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The policy world received a serious shakeup this fall with the election of 
a new, majority Liberal government under Justin Trudeau. The hard 
work will soon begin for the Trudeau government in making good on 

their many campaign promises, and prioritizing what can be done early in his 
new term.

One issue that became front and centre late in the campaign is the 
agreement in principle reached by the 12 nations negotiating the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership, an enormous free-trade deal that includes two of the world’s three 
biggest economies, the US and Japan. 

Inside Policy contributor Stanley Hartt was on the front lines of the 
negotiations of North American free trade as chief of staff to Prime Minister 
Brian Mulroney. He feels that the success of the Canada-US Free Trade 
Agreement and NAFTA should have made it easier for the Harper government 
to make a strong defence of the TPP. But so far, it seems that protectionist 
voices have dominated the public debate.

“If ratification elsewhere proceeds as expected, Mr. Trudeau will want 
to use a small amount of his newly-acquired political capital to ensure that 
Canada is squarely in the mix in newly liberalized trans-Pacific trade”, writes 
Hartt.

Also in this issue, Carleton University professor Ian Lee explains why he 
thinks the Liberal government will be more conservative in its approach to 
the economy than many observers seem to think. Campaign rhetoric and talk 
of deficits aside, he expects them to maintain the most important economic 
policies of the outgoing Conservative government.

And in our cover story, John Fraser, founding president of the Institute 
for the Study of the Crown in Canada, celebrates Queen Elizabeth II’s recent 
milestone as Canada’s longest serving monarch, and takes the occasion to offer 
a stout defence of the place of the monarchy in Canada’s political system, 
and warn against the “alternatives proposed by the opponents of this hugely 
undervalued institution”.

Rounding out this post-election issue, MLI Senior Fellow Philip Cross 
debunks the persistent claim that Ontario isn’t getting its fair share from the 
federal government, CapX contributor Ryan Hagemann explains why Canada 
has the more enlightened approach to regulating areal drones, Harold Calla of 
the Squamish First Nation offers his ideas on how to bring prosperity to First 
Nations, Dr. Durhane Wong-Rieger explains why failure on rare diseases is 
all too common in Canada, and Australian Andrew Pickford and Canadian 
Jeffrey Collins explain how much their countries have to gain by co-operating 
more closely on international issues. Finally, MLI Managing Director Brian 
Lee Crowley explains why the death of the suburbs has been greatly exagger-
ated and we bring you an excerpt from Ken Coates’ and Greg Poelzer’s highly 
acclaimed Treaty Peoples.
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Stanley H. Hartt

It certainly would not have been Stephen Harper’s first 
choice to announce the landmark Trans-Pacific Partnership 
trade deal on Oct. 5. There was a vigorous push by trade 

ministers, meeting in a marathon session in Atlanta, to forge an 
agreement in principle on the TPP, culminating in an announce-
ment only two weeks before the federal election. Complex and 
controversial, the agreement will produce winners and losers, 
be praised by most economists, business leaders and consumer 
groups, and attract condemnation from unions, left-leaning 
nationalists and protectionists.

The timing had very little to do with Canada. The impetus 
to conclude the trade deal, which had been in negotiation for 
five years, came from the approval in June by the United States 
Congress of Trade Promotion Authority (commonly referred to 
as “fast track”), enabling President Barack Obama to expedite 
the ratification of the ultimate agreement and to avoid Congres-
sional attempts to modify it.

Seen as an essential protection for America’s negotiating 
partners, who would not wish to offer significant concessions 
at the bargaining table only to be asked for more in order to 

The Harper government made a weak defence of  a stellar achievement – the negotiation of  the Trans-Pacific Partnership. The hard-won 
successes of  the Canada-US FTA and NAFTA provide plenty of  evidence to rebut the naysayers, writes former Mulroney Chief  of  
Staff, Stanley Hartt. 
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The TPP needs a better sales pitch
Kuala  Lumpur: Malaysia is one of the 12 countries participating in the Trans-Pacific Partnership

T R A N S - P A C I F I C  P A R T N E R S H I P
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assure passage in the House of Representatives and Senate, 
fast track obliges the majority leaders of the House and Senate 
to introduce the implementing bill on the first day following 
its transmittal by the President on which their respective 
chamber sits. There can be no amendments to the President’s 
bill, including in committee. All votes must be “up or down” 
(approval or rejection). Committees studying the bill have 45 
days to report (or it is deemed automatically approved) and each 
legislative chamber then has 15 days for its final vote.

This kind of authority existed at the time the Canada-US 
FTA and NAFTA were negotiated and was responsible in a 
very palpable way for the outcome regarding those agreements. 
Once again, fast track was used to reassure the other 11 TPP 
participants (Australia, Brunei Darussalam, Canada, Chile, 
Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, and 
Vietnam) that they could not be strategically disadvantaged 
by the separation of powers at the heart of the US system of 
constitutional governance. 

The timing of the announcement of the trade deal “in 
principle” was politically unfortunate for Harper. In any 
trade agreement, it is relatively easy to identify the sectors 
where painful adjustments may have to be made, but much 
more difficult to make a definitive case for where the growth, 
investment and employment opportunities, and efficiency gains 
leading to lower consumer prices, will occur. Such was the case 
when Canada and the United States concluded their landmark 
FTA and the naysayers had a field day: We were going to lose our 
fresh water supply, our universal, single-payer health-care system 
and other social programs, our cultural industries. In fact, none 
of these dire predictions came true. On the contrary, Canada 
has benefitted economically in a most substantial way since that 
agreement was first implemented on January 1, 1989. 

Harper and Trade Minister Ed Fast had an opportunity 
to alter the discourse of the election campaign by vigorously 
touting our negotiators’ remarkable achievement in getting to 
the finish line in a hugely important trading arrangement, with 
access to 800 million consumers representing 40 percent of 
global consumption. We did not begin this exercise with such 
outstanding prospects: Canada’s entry into the negotiations was 
stalled over demands by some of the countries engaged in the 
talks (notably Australia and New Zealand) that we agree to put 
our system of agricultural supply management for dairy and 
poultry products “on the table”, and our fear of the political 
repercussions of accepting this precondition.

The hesitation to place the TPP front and centre in the 
home stretch of the election campaign may have been due to a 
reluctance to galvanize the left against the Conservatives, in the 
way that the 1988 election came to be about almost nothing but 
the FTA. But what the government side missed was that, unlike 
Brian Mulroney’s battle against negativity-induced fantasy, there 
were now, 26 years later, massively persuasive statistics to bolster 
the case for freer trade. It is now clear that, despite certain 
painful adjustments, as resources are re-allocated to newer 
applications where our comparative advantage is greater (almost 
always towards more knowledge and skill-based pursuits with 
greater rewards to labour and capital), free trade is overwhelm-
ingly to the advantage of every country signing on to it. 

One factor which may have played into the relatively weak 
defence of this stellar achievement was the unavailability of 
the formal text. With 12 signatories, multiple languages and 
complex provisions to be recorded in formal language, this took 
much longer than expected. Minister Fast first suggested that the 
text might be available in a few days, but it then became clear 
that this would not happen until after the election. The formal 
text only emerged on Nov. 5. Without a text, it would have been 
more difficult to trumpet huge gains and respond to myths.

NDP Leader Tom Mulcair fell into the trap of opposing the 
TPP before he had seen the text, forgetting that his Quebec base 
has traditionally been the strongest advocates for open interna-
tional markets. Justin Trudeau wisely withheld comment, perhaps 
reminded of Jean Chrétien’s about-face, once sworn in as Prime 
Minister, on his promises to tear up NAFTA (and the GST).  To 
his credit, Chrétien was persuaded to forget he had ever said those 
things; the Tories had already taken the blame by being reduced to 
two seats in the Commons, and all Chrétien had to do was feign 
hustings-induced amnesia and use the vast gains from trade and 
tax reform to make our national deficit disappear!

The timing of the 
announcement of 
the trade deal ‘in 

principle’ was politically 
unfortunate for Harper. 



Of course there will be winners and losers in any trade 
deal. In the FTA, Ministers and officials were expecting serious 
dislocation (and the need for adjustment programs) in multiple 
industries: furniture, footwear, clothing, wine and others. What 
actually happened was that the best-run enterprises actually 
flourished and prospered. So, for example, Canada now boasts 
literally dozens of world-class wineries making a highly-competi-
tive product and Peerless Clothing of Montreal is now the world’s 
largest manufacturer of men’s suits!

The TPP negotiators were able to avoid dismantling our 
domestic agricultural supply management systems, agreeing 
instead to a modest increase of 3.25 percent over the 10 percent 
market share currently set aside for foreign dairy imports, with 
an even smaller share of imports for the poultry industries. An 
enormous $4.3 billion compensation package for producers 
has been announced which will be designed to provide income 
support for 10 years while being phased out during the 
subsequent five-year period.

In the auto sector, the percentage of content required to 
originate in the TPP region will be 45 percent, down from the 
62.5 percent stipulated in NAFTA. This could pose some risk for 
auto parts and assembly jobs. But the bottom line prospects are 
for increased investment and employment and lower consumer 
prices across a broad spectrum of industries, goods and services. 

Ratification is not, of course, a certainty, with so many 
players and different political systems at play, but one overrid-
ing fact must influence our own domestic process as we study, 
consider and decide on Canada’s role in this historic pact: it 
would be very dangerous to decline to participate in such a 
mammoth liberalizing initiative.

