale 
version of liberalism will be unneces-
sary. More is needed than a critique 
of Keynesianism—conservatives need 
a governing vision applying conser-
vative and free-market ideas to the 
task of giving people the skills and 
human capital to succeed in a mod-
ern economy, a conservatism of the 
common good.

There should be—there can be—dis-
tinctly conservative proposals that 
improve skills and increase the re-
wards of work and encourage eco-
nomic mobility; proposals to reform 
immigration in productive ways, 
make entitlements more modern and 
sustainable, and shape a growth-ori-
ented tax system; proposals that pro-
vide conservative approaches to ma-
ternal and child and newborn health, 
and market-oriented methods to ad-
dress the threat of climate disrup-
tion. A distinctly conservative vision 
of the common good will encour-
age decentralization, the strength of 
family and community, the impor-
tance of religious education and reli-
gious liberty, and the health of a civil 
society where human beings gain the 
values that make a life of success and 
meaning possible.

O thers can offer anger and  
 envy. Conservatives should  
 be known for common pur-
pose and respect and civic pride and 
voluntary associations and personal 
responsibility and a generous, inclu-
sive spirit. These are not just the foun-
dations of a free economy, they are the 
substance of a democratic way of life.

I’ll conclude by saying that conserva-
tives should also be known for a pas-
sionate, moral commitment to hu-
man dignity. This is one of the great 
roles of religion in a democracy, as 
one route, one basis, for personalism: 
the belief that everyone matters, that 
everyone counts, that no insignifi-

cant person was ever born. In every 
way that matters to God, human be-
ings are completely equal and com-
pletely loved. They matter more than 
any cause; they are the cause.

Those who question the association of 
conservatism with this ideal haven’t 
been paying attention for the last 300 
years or so. It was Wilberforce’s fight 
for the abolition of the British slave 
trade and Burke’s defence of the rights 
of Catholics, prosecution of abuses 
of power in India and defence of the 
rights of Americans; Lincoln’s eman-
cipation of American slaves and Lord 
Shaftesbury’s care for the victims of 
the Industrial Revolution; Churchill’s 
deep concern for European Jews. And 
yes, I am biased, but I would include 
the leadership of George W. Bush, 
who helped save so many lives from 
AIDS and malaria in Africa. During the 
20th century, in government offices 
in Berlin, Moscow, and Beijing, deci-
sions were made to take the lives of 
millions. I got to sit in the Oval Office 
and watch President Bush make deci-
sions that saved the lives of millions 
through PEPFAR and the President’s 
Malaria Initiative and other initiatives. 
That was a broad bipartisan achieve-
ment across two administrations, but 
it began with a fully conservative be-
lief in the priority of the person.

I suspect during the coming weeks of 
this campaign a lot of Republicans are 
preparing to identify with Dick Tuck. 
Tuck lost a California state senate elec-
tion in 1966. In his concession speech 
he took the stage and said, “The peo-
ple have spoken, the bastards.”

It is at moments like this that con-
servatives turn to history for consola-
tion. It is the great power of historical 
texts that they speak to us differently 
in different times. We read certain 
speeches and documents again and 
again, but then in a new context, in a 
new light, they speak across the years 
as close as a voice over your shoulder.

Last night I looked at George Wash-
ington’s letter to the Hebrew con-
gregation at Newport, Rhode Island. 
President Washington made a trip 
to Rhode Island in 1790 after it fi-

nally ratified the Constitution. Moses 
Seixas, the warden of the local Jewish 
congregation, was on the reception 
committee and read a letter thanking 
Washington for his service. Rhode 
Island had the new country’s largest 
Jewish community for a reason: be-
cause other states were not the best 
places to be Jewish or Quaker or Bap-
tist or Catholic. Four days later Wash-
ington responded:
The citizens of the United States of 
America have a right to applaud them-
selves for having given to mankind ex-
amples of an enlarged and liberal policy: 
a policy worthy of imitation. All possess 
alike liberty of conscience and immuni-
ties of citizenship. It is now no more that 
toleration is spoken of, as if it was by the 
indulgence of one class of people that an-
other enjoyed the exercise of their inher-
ent natural rights. For happily the Gov-
ernment of the United States, which gives 
to bigotry no sanction, to persecution no 
assistance, requires only that they who 
live under its protection, should demean 
themselves as good citizens. . . . May the 
Children of the Stock of Abraham, who 
dwell in this land, continue to merit and 
enjoy the good will of the other inhabit-
ants, while everyone shall sit under his 
own vine and fig tree, and there shall be 
none to make him afraid.

This is the proper conservative re-
sponse to anger and division, a belief 
in inherent rights held equally by all 
the children of Abraham and everyone 
else. When my country comes back to 
itself, as it always does, there shall be 
none to make them afraid.    

Michael Gerson, former chief 
speechwriter to President George W. 
Bush, is a political columnist with the 
Washington Post.  
michaelgerson@washpost.com  
Excerpted from the Cardus Hill 
Family Lecture at the Manning Centre 
Conference in Ottawa, February 26, 
2016. www.cardus.ca
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More than 600 students in the Dominican Republic are learning 
to use new laptops provided by Barrick in partnership with 
One Laptop Per Child. The program is introducing modern 
technology, internet connectivity and new educational tools to 
communities around Barrick’s Pueblo Viejo mine, 
opening up a world of possibilities for students 
and their teachers. 

www.barrick.com
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