A trading nation that has existing trade agreements that 

are vastly to its benefit risks diminishing these advantages by 
refusing to join a new trading bloc involving some of its current 
free-trade partners. When that happens, the countries that are 
involved in all of the trading arrangements become the “hub” 
in terms of attracting new investment, and those who decline 
to join condemn themselves to being a mere spoke, with all new 
trade-induced investment tending to be made in the nations 
which can provide access to more trading partners. 

Before the NAFTA negotiations commenced, this writer 
(then Chief of Staff to Prime Minister Mulroney) had a visit from 
my Mexican counterpart, Jose (“Pepe”) Cordoba. He told me 
Mexico was anxious to enter into free trade negotiations with 
us and the Americans. I scoffed and told him that when Mexico 
got its hyper-inflation, its corruption, its dismal labour laws 
under control, we might talk sometime in the future, perhaps in 
10 years. After he left, the US Ambassador to Canada, Ed Ney, 
called me and said that what I had told Pepe was very dumb. 
“We’re going to do a deal with them,” he said, “and you HAVE 
to be in it. Otherwise we’re the hub that can trade with both 
countries and you’re just a spoke”. NAFTA has proven to be an 
enormous success, some of the benefits of which we would have 
missed out on by relying solely on our existing deal with the 
Americans.
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Ratification is not, 
of course, a certainty, 
with so many players 
and different political 

systems at play.

Continued on page 9
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Ryan Hagemann

Around the world, the number of registered commercial 
drone operators is rapidly increasing. Unfortunately, few 
of them are in the United States thanks to an outdated 

and taxing regulatory scheme that has failed to keep pace with 
technological innovation.

The biggest impediment for a wider and more robust commercial 
drone, or unmanned aerial systems/vehicles (UAS/UAV), environ-
ment is twofold: public perception and regulatory hurdles. While 
public perception will have to be left to civil society and social 
norms to address, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), which 
regulates U.S. airspace, could be doing a great deal more to catalyze 

the nascent commercial drone market – mainly, by doing less.
The FAA’s recently promulgated rules for private drones 

distinguish between “commercial” and “recreational” uses – a strange 
delineation given the similarities between commercial and hobby 
drone platforms. After all, it is specious to reason that hobbyists are, 
by nature, more safety-conscious than commercial operators. Why 
should a drone weighing 5 lbs. used purely for the enjoyment of 
the spectacle be subject to a separate regulatory classification than 
a 5 lbs. drone used for paid services? If anything, the commercial 
operator has a greater incentive for safety and security, and is far 
more likely to be insured against liability than a recreational user. 

The United States’ overregulation of  drone use is stifling innovation and costing the economy millions of  dollars. It’s time for the world 
to emulate Canada, where pioneers like Amazon enjoy the freedom to experiment with new technology, writes CapX.co contributor 
Ryan Hagemann.

With drones, innovators should 
be free to experiment

T E C H N O L O G Y
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But concerns over the FAA’s regulatory differentiation between the 
purposes of use are merely the tip of the iceberg.

Issues such as availability of spectrum, the consistencies of 
radio links between drones and their operators, privacy concerns, 
disparate weights and associated safety implications, and more have 
continually plagued regulators in the U.S. and around the globe. 
Unfortunately, while regulators struggle to cope with these potential 
problems, commercial drones are already being integrated into the 
airspace of less risk-averse nations, such as Germany and Japan, with 
prime movers set to achieve important short-term gains. And these 
myriad regulatory anxieties surrounding drones are not unique to 
the United States.

Like in the US, the use of drones in the UK is regulated by 
the Civilian Aviation Authority (CAA), much in the same way 
that drones in the United States are regulated by the FAA. Under 
both regulatory regimes, drones are limited in their commercial 
use, constrained to visual-line-of-sight (VLOS) operations, and 
permitted for hobbyist use up to a certain weight class (50 lbs. 
in the US and 20 kg in the UK). In both countries, commercial 
UAS operations are constrained by excessive regulatory oversight. 
Yet in Japan and Australia, drones have been used for decades for 
everything from inspecting crops to repairing telephone wires. 
This is not an untested technology, nor should it have to be subject 
to burdensome ex ante regulations. Rather, the US and UK should 
embrace permissionless innovation – the notion that innovators 
and entrepreneurs should be free to experiment with new technol-
ogies and ways of doing business without seeking prior approval 
from technocratic regulators.

Canada could teach both countries a thing or two about 
embracing permissionless innovation. Transport Canada (TC), the 

country’s equivalent of the FAA or CAA, permits the commercial 
use of any drone weighing less than 2 kg without a TC exemption. 
For those drones weighing 2.1 – 25 kg, TC exemptions are also 
waived, though the agency mandates that it be notified of the flight 
plan in advance. That regulatory system is what has permitted an 
enormous groundswell of commercial UAS investment over the 
past few years. Although the United States possesses a consider-
able share of the world’s commercial UAS market, it lags behind 
both Canada and the UK in commercial application for drones. 
And, as of March of this past year, Canada boasted almost 110 
commercial firms providing drone-based services used in industries 
such as film, forestry, farming, oil and gas exploration, and many 
more. Canada has displayed so friendly a disposition towards 
commercial drones that Amazon, having been frustrated by the 
regulatory environment in the United States, absconded north of 
the border to British Columbia to begin testing its experimental 
drone delivery service.

While onerous regulations, like those already promulgated by 
the FAA this past spring, are clearly a deterrent for investment 
and economic growth, a lack of certainty for would-be commercial 
operators could be just as burdensome. The FAA’s rules have done 
little to provide that certainty. So long as the FAA continues to 
drag its heels, subjecting commercial firms to arduous certification 
exemptions, Amazon, Google, and other firms will continue to 
farm out their research, development, and testing facilities overseas 
to Europe and Australia. Every day the FAA fails to implement 
a fast-track system for commercialization of this industry, the 
U.S. economy loses out on tens of millions of dollars that, in the 
absence of regulatory uncertainty, would mean more jobs and 
innovation here at home.
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The easy solution is to permit 
by default the use of any 

private drone, whether for 
commercial or recreational 
purposes, under a certain 

weight category.
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Trans-Pacific Partnership (Hartt)
Continued from page 6

The influence of 
the pact with the 

European Union has 
not yet been felt.

The benefits of the TPP will only become clear over time. 
Let us at least profit from the lessons learned in 1988 when the 
harbingers of gloom and doom seemed so persuasive, only to be 
proven so wrong as the FTA and NAFTA spurred our economy to 
ever greater growth. The influence of the pact with the European 
Union has not yet been felt, and the significant number of 
agreements put in place over the years with smaller countries 
making up less dramatic shares of our exporting and importing 
activities will also need to be evaluated for their contributions. 
Trade helps us grow and prosper, with lower tariff and non-tariff 
barriers to trade encouraging the entrepreneurial spirit of our 

producers and suppliers to find ways to develop advantages in 
new markets, and with lower prices helping our consumers stretch 
budgets further and improve their standards of living.

Undoubtedly, the Clerk of the Privy Council and the 
Deputy Ministers in key departments will have ensured that 
the Transition Books (massive briefing documents prepared 
for incoming Cabinet Ministers on the vast array of important 
issues facing them immediately upon taking their oath of office) 
contain persuasive arguments for the new Prime Minister and 
Ministers about the importance of the TPP for Canada’s future. 
If ratification elsewhere proceeds as expected, Mr. Trudeau will 
want to use a small amount of his newly-acquired political capital 
to ensure that Canada is squarely in the mix in newly liberalized 
trans-Pacific trade.    

Stanley Herbert Hartt, OC, QC is a lawyer, lecturer, businessman, and civil 

servant. He currently serves as counsel at Norton Rose Fulbright Canada. Previously 

Mr. Hartt was chairman of Macquarie Capital Markets Canada Ltd. Before this he 

practised law as a partner for 20 years at a leading Canadian business law firm and 

was chairman of Citigroup Global Markets Canada and its predecessor Salomon 

Smith Barney Canada. Mr. Hartt also served as chairman, president, and CEO of 

Campeau Corporation, deputy minister at the Department of Finance and, in the 

late 1980s, as chief of staff in the Office of the Prime Minister.

The trouble that many regulators have encountered is akin to 
many other emerging technologies on the verge of commercializa-
tion (see: Autonomous Vehicles): the technology is simply moving 
too swiftly to be caught by ex ante regulations.

The easy solution is to permit by default the use of any private 
drone, whether for commercial or recreational purposes, under a 
certain weight category. It has worked well for Canada, and there’s 
no reason to suspect the U.S. would encounter drastically different 
challenges than its neighbor to the north. The trouble lies in drone 
use in more populated, high-density urban city centres. Getting the 
rules right amidst the skyscraper landscapes of New York and Chicago 
is a far different regulatory beast than permitting commercial drones 
in rural environments. However, these are problems that may be 
close to a viable solution.

NASA is currently working with companies like Verizon and 
Google to test the possibilities of using cell-towers as communi-
cations platforms for a larger UAS traffic management system. 
They currently estimate the research and development of the 

system could result in an operational system by 2019. While the 
details of how such a system would be effectively implemented 
are still in the working stages, forestalling the private operations 
of drones will not speed implementation towards the finish line. 
In fact, as more users and firms begin adopting the use of drones, 
a clearer picture will emerge of where the problems lie. Solutions 
will follow.

There are certainly issues to overcome with regards to 
commercial drones. But we can’t begin addressing the problems 
before they happen. Airspace holds the potential as a new platform 
for innovation and experimentation, much as the Internet has. 
Only by freeing the skies can we begin unleashing innovation in 
this space. If the U.S. does not, other countries surely will.   

Ryan Hagemann is the technology and civil liberties policy analyst for the 

Niskanen Center, a libertarian issue advocacy organization. He also serves as an 

adjunct fellow with TechFreedom, a libertarian think tank focused on technology 

issues. This article originally appeared on CapX.co.



Inside Policy – The Magazine of  The Macdonald-Laurier Institute10

John Fraser

The modest but mostly happy celebration to mark Queen 
Elizabeth’s surpassing of Queen Victoria’s record as the 
longest reigning monarch in both British and Canadian 

history in September, is a time when the excitable supporters and 
detractors of the Crown in Canada get a chance to trot out their views.

As the founding president of the Institute for the Study of the 
Crown in Canada and the author of a book entitled The Secret of 
the Crown, I clearly am a supporter, but hopefully not a mindless 
one. The occasion of the simple endurance of this redoubtable, 

duty-bound sovereign offers an opportunity to explain the benefits 
the country receives from her mere presence as our head of state, 
and also to try and sketch how the role of the Crown in Canada 
has evolved over the long years of her reign.

The Queen has already outlasted the electoral mandates of 
11 of her Canadian prime ministers: Louis St. Laurent, John 
Diefenbaker, Lester Pearson, Pierre Elliot Trudeau, Joe Clark, 
John Turner, Brian Mulroney, Kim Campbell, Jean Chrétien, Paul 
Martin, and Stephen Harper. Newly sworn in Prime Minister 

As Canada’s wise and forbearing Queen, Elizabeth II, carries on now as the longest serving monarch, it is worth considering that a 
constitutional Crown may be as great an ally to democracy as we have, and to warn against the alternatives proposed by the opponents 
of  this hugely undervalued institution.

Long live the Crown in Canada
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Justin Trudeau is her 12th. 
Unlike her father, King George VI and all his predecessors 

acknowledged as heads of state under the Crown of Canada, 
every one of the Queen’s appointed governors general – who 
act as a regents and perform the duties of a head of state when 
Elizabeth is not on Canadian soil -- have been quintessentially 
Canadian, starting with Vincent Massey in 1952 who was named 
governor general six days before King George died and Elizabeth 
succeeded to the throne. This particular roll call of her appointed 
Canadian representative tells a different story than the PM list in 
two obvious but telling areas -- minority and gender leadership. 
After Mr. Massey’s term, the others have been: Georges Vanier, 
Roland Michener, Jules Léger, Edward Schreyer, Jeanne Sauvé, 
Ray Hnatyshyn, Roméo LeBlanc, Adrienne Clarkson, Michaëlle 
Jeanne and the current incumbent, David Johnston.

The contrast between the elected and appointed “brand” of 
leadership in our system is even more striking amongst the lieuten-
ant governors of the provinces. Here we find the first Aboriginal 
representatives of the Crown, the first women, the first blacks, 
the first Asian-Canadians, and so on. The encompassing model of 
these appointments, while far from flamboyant, has nevertheless 
seeped into the Canadian consciousness in very positive ways and 
helped to shape our collective sense of leadership.

The Queen has survived this long period despite travelling on a 
rickety emotional and constitutional roller-coaster which began in a 
postwar atmosphere of extreme adulation. In the subsequent 63 and 
a half years, she has borne patiently the slings and arrows of separat-
ist aspirations in Quebec and often inchoate nationalist yearnings in 
English Canada. She has been afflicted with bozo cabinet ministers 
assigned to accompany her on royal tours who were avowed republi-
cans, as well as the smug assurances of writers and academics who 
feel called upon to let her know she and her hard-working heirs are 
nothing more than a “free-loading” tourists in Canada.

Through all of this, through our constitutional ups and 
downs, through federal-provincial brouhahas on jurisdictional 
authority, through our seeming inability to deal honourably 
and intelligently with our great systemic wound of Aboriginal 
injustice, through our whole story as a sovereign nation these past 
six decades, she never once – to use her own words – has been 
“a fair-weather friend” and never once complained. She has done 
what her Canadian prime ministers and provincial premiers have 
advised her to do, for good or ill, but she has also kept a tactful 
distance from their politics. She is experienced and wise beyond 
measure, and forbearing to a fault. 

Well, fairly forbearing! Once, back in the 1980s, when Jean 
Chrétien was Minister of Justice and brought the latest version 
of our constitutional patriation act for her formal approval, she 
received him at Buckingham Palace with an amused and slightly 
mocking air: “You again!” said the Queen of Canada, a tale 
Chrétien himself delighted to recount.

Today, although I have no particular manipulated or 
convoluted opinion polls to support the assertion, it is fairly safe 
to say that a majority of Canadians accept the status quo of the 
Crown in Canada. That is, there is no abiding passion -- except 
for a minority who, like myself, tend to the romantic and dramatic 
side of history. But neither is there abiding repugnance, except 
for a similar sized minority. It seems to work for us in strange and 
not easily explicable ways. It also reflects former Prime Minister 
Stephen Harper’s own views, as he himself wrote in a letter to me 
following the publication The Secret of the Crown:

“I am not the fanatically committed royalist that I am 
sometimes portrayed,” Mr. Harper wrote after he had read my 
book on the Crown in Canada. “On the contrary, until fairly 
recently in my life I was a rather passive and uncommitted 
supporter of the status quo on the issue of the monarchy. Over the 
past decade, however, I have had a privileged vantage point from 
which to observe the many and profound strengths of the institu-
tion. I have likewise seen the likely alternatives about which I have 
become quite alarmed.”

That’s not exactly a rousing endorsement, I admit, but it does 
seem typically Canadian and I do believe it also reflects a majority 
viewpoint.

On the other hand, the number of serious citizens who find 
the business of having an “English/British queen” as our head of 
state a scandal and bemoan the fact that no Canadian can aspire 
to the title of “head of state” have serious arguments to posit, 
arguments which supporters must contend with. As a supporter 
of the Crown, it often seems necessary to make the case for this 
hugely undervalued institution, recognizing that there will always 

The Queen has survived 
this long period 

despite travelling on a 
rickety emotional and 

constitutional roller coaster.
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be those who will never agree or understand the business. In the 
end, trying to persuade such folk is not unlike trying to explain an 
opera to someone fixated on the plot and for whom the music is 
irrelevant. Nevertheless, here goes:

Any reasonable defense of the Crown in Canada, it seems to 
me, has to start from three unassailable facts: (1) it exists; (2) it 
is virtually impossible to eliminate under our Constitution; and 
(3) in ways most Canadians hardly understand, it actually works 
quite well.

It exists
I presume I don’t have to prove that that the “Crown of Cana-
da” exists and has existed since the first European incursions in 
the “new world”.  It was against the Crown that the First Na-
tions waged war, made peace and signed treaties. It existed in both 
the French and British colonial periods. It existed and was crucial 
throughout the period leading up to and after Confederation. It 
infuses our parliamentary and social and geographical history. 

In the United States, on the other hand, they keep re-electing 
George III every four years. That’s only partially whimsical 
sarcasm. When the great slave-owners and others south of the 
border created the American presidency, they modeled the role of 
“head of state” on a Hanoverian sovereign. They let their indirectly 
elected president choose his own cabinet, as George III did. They let 
him veto bills from the legislative assemblies, as President Obama 
can still do. Covert wars could be carried on without recourse 
to Congress as they still can be (until money voted by a lower 
legislative house is needed to support or expand the wars, which 
was George’s problem as well). No one imagined that the Crown 
could or would evolve in the way it has under the parliamentary 

system where the sovereign continues to uphold the dignity of the 
state but relinquished its legislative and coercive powers, or where 
cabinet ministers must go through the discipline of electioneering 
and endure questioning in the House of Commons.

In Canada, willingly or otherwise, we pledge allegiance 
to a sovereign and in doing so formally recognize that there is a 
symbolic power higher than an elected assembly. “If the idea of 
the Crown – that the people is not sovereign – does not mean 
that they are not self-governing, what does it mean?” asked the 
distinguished historian and civil servant Ralph Heintzman a few 
years ago. “If Canadians enjoy self-government to the same degree 
as Americans, why should they bother to maintain a very different 
constitutional fiction at the centre of their theory of the state?”

Beyond the traditional answers, itemized above, Heintzman 
cites an answer Sir John A. Macdonald once gave: “We have a free 
Queen over a free people,” Sir John used to say, “governed by the 
principles of equity, the principles of religion and the principles of 

It was against the 
Crown that the First 
Nations waged war, 

made peace and 
signed treaties.

Left: Queen Elizabeth II and Prince Philip, 
Duke of Edinburgh attend a reception for 
“A Celebration of Nova Scotia” on June 29, 
2010 in Halifax during their eight-day tour 
of Canada. (Photo by Chris Jackson-Pool)
Below: The Queen’s Royal Standard, which 
indicates her presence while in Canada
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The Queen at the time of her coronation, June 2, 1953.

morality – which a fierce democracy never has had and never will.” 
Heintzman underscored the point of the Crown to show that 

the symbolism here transcends our notions of governance, but also 
allows us a chance to deal with some serious notions of how we see 
ourselves, or should see ourselves, as a nation and a people:

“The symbolic assertion that sovereign authority proceeds 
from a source above us reminds us that, while we are indeed free to 
act as we wish, we ought nevertheless to act in certain ways rather 
than others: while there is nothing to stop us from doing any 
foolish thing we choose, there are nevertheless certain principles, 
higher than our own petty desires, to which we owe allegiance, and 
which we neglect or abuse at our peril.”

It is virtually impossible to eliminate
For years now, the opponents of the Crown have tried to offer up 
easy solutions for eliminating the institution through various re-
readings and reinterpretations of our Constitution, but the unas-
sailable fact remains that it needs the approval of all the legislatures 
of the country and before it could even reach the point of asking 
the legislatures to ponder, debate and vote on such a course, the 
nature of the alternative system would have to be resolved. This 
became virtually entrenched with the constitutional settlements 
engineered by Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau in 1982.

And even if that could somehow be done, the Australian 
experience is usefully before us. In 1999, a referendum was held 
in a country that is our closest constitutional cousin, even closer 
than Britain actually. It is also a country where opinion polls, 
those limited and often faulty dried chicken bones of today’s High 
Oracles of a nation’s mood, clearly showed Australians were ready 
to ditch their version of the Crown. What happened? When it 
came time to say aye or nay, it was clear that Australians didn’t fancy 
any more power going into the hands of an already too-powerful-
by-a-half, democratically elected, federal prime minister. It turned 
out that the Australian Crown would do quite nicely, after all. 
The “devil-known” trumping the “devil unknown” is, once again, 
hardly a rousing battle cry, despite the very interesting resonance 
the word “trumping” now has thanks to the current U.S. Republi-
can primary campaign. But it does reinforce the notion that for 
the maintenance of civil society and governance, a constitutional 
Crown may be as great an ally to democracy as we have in our 
shaky arsenal of constitutional safeguards. 

It actually works
Finally, although during the lead- up to the 1867 Confederation, 
few imagined the role of appointed representatives of the sover-

eigns, the governors general and lieutenant governors, would 
evolve into an effective system of embracing and embellishing the 
happy multicultural reality of Canada, it has become one of the 
salient and most individualistic features of Canadian governance. 
The Crown functions efficiently in the quiet areas of legislative 
approvals, in a system of honours for worthy Canadians, in sepa-
rating our notion of the state from the sometimes sordid or creepy 
manifestations of Realpolitik. 

It’s true enough that a kid born in Canada today cannot grow 
up to be in line to sit on the throne of thrones over in Westmin-
ster Abbey, although he or she can certainly grow up to sit on the 
thrones of the Senate chamber where Canadians have invested the 
authority of the Crown. But a kid born in Canada can actually 
have a major influence in the affairs of the sovereign. There is a 
telling incident recounted in a recently published book in Britain, 
Monarchy and the End of Empire, by Philip Murphy. As Murphy 
recounts, the Queen was “advised” in 1973 by the British prime 
minister Edward Heath (who had recently ended an arms embargo 
against the apartheid state of South Africa) that she should not 
attend a Commonwealth Prime Ministers Conference in Ottawa. 
In an adroit countermove, she then asked the advice of Prime 
Minister Trudeau who said the Queen of Canada should certainly 
be there. She presided as our head of state and Mr. Heath was 
shamed into coming. 
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Indeed, the Queen of Canada has probably been helping 
the Queen of England on all sorts of subjects on which she is 
well versed, from separatism in both Quebec and Scotland, to 
corruption and hanky-panky in legislative upper chambers. 

But to my mind, the chief asset and resource this wonderful 
institution and this remarkable woman can give to Canada at the 
moment, and well into the future, is to help us continue to heal 
our greatest systemic wound. If non-Aboriginal Canadians are 
serious about coming to terms with our past and really want to 
get to a better future, the symbolism inherent in the Canadian 
notion of the “Honour of the Crown” – the implicit constitu-
tional obligation to consult with the First Nations on any matters 
dealing with their historic treaties and all subsequent relations 
between the government and people of Canada – could offer a 
safe passage beyond all the hurt and misunderstanding of the past. 
The Crown and the person of the Sovereign both offer a chance 
to get back to basics, to get back to a time when in First Nation 
understanding, the Crown and the First Nations were equals and 
dealt honourably with each other. Deployed adroitly, the Crown 

is a neutral and honourable mediating presence in this continuing 
challenge which should not be dismissed out of hand. Mocking 
the role of the Crown in Canada also mocks that sacred relation-
ship. Respecting it shows that we are serious about respecting 
Aboriginal rights. At the root of this argument is an understand-
ing and acceptance of the role of symbolism that has never been a 
problem for the First Nations, but is misunderstand and underval-
ued by non-Aboriginal Canadians.

Taking advantage of this gift offered by the great lady still on 
her throne may yet prove to be the single most important benefit 
Canadians can receive from the Crown. For that reason alone, the 
memorable milestone Elizabeth the Second passed this year is worth 
much celebration.  

John Fraser is the master emeritus of Massey College in Toronto and the 

founding president of the Institute for the Study of the Crown based at Massey 

College. On Sept. 1, he became the first president and CEO of the National 

Newsmedia Council, the successor to several press councils across the country.
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It’s only a matter of  time before this country’s suburban dwellers ditch their cars and move into a condo in the city, right? Wrong, 
writes MLI Managing Director Brian Lee Crowley.

Reports of the death of the suburb 
have been greatly exaggerated

Brian Lee Crowley

In the Financial Post recently you might have stumbled across 
an article under a headline that read in part “Don’t pull the 
plug on the suburbs yet.” The column, which reports on a new 

study from PwC Canada on trends in Canada’s real estate market, 
opened with this nugget: “The predicted death of the suburbs may 
be a little premature.”

Premature is one word for it. In fact whoever predicted it 
was probably also loading up on bank stocks just before Lehman 
Brothers collapsed. Reports of the death of the suburbs have been 
greatly exaggerated.

This is not statistical nitpicking. Indeed it is the fantasy of 
most urban planners in Canada that our cities will be “densified” 
in the core, transit will replace the car as the chief means of getting 
around and the suburbs will rightly come to be seen as costly, 
unsightly and unnecessary.

But while planners dream, Canadians have been voting with 
their feet. And their feet are not carrying them to high density urban 
cores, but out to the greener pastures, bigger lots and larger (and 
cheaper) houses of suburbia.

According to the 2011 census, 94 percent of the growth in 
Canada’s cities has been outside the urban core, and nothing has 
happened to change that trend in the intervening few years.

Perhaps like many people your sense of our cities has been 
distorted by what is happening in the tiny areas right at the centre 
of the urban cores of Vancouver and Toronto. There a blossoming 
of condominium developments and the stories about urban hipsters 
eschewing cars and living and working in the heart of the downtown 
have created the impression that this lifestyle is rapidly swamping 
the old suburban model. Nothing could be further from the truth.

According to my friend Wendell Cox who studies urban 
development around the world, the condo development district 
in Toronto is concentrated in the area roughly covered by the old 
Trinity-Spadina and Toronto Centre electoral districts. Growth 

there has indeed been impressive, at 16 percent in the years between 
the 2006 and 2011 censuses. But the rest of the Toronto urban core 
grew at a mere 2 percent, while those suburban areas beyond the 
core grew by nearly 10 percent. And because the population in the 
suburbs was already so huge, the absolute numbers are overwhelm-
ing: the central core grew by a mere 38,000, but the outlying 
suburbs grew by 425,000. Yet it is the central core’s growth which is 
somehow seen as the template for the future.

The Vancouver Sun says the single suburban municipality of 
Surrey will, in a few decades, come to have more population than 
the City of Vancouver. Suburbs, not cores, are where the action is.

The story is similar in our other major cities. The central core is 
growing, but the “near suburbs” are hardly budging. The density of 
the old central cities, taken as a whole, is thus declining, not rising.

Being sold a bill of goods about where Canadians are actually 
choosing to live has real world implications. Those who live in the 
fantasyland of compact urban cores put all their transport eggs in 
the urban transit basket. In the kind of centrifugal urban/suburban/
exurban explosion we (and every other western society) are living, 
urban transit consistently ranks as a poor second best to building 
adequate road infrastructure in terms of efficiency, speed and 
convenience.

Ditto for policies designed to make suburban development 
more expensive to force people to live closer to town. The practical 
effect is to make people move, not inward, but outward, where land 
is still relatively cheap and they can afford the home they crave for 
their family albeit at the cost of a long commute.

By their actions Canadians have spoken loud and clear about 
where they want to live. Perhaps it’s time urban planners got the 
memo and worked with Canadians rather than against them.  

Brian Lee Crowley is Managing Director of the Macdonald-Laurier Institute. 

An edited version of this column first appeared in the Ottawa Citizen.

U R B A N  A F F A I R S
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Harold Calla

The economy was a dominant issue in the recent federal 
election campaign, but little consideration was given to the 
development of First Nations economies. Instead, politicians 

aimed their economic policies at ordinary, middle-class Canadians.
As an Aboriginal Canadian, I would remind our new Parliamen-

tarians that the aspirations of First Nations people are not much 
different than those of the middle class, and that their well-being is 
affected by Aboriginal interests.

Nowhere is it written in the Constitution or in any other 
official document that First Nations people must be poor. And 
yet we know that there is a huge and ever-widening gap between 
First Nations and the rest of Canadians. The National Aboriginal 
Economic Development Board reported earlier this year that in 
2010, the average income on reserve was $18,586 – less than half of 
the average for non-aboriginals, at $41,052.

There are the obvious contributors to this growing gap, but 
the one that is rarely talked about is First Nations’ lack of access to 
capital, which other communities take for granted. The ability to 
put capital to work allows other communities to grow and thrive 
while First Nations are continually left behind.

The recently updated First Nations Fiscal Management Act is 
designed to help bridge that gap. The act established three institutions 
that empower First Nations to raise revenues through taxation, build 
financial capacity and raise capital. It gives those communities that 
choose to opt in to the act the tools to develop their economies, fund 
resource development projects and gain access to a pool of capital.

Without fanfare, more than 160 communities have registered 
to become certified under the act and thus eligible to access 
long-term loans at rates below prime, and the number of certified 
First Nations is continuing to grow.

The benefits are enormous because, for the first time, these First 
Nations communities will be on an equal footing with the rest of 
Canada and able to access mainstream capital markets, an essential 

step to developing their economies. The federal and provincial 
governments have a pivotal role to play in supporting First Nations 
that choose to take this step. The risk is minimal and can be mitigat-
ed by the First Nations Financial Management Board. The reward 
is real progress that will shatter stereotypes and allow our people to 
build healthy and prosperous communities.

As Canada’s economy gets back on its feet, there will be 
renewed opportunities to develop our natural resources in a sustain-
able way. At the request of participating Aboriginal communities, 
the First Nations Financial Management Board is working with First 
Nations and the B.C. and federal governments to establish a steering 
committee to assess these opportunities.

This approach will help First Nations examine the economic 
and environmental impacts of proposed projects in B.C. in a timely 
way where several aboriginal communities are involved. It will also 
provide predictability to governments and industry and, if success-
ful, can become a model for the rest of Canada.

In fairness, during the campaign there were some pledges by 
the party leaders to improve funding on reserve. They deserve to be 
commended, because increased funding for health care, education 
and clean water will improve and save lives. But we need to 
acknowledge the elephant in the room, which is that federal transfer 
payments on their own will never bring First Nations to a compara-
ble standard of living with Canadians.

We need to break the cycle of dependency and poverty and 
provide hope and reconciliation to First Nations. In order to do 
that, all political parties need to embrace the innovative approaches 
provided by the First Nations Fiscal Management Act that will bring 
real prosperity to First Nations communities.  

Harold Calla is a member of Squamish First Nation and executive chair of the 

First Nations Financial Management Board. This article is an edited version of a 

column that first appeared in the Globe and Mail.

A serious problem that’s rarely discussed is Aboriginal peoples’ lack of  access to capital. Harold Calla, executive chair of  the First 
Nations Financial Management Board explains how that is beginning to change.

How to bring real prosperity to 
First Nations

A B O R I G I N A L  A F F A I R S
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Philip Cross  

It is well known that Ontario’s economy has consistently 
underperformed relative to Canada’s average over the past 
decade. The result has been lagging business investment, 

rising unemployment (especially for youths), an historic shift to 
net out-migration to other provinces and chronic budget deficits. 
Faced with such a dismal economic record, it is not surprising that 
the Ontario government tries to shift as much blame as possible to 
the federal government rather than acknowledging the role its own 
policies have played in these deteriorating economic outcomes. 

A favourite complaint is that the federal government collects 
more revenue than it spends in Ontario. This claim has been taken 
up by the Ontario government commission on its finances chaired 
by Don Drummond1 as well as the Mowat Centre. Both use data 

on federal revenues and spending by province from the Provincial 
Economic Accounts published by Statistics Canada. The result is 
misleading.

Federal spending and revenues in Ontario
Statistics Canada made clear in a paper published February 2007 
that the Provincial Economic Accounts (PEA) often are “used 
erroneously to try and assess net winners and losers in Confed-

Those who argue that Ontario deserves a better deal from the federal government are relying on unsuitable data and shaky reasoning, 
writes MLI Senior Fellow and former Statcan Chief  Economist Philip Cross.

Is poor Ontario being treated unfairly?

O N T A R I O

1 Commission on the Reform of Ontario’s Public Services, “Public Services 
for Ontarians: A Path to Sustainability and Excellence.” Chaired by Don  
Drummond, February 15, 2012.
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eration.”2 It detailed why the distribution of federal revenues and 
expenditures by province “are not designed to identify costs and 
benefits” in the manner that the Mowat Centre incorrectly insists 
on doing.3 Statistics Canada elaborated that “the underlying prob-
lem in measuring the costs and benefits of Confederation — using 
the PEA or not — is that all federal activity has both costs and 
benefits. The costs are relatively easy to measure, while the more 
general and widely shared benefits are, unfortunately, much less 
quantifiable either in magnitude or in geographic location.”4 It 
concluded by underscoring that “Statistics Canada did not choose 
these methods and conventions with the intention of analysing 
the provincial distribution of costs and benefits of federal govern-
ment actions and policies.”5 Altogether, it is hard to imagine more 
emphatic statements from a dispassionate statistical agency about 
the proper use and interpretation of its data.

The difficulty of allocating federal spending by province 
is illustrated in the following example. The RCMP could buy 
uniforms through its head office in Ottawa that were made in 
Montreal and given to officers in Manitoba. On a procurement 
basis, the expenditure would go to Quebec; on a purchasing basis, 
Ontario is the recipient; while on a consumption basis they belong 
to Manitoba. There is no clear-cut way of deciding what is the 
appropriate allocation methodology.

Despite the very clear warnings from Statistics Canada, 
analysts in Ontario continue to simple-mindedly take the 
provincial distribution of federal revenues and expenditures from 
the PEA as a measure of whether Ontario is receiving its appropriate 
share of spending from the federal government. The Drummond 
commission estimated the gap between federal revenues and 
spending in Ontario at $12.3 billion in 2009.6 The Mowat Centre 
in 2013 published a study7 that said Ontario was a net loser in 
the distribution of federal spending net of revenues to the tune of 
$11.1 billion, the mid-point of a possible range of between $9.7 

billion and $12.5 billion depending on how the adjustment was 
made to bring the federal government budget into balance.8 A year 
later, it revised this estimate down to $9.1 billion, citing how it 
had inappropriately accounted for federal government spending 
abroad, but no longer provided a range around this estimate.9

That the Mowat Centre in one year revised its estimate from a 
high of $12.5 billion down to $9.1 billion  testifies to how sensitive 
these estimates are to the underlying assumptions. The broader 
point is that Mowat’s decision to inappropriately use Statcan’s 
PEA estimates of federal spending and revenues in Ontario rather 
than attempt on its own to disentangle federal fiscal activity in 
the province is an implicit acknowledgement of the unfathomable 
statistical complexity of such an exercise. If it was at all possible 
for the Mowat Centre to undertake this task, presumably it would 
have done so in order to supply the Ontario government with 
ammunition to support its grievances. The futility of doing this 
type of analysis without recourse to Statcan’s PEA data does not 
excuse using this data, since the agency clearly states the PEA 
cannot support such analysis. It is, quite simply, a futile exercise, 
no matter what data is invoked.

The original 2013 Mowat Centre paper did not even 
acknowledge the existence of Statistics Canada’s 2007 paper on 
the limitations of analyzing the provincial distribution of federal 
revenue and spending. The 2014 Mowat update at least referred 
to the Statistics Canada paper in a footnote to its Appendix, but 

Altogether, it is hard to 
imagine more emphatic 

statements from a 
dispassionate statistical 
agency about the proper 
use and interpretation  

of its data.

2 Stephen West, “Federal Government Revenue and Spending by Province: A 
Scoreboard of Winners and Losers in Confederation?” Canadian Economic 
Observer, Statistics Canada Catalogue no 11-010, Vol 20, No 2, February 
2007, p 3.1.

3 Ibid, p 3.1.
4 Ibid, p 3.10.
5 Ibid, p 3.10.
6 Commission on the Reform of Ontario’s Public Services, “Public Services for 

Ontarians: A Path to Sustainability and Excellence.” Chapter 20: Intergov-
ernmental Relations, p 2.

7 Noah Zon, “Filling the Gap.” Mowat Centre, March 2013.

8 If the federal budget was allowed to stay in deficit during this exercise, this 
is tantamount to saying that all provinces benefit from the excess of federal 
spending over revenues.

9 Thomas Granofsky and Noah Zon, “Cheques and Balances: The Finances of 
the Canadian Federation.” Mowat Centre, April 2014.
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proceeded to use the PEA estimates in direct contravention of 
Statistics Canada’s warnings, on the grounds that “they remain the 
best indicator available.” 

Comparing the estimates made by Statcan and the 
Mowat Centre

Analysts have to make a number of adjustments to the Statistics 
Canada estimates of federal net lending by province, including ad-
justing for a balanced federal budget and converting the calendar 
year to a fiscal year basis.10 Table 1 summarizes the net impact of 
these changes made by the Mowat Centre. For most provinces, 
the two estimates are quite close, with a difference of $0.6 bil-
lion or less. By far the largest difference is for Ontario, where the 

adjustments made by the Mowat Centre had the effect of lower-
ing the estimate of federal net lending by $11.3 billion. Moreover, 
Ontario was the only province where the adjustments reversed the 
direction of federal net lending, from Statcan’s estimate that the 
federal government spent $2.2 billion more in Ontario than it col-
lected in revenues to the Mowat Centre estimate that the federal 
government collected $9.1 billion more than it spent. 

Critics in Ontario may be justified in complaining about 
underspending by the federal government in specific areas, such 
as immigration (Toronto is the preferred destination for a plurality 
of immigrants). However, it is difficult to make a judgement about 
the overall fairness of federal spending by analysing each program 
separately. Saying that spending is unfairly distributed in one area 
ignores how Ontario benefits disproportionately in others. For 
example, one study complains that Ontario receives less support 
for the energy industry,11 but is mute about federal subsidies for 
the auto industry, notably the $13.7 billion bailout of GM and 
Chrysler in 2009.

Both federal revenues and spending are difficult to allocate by 
province, although both the Drummond report and the Mowat 
Centre attribute all of Ontario’s alleged shortfall to the spending 
side of the ledger. Drummond claims that the tax code is essentially 
neutral toward the provinces.12 This may be true, but that does not 

Saying that spending 
is unfairly distributed 

in one area ignores 
how Ontario benefits 

disproportionately  
in others.

NL PEI NS NB QC ON MB SK AB BC

Statscan -$2.6 -$1.2 -$7.2 -$5.1 -$13.9 -$2.2 -$6.3 -$1.2 +$15.6 $0.0

Mowat -$2.4 -$1.4 -$6.8 -$4.5 -$8.5 +$9.1 -$5.9 -$0.6 +$20.3 +$3.1

Difference 
made by Mowat -$0.2 +$0.2 -$0.4 -$0.6 -$5.4 -$11.3 -$0.4 -$0.6 -$4.7 -$3.1

(Table 1)  

Comparison of Mowat Centre and Statistics Canada Estimates of 
Federal Net Lending by Province (Billions $), 2009

10 Other adjustments include the Quebec Abatement and federal excise 
taxes.

11 Zon, op cit, p 8.
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mean allocating taxes by province is straightforward since it is the 
size of the tax base in each province, not tax rates, that determines 
the allocation of federal revenue by province. And the allocation 
of federal tax revenues by province is an uncertain exercise. As 
Statcan noted, some people earn their living in one province and 
reside in another. More important is the problem of distributing 
corporate income taxes for large firms operating in more than one 
province, which is especially acute for Ontario which has the most 
corporate headquarters in Canada. Statcan specifically cites the 
example of financial institutions with head offices in Ontario and 

branches across the country that derive most of their income from 
financial transactions whose geographic locations are ambiguous, 
especially on the Internet: it concludes that “how to allocate profit, 
taxable income and income taxes in these cases are among the most 
difficult faced in the Provincial Economic Accounts.”13

In the conclusions of both of its studies, the Mowat Centre 
called for an update to the estimates of the provincial distribu-

tion of federal revenues and expenditures (the latest estimate is 
2009). Its 2014 study mistakenly decries “the federal government’s 
decision to stop publishing the necessary data through the 
Provincial Economic Accounts.”14 The implication that Statistics 
Canada acts on the orders of the federal government unjustifiably 
questions the independence of Statistics Canada, which decides its 
own priorities in consultation with advisory committees (mostly 
composed of leading academics).15 As Statistics Canada repeatedly 
made clear to users, the priority for its National Accounts in recent 
years was the comprehensive and fundamental revision to its GDP 
estimates, which was released at the national level in October 
2012. Once the national estimates were revised, the revisions are 
being made for the provinces. 

The Mowat Centre approaches any deviation from equal per 
capita federal spending for various programs in each province as 
“treating Canadians inconsistently.”16 However, there is no reason 
to expect program spending to be equal across the country. The 
Atlantic provinces, with an older population and high unemploy-
ment, will receive more pension and EI benefits. The Western 
provinces, with a large and young Aboriginal population, will 
receive more spending for housing and education. 

Conclusion
The poor performance of the Ontario economy largely reflects 
mismanagement by its provincial government as well as trends 
in the global economy beyond the control of any government in 
Canada. Faced with slowing business investment, the government 
has responded by stepping up public sector spending and bud-
get deficits, which further depresses business investment and job 
creation. Chronic slow growth exacerbates Ontario’s deteriorating 
demographic profile, since for the last 10 years there has been an 
unprecedented net inter-provincial migration out of Ontario to 
the rest of Canada. Prime aged workers are the most likely to leave, 
while the elderly are the least likely. The result is that Ontario bears 
the cost of raising and educating its youth, who then can leave for 
other provinces to find work (and pay taxes). Meanwhile, Ontar-
ians who stay behind have to pay the growing health care costs of 
the elderly.

The best way for Ontario to improve its poor fiscal position 
is to expand its tax base through faster economic growth. Blaming 
the federal government for shortchanging Ontario in its fiscal 
dealings with the province is merely a crutch.  

Philip Cross is a Senior Fellow at the Macdonald-Laurier Institute and former 

Chief Economist at Statistics Canada. 
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an older population and high 

unemployment, will receive more 
pension and EI benefits.  

The Western provinces, with a large 
and young Aboriginal population, 

will receive more spending for 
housing and education.

12 The commission concluded there is an “absence of province-specific features 
in the federal government’s tax structure.” Commission on the Reform of 
Ontario’s Public Services, “Public Services for Ontarians: A Path to Sustain-
ability and Excellence.” Chapter 20: Intergovernmental Relations, p 1.

13 West, op cit, p 3.5.
14 Mowat, 2014, p3.
15 The Census is an exception, requiring Cabinet approval of its funding and 

content.
16 Mowat, 2013, p 8.



Inside Policy – The Magazine of  The Macdonald-Laurier Institute 21

Ian Lee

A clear narrative emerged during Election 2015 and is 
fast drying into hard concrete: that this election was all 
about change.

Indeed, it seems a remarkable number of pundits believed that 
a brand new world would emerge after Oct. 19 with the defeat of 
the Harper Government, and that most or all of the policies of the 
past 10 years would vanish into what Trotsky called the “dustbin of 
history”.  The Globe and Mail’s Lawrence Martin went as far as to 
declare that “The re-engineering of Canada is finally over”.

It must be immediately acknowledged that if we define change 
as adopting a new “tone” or “demeanor” or “attitude” or “process”, 
then yes indeed this election was all about change. In terms of tone 
and style, the Harper government was an epic failure. However, if 
we define change as a fundamental rupture or break with substantive 
fiscal and economic policies, the evidence strongly suggests there 
will be no fundamental change at all.

The French historian Fernand Braudel emphasized the role 
of large-scale socioeconomic factors in the making and writing of 
history. For Braudel, the writing of history was wrongly focused on 
the courte durée (short span), or on histoire événementielle (a history 
of events), instead of tectonic or structural changes occurring 
underneath society.

An example of structural changes – which tend to be resisted by 
politicians and are often recognized only after they become visibly 
manifest – would be the aging of Canada’s population. By contrast, 
cyclical change is the stuff of the morning headlines so beloved by 
news junkies: the dollar is up; oil is down; unemployment remained 
unchanged; we are in a technical recession, etc.

One could argue Stephen Harper recognized and then rode 
the structural transformations occurring underneath our feet. These 
same forces, some of which are detailed below, will discipline the 
Trudeau Liberals to ensure fundamental continuity on fiscal and 
economic issues between the two governments.

1. Demography: Population aging

One key factor that Trudeau’s government can’t ignore is the col-
lapse of the dependency ratio of workers to pensioners from 7:1 
in the 1960s to a projected 2:1 in the not-too-distant future. This 
will impose profound costs on future governments as the tax base 
declines and financial pressures on pensions and health care bud-
gets shoot up. 

2. Economic reality: New normal of slower growth

The aging of the population will – some argue has already – per-
manently reduce the economic growth of the developed economies 
from a long-term growth rate of 4 percent to between 1 percent 
and 2 percent, thus requiring new policies such as aggressive trade 
liberalization to open up markets.

The new normal has also forced governments to look for 
growth in all areas, including resource development in the case of 
Canada, to generate revenues in the future.

3. Long-term low productivity  
For over a half century, economists have lamented the significantly 

For all the talk of  doing things differently, the Trudeau government’s own disposition and factors beyond its control will see this country 
stay on the fiscal course set by the Tories, writes Carleton professor Ian Lee.

Why the Liberals won’t deliver  
‘real change’ on the economy
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lower productivity of Canada relative to the US economy, produc-
ing lower annual wages and thus lower tax revenues both federally 
and provincially. Yet, there is an increasing recognition that poli-
cies such as maintaining interprovincial barriers to protect local 
producers, supply management in the dairy sector, and restrictions 
on foreign ownership and competition in airlines, banking, and 
telecommunications, make important contributions to Canada’s 
lower productivity.  

Over the next four years there will be numerous announce-
ments by Liberal government ministers vigorously insisting that each 
new policy demonstrates enormous differences between the former 
Harper government and the Liberal government, but they will in 
fact be mostly symbolic in terms of the direction of the country.  

Some examples:
• It is extremely likely that an inquiry into murdered and 

missing Aboriginal women will be announced.  
• It is very likely that the monument to the victims of 

communism approved to be built adjacent to the Supreme Court of 
Canada will be cancelled or moved and/or scaled back.

• The most egregious mandatory minimum sentence jail terms 
will be reversed, such as those for drug possession or stunt driving.

• The long-form census will be restored.
• Certain boutique tax cuts will be eliminated.
• Key order in council appointments including the CBC, the 

National Capital Commission and critical Ambassadorial appoint-
ments will be rescinded and new appointments made to the UN, 
Washington, London and Paris.

Now let’s consider substantive issues that could have a real 
economic impact: 

• Concerning trade, does anyone seriously believe the new 
Trudeau administration will repudiate the newly negotiated but not 
yet ratified Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement with 
the EU, or the Trans-Pacific Partnership? After all, Justin Trudeau 
repeatedly asserted during the campaign that the Liberals are a 
pro-trade party.

• Will the new Trudeau government return the GST from 
5 percent to 7 percent, reversing the Harper government’s cuts? 
Highly improbable. Or will the new Liberal government increase 
the Corporate Income Tax rate?  The Liberals already ruled that out 
during the campaign.

• Will the Trudeau government restore the growth rate of 
health care transfers to the provinces from the around 3 percent 
annually decreed by the Harper government, back to the 6 percent 
negotiated by Paul Martin?  Only if he wants to blow an enormous 
hole in his budget.

• Will the rationalization of overlapping multiple federal 
and provincial environmental laws undertaken by the Harper 
government be reversed, thereby making it very difficult to obtain 
approvals for any energy projects in the future? Very doubtful.

• Will the Harper reforms to the federal public service such 
as extending the minimum retirement age for public servants be 
reversed? Highly unlikely.

• Will the Trudeau Government support oil and gas pipeline 
projects as Harper has? While they are on record as being opposed to 
Northern Gateway, the Liberals expressed support for the proposed 
Energy East, Keystone and Trans Mountain pipeline projects during 
the campaign.

• Even on deficits, which supposedly demonstrated a 
fundamental difference in approach from the Harper Tories, the 
Liberals promised they would go into the red for only three years 
for $10 billion – or one half of 1 percent of GDP – the equivalent 
of finding a loonie on the sidewalk. This is a rounding error – not a 
break with fiscal policy.

• More boldly, the Liberals campaigned on expansion of the 
Canada Pension Plan. Yet some Liberal analysts acknowledge that 
most of the bottom two quintiles of Canadian earners do not 
experience difficulties in retirement thanks to the existing Old Age 
Security, Guaranteed Income Supplement and CPP programs. Most 
studies conclude that only a minority have inadequate resources to 
retire comfortably and that this calls for a targeted solution – not a 
universal solution.

And so, I would predict the most important, most fundamen-
tal fiscal and economic reforms of the Harper government will 
remain intact. What Election 2015 revealed was that Canadians 
wanted Harperism without Harper. Canadians wanted a much 
nicer, more-gentle, cuddly Harper. His name is Justin Trudeau.  

Ian Lee is an Assistant Professor in the Sprott School of Business at Carleton 

University. He has appeared over 20 times before House of Commons and Senate 

Committees and has been in every federal budget lockup since 2008. He is a 

regular contributor of opinion articles to the National Post and Globe and Mail, 

and an analyst on CBC’s The Exchange.

Canadians wanted a much nicer, 
more-gentle, cuddly Harper.  
His name is Justin Trudeau.
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Andrew Pickford and Jeffrey Collins

Canadian policy debates over energy and climate change 
are closely linked to developments in the United States. 
This is because its energy system is connected through 

trade, regulation, infrastructure, and markets, as recently evidenced 
by the tortuous approval process for the now-rejected Keystone 
XL pipeline. As a result, energy and climate policy actions by 
Washington have become a reference point for Ottawa.

This close association between US and Canadian policy 
settings in energy and climate files was challenged during a 
mid-2014 visit to Canada by then Australian Prime Minister Tony 
Abbott, and a joint press conference with Canadian Prime Minister 
Stephen Harper. Much of their commentary related to domestic 
messaging by the two leaders. At a deeper level though, the visit 
revealed that the substance and nature of the Australian-Canadian 

relationship has changed significantly over the past decade. This 
period of closer engagement began when the previous Australian 
Prime Minister, John Howard, formed a close connection to the 
then-new Prime Minister Stephen Harper. Informal interactions 
between the conservative party secretariats in both countries 
helped build relationships between the key strategists who 
would play important roles in the Howard, Harper, and Abbott 
Governments. It would be in both countries’ interests to continue 
and even deepen this relationship under Justin Trudeau and 
Malcolm Turnbull.

Like other bilateral engagements between similar countries, 
interaction occurs between government officials with very little 
fanfare, but also includes ministerial level engagement, especially 
through the expanding Australia-Canada Economic Leadership 

Andrew Pickford and Jeffrey Collins call for their countries’ new governments to continue a trend to deeper co-operation, as befitting 
two countries that share so much, including major energy exports.

Canada and Australia can do more as 
partners on the world stage
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Forum. This biennial gathering has been growing in prestige and 
importance and has the potential to become a key, bi-partisan 
event. Uniformed and civilian practical collaboration with both 
militaries is extensive, if understated and little known. A section 
of the Canadian Department of National Defence website notes 
that: “up to 500 high-level and working-level visits take place each 
year, both in Canada and Australia, between the two countries, 
including a Ministerial-level visit in 2011” (Canada 2012). It also 
describes the close work in Afghanistan under the NATO mission 
between the two nations.

Economic connections between the countries are deepening, 
especially in the resource sector, where the TSX is a favoured place 
to list for Australian junior mining companies. Both countries 
are participants in the recently concluded negotiations of the 
Trans-Pacific Partnership. While at different ends of the earth, 

technology has shrunk the practical distance. There is now a 
direct air link between Sydney and Vancouver with project teams 
in Melbourne–Toronto and Perth–Calgary frequently collaborat-
ing. With such similarities, including the export of large volumes 
of energy, should Canada and Australia form a closer strategic 
relationship?

A More Suitable Partner?
Geography has placed Canada next to one of the largest economic 
entities on Earth. Over the 20th century there were considerable 
benefits from economic interaction. This trend culminated in the 
NAFTA agreement, which provided significant gains for Canada. 
The US will remain a key market well into the future, yet the rela-
tive high growth of emerging markets will change the mix. Austra-

lia’s trade is focused on East Asia with increasing interests in Latin 
America. Canada’s hemispheric and deeper connections in Latin 
America are understood in Australia. Within Ottawa foreign policy 
circles, close attention is being paid to Australia’s expanding list of 
free-trade agreements with Asian countries. Unlike Canadian inter-
action with the US, Australia-Canadian interactions are more like 
those of equals, with both seeking to reorientate their economies 
towards growth markets. 

Flexible federalism
It should be remembered that Canada began as a confederation, 
which deliberately delegated significant power to the sub-national 
(provincial) level. This was not a single step, but the beginning of 
a process that continues to this day. Newfoundland and Labrador, 
for instance, only joined in 1949; and, following the creation of 
a new territory in 1999, Nunavut, the Yukon, and the Northwest 
Territories have had province-like powers for land and resource 
management devolved to them by Ottawa. Negotiations for addi-
tional devolutionary powers to Nunavut are still occurring. While 
Quebec’s secessionist ambitions may form the bulk of constitutional 
and national outlooks, the idea of Canada as a fixed geographical 
concept is relatively recent.

Similar to Canada, Australia was formed as a federation of 
British colonies. Provision was made in the Australian constitu-
tion for New Zealand to be a state and Fiji was also expected to be 
part of a greater Australasian entity. As late as the 1912 Summer 
Olympics, Australia and New Zealand competed together under 
the Australasia banner. For security and development reasons, 
Papua New Guinea and East Timor were at times proposed 
to become Australian states during the second half of the 20th 
century. More recently, with some small, South Pacific nations 
struggling to remain viable entities, proposals have surfaced to link 
or incorporate them into Australian states.

Within Canada and Australia, discussions of expansion are 
not based on an acquisitive mindset, but rather around bringing 
smaller entities “into the fold” for strategic and economic purposes. 
This usually involves limited centralization of decision-making 
and the keeping of a local representative body. The tradition can 
be traced back to the Magna Carta, which itself drew on earlier 
practices of Germanic tribes that convened councils to make 
decisions. Quebec is not unique in its aim for more autonomy. 
Western Australia almost succeeded in the 1930s and remains 
cautious about centralised power in Canberra.

In a discussion of a new international landscape, perhaps it 
is time to consider a deeper strategic partnership between Canada 
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and Australia that could offer both nations scale in an increasing-
ly fragmented and contested world. Derek Burney and Fen Osler 
Hampson (2014) in Brave New Canada offer this very suggestion 
in terms of security and defence. However, a formal mechanism 
to work closer on international issues such as energy and climate 
policy, as well as aligning diplomatic and international develop-
ment projects would magnify both nations’ collective power. This 
has the potential to save significant resources from stretched aid 
and diplomatic budgets. There is already considerable familiar-
ity from the “Five-Eyes” intelligence-sharing agreement in which 
Australia and Canada, along with New Zealand, link with the US 
and UK to provide greater access to information at much lower cost 
than creating their own, respective, global networks. Furthermore, 
facilitating closer economic interactions helps businesses achieve 
scale and access larger internal markets. 

Limited Historical Interaction

For two countries with such similar histories and outlook, there has 
been very limited formal interaction between Canada and Australia. 
This is not an accident. Both were part of the British Empire, and 
were subsequently integrated into a US-led security framework af-
ter the Second World War based on Cold War realities. Accordingly, 
discussions took place with London and then Washington directly, 
rather than between one another. 

The evolution in the Canada–US–Australia triangular relation-
ship was evident from June 8–9, 2014, when Australian Prime 
Minister Tony Abbott visited – along with Foreign Minister Julie 
Bishop – Ottawa for talks with Canadian Prime Minister Stephen 
Harper. It was significant that Abbott met with Canadian Prime 

Minister Stephen Harper before the Australians’ official visit to 
Washington, DC, to hold talks with US President Barack Obama. 
Both Abbott and Bishop are interested in re-orienting Canada 
toward the Pacific. There are also efforts to increase cooperation 
between the two countries on polar strategic issues, diplomatic 
coordination, and defence.

Unfortunately scholarship on Canada–Australia relations is quite 
limited. Two substantive studies focus on similarities as evidenced 
from their titles: Strategic Cousins (Blaxland 2006) and Parties 
Long Estranged (MacMillan and McKenzie 2002). The grounds of 
comparison are straightforward and predictable: the common British 
heritage, participation in UK- and later US-led military operations, 
similar cultures, federal parliamentary systems with a relatively large 
landmass and small population, and economic orientation towards 
commodity extraction and export (coupled with small local markets 
and protected economies for most of the 20th century). As a result, the 
political classes of both countries have comparable policy challenges 
and global outlooks. 

Aligning Energy and Climate Policy
In more immediate matters, as two large energy exporters, there have 
been informal efforts to align Canadian and Australian international 
positions ahead of the Paris climate conference to be held Novem-
ber 30–December 11, 2015. From an economic perspective, both are 
working to ensure that any international agreement in Paris helps pro-
mote a global approach, but does not adversely affect their energy-ex-
porting economies. There is however an understanding that Canada 
will ultimately have to align with any eventual legislated US climate 
agreement, just like with fuel efficiency standards. Nevertheless, it 
has proven difficult to get climate-related legislation through the US 
Congress and it is unclear if the next US president will continue or 
reverse some of the executive orders of the incumbent. 

At the G-20 2014 Brisbane, Australia summit, diplomatic 
observers noted that US President Obama’s informal comments 
about Keystone and a longer speech on climate change referenc-
ing the Great Barrier Reef were indirect snubs directed at Canada 
and Australia respectively. If this pattern continues at the Paris 
negotiations, Canadian–US and Australian–US relations may 
temporarily weaken. (Insiders have noted that interaction with the 
US, which usually covers a range of issues, is now heavily weighted 
on discussions about climate policies.) This may not be a one-off 
event. There are increasing instances in which US and Canadian–
Australian interests diverge. For example: economic relations with 
Iran, the Chinese Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, and 
development goals in Latin America and Africa. Within political 
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and diplomatic circles, Australian and Canadian officials privately 
concede that increasingly strident directives from Washington do 
not always consider the national priorities or domestic political 
dynamics of Australia or Canada. Pushing back on US preferences 
is difficult individually, but doing so jointly provides strength as a 
sizable bloc that must be seriously engaged with. 

Shared Diplomacy 
With a shared past and a general alignment on economic, trade, and 
security matters, Canada and Australia often have similar positions 
on international issues. Both countries are active members of the 
Commonwealth and are also members of the WTO, G20, OECD, 
and APEC. 

Canada and Australia have fought together in a number of 
conflicts, collaborated on peacekeeping operations, and continue to 
cooperate on security matters. Public servants from both countries 
deal with comparable public and foreign policy challenges, and 
regularly interact through the Canada-Australian Public Policy 
Initiative. Aid agencies in both countries also cooperate through 
the framework of the Memorandum of Understanding, signed in 
2011 between AusAid (now Department of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade) and the Canadian International Development Agency (now 
Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development). 

Through the 1986 Canada–Australia Consular Services Sharing 
agreement, the two countries provide consular assistance to each 
other’s citizens. This agreement was renewed in 2001 to include 
14 Canadian posts (predominantly in Africa) and 14 Australian 
delegations (predominantly in the Pacific), where consular services 
are shared. This is not a “merger” of consular services, but an 
informal joint-venture model that could be expanded to a much 
wider range of diplomatic and consular activities. 

Canada, New Zealand, and Australia 

The CANZ grouping is the informal diplomatic partnership be-
tween Canada, Australia, and New Zealand within the UN. The 
three countries also aim to rotate positions on the Security Council, 
so that the CANZ grouping always has a consistent influence. For 
example, Canada opted not to compete for a Security Council seat 
in 2014 as it was New Zealand’s turn in the three-state rotation. 
When a consensus exists between the three nations they regularly 
work together to convince the general assembly of the merits or 
shortcomings of a proposal, most prominently on humanitarian and 
security matters. 

Australian-Canadian Energy Realities 
Canada and Australia are two middle-sized, developed nations, but 
are unusual in that both are significant exporters of commodities, 
especially energy. 

Australia’s top three exports are iron ore, coal, and natural gas. 
Together, coal and natural gas make up AUD$56.3 billion in export 
receipts. Canada produces and exports significant amounts of oil as 
well as natural gas, with a large proportion of production occurring 
in Alberta’s oil sands industry. Total export receipts for mining, oil, 
and gas extractions in 2014 were CAD$151.9 billion.

While both Canada and Australia export significant amounts 
of fossil fuels, at provincial and federal levels there have been an 
array of climate-related policies. This includes Ontario joining with 
Quebec to form a cap and trade system, British Columbia’s carbon 
tax, Alberta’s carbon levy, and the various feed-in tariff schemes in 
a range of Australian states as well as an Australia-wide renewable 
target. Australia previously had a national-level carbon tax, but this 
has since been repealed.

In 2013, for Canada and Australia respectively, direct 
employment in the energy sector totaled 288,500 and 170,000 and 
the energy sector as a percentage of GDP totaled 9.9 percent and 
6.7 percent. With the drop in energy prices beginning in 2014, 
the employment and relative size of the sector will decline in both 
countries. However, this is a cyclical phase which will not necessarily 
be permanent. Australia may be less affected in the energy sector, as 
much of its gas production is geared to long-term LNG contracts. 

Over the coming decades, as countries in the Indo-Pacific 
region urbanize and industrialize, they will demand ever greater 
quantities of energy, primarily fossil fuels. China, and soon India, 
will be part of this transition. Australian and potentially Canadian 
energy sources will be key suppliers of energy as some of these fossil 
fuels displace less-healthy forms of fuel, such as burning cow dung. 
This lifts living standards. Accordingly, choices regarding energy 
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mix and climate policy in developing countries are different to those 
in developed nations.

Looking ahead to the Paris climate talks, it appears that 
Canada and Australia have a similar challenge in reconciling energy 
and climate priorities. This probably will result in a common or 
close position, which may be amplified by formally partnering for 
the process. In the US, due predominantly to shale gas displacing 
coal, President Obama is able to pursue more ambitious carbon 
reduction targets. Due to a shift in its internal energy mix after the 
Fukushima nuclear disaster, Japan has lowered its targets, which 
may see it gravitate towards the Canadian and Australian camp. 
Australia is in the process of upgrading its security links with Japan, 
which may include a submarine purchase. Also, Japan is a key buyer 
of Australian LNG which could also prompt Australian–Japanese 
alignment in Paris. Since the decisive election win of the Conserva-
tive Party in May 2015, Prime Minister David Cameron has pushed 
ahead with reforms to enable hydraulic fracturing. Under the 
previous coalition with the leftist-LDP, this was not possible and 
indicates that energy security is a higher priority for the UK. In 
the process of distancing the UK from the European Union, Prime 
Minister Cameron may have more flexibility in Paris than he did in 
the last government. 

Before the Paris talks, there will be much maneuvering and 
bold claims. Canada and Australia will be targeted by some as 
“laggards”. However, despite the rhetoric, mainstream political 
parties in Canada and Australia understand that any agreement that 
does not take into account their large energy export sectors will have 
a material impact on their economy and employment. Opposition 
rhetoric quickly changes with governing reality. For this reason, it 

will be informative to monitor the actions of the new, leftist NDP 
provincial government in Alberta where the realities of balancing 
climate and energy policy are most stark. 

Where to from Here?
Canada and Australia are often referred to as middle powers. Com-
bining their efforts would produce a much more significant pres-
ence in global meetings. Together they would be the fifth-largest 
economy, just behind Germany. The election of Justin Trudeau and 
his Liberal Party in Canada to a majority government on October 
19, 2015, and the Australian leadership coup in September 14, 
2015 which resulted in Malcom Turnbull becoming prime minis-
ter is seen as an end to the climate change policies by Abbott and 
Harper. However, even with a more environmentally focused agen-
da, Prime Ministers Trudeau and Turnbull will still need to navigate 
the reality of the economic base of their respective economies which 
includes large fossil fuels export sectors. 

Within both Canada and Australia, a group of aging 
baby-boomer foreign-affairs officers clings to an ideal of the previous 
era, which was viewed as the golden age of multilateralism. This 
period, if it ever existed, is finished. What comes next is much more 
contested, economically competitive, and fragmented. During this 
period of intensified competition, developing countries will become 
dominant powers and economies. This will mean that successive 
Prime Ministers of Canada and Australia will face a world much 
different than today’s. While business was once done in European 
capitals, most of the key meetings in the 21st century will be made 
in the Indo-Pacific region in languages, forums, and via mechanisms 
very different from those of the 20th century. 

The fallout from the end of the Paris climate talks will doubtless 
be less dramatic than the theatre of the actual conference. Despite 
the expected ramping up of commentary and activism in the second 
half of 2015, the quiet work between Canada and Australia will 
continue. It may result in a closer partnership for the challenges of 
the 2020s and 2030s.   

Andrew Pickford works between Perth, Australia and Mont-Tremblant, Canada in 

the areas of strategy, economic analysis and natural resources with a range of organisa-

tions, both private and public, including the Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Western Australia and the PerthUSAsia Centre. Jeffrey F. Collins is a research 

associate with the Atlantic Institute for Market Studies. His first book, co-edited with 

Andrew Futter, is titled, Re-assessing the Revolution in Military Affairs: Transfor-

mation, Evolution and Lessons Learnt, and was published in October. This article 

is based on their Macdonald-Laurier Institute publication “Common History, Shared 

Future: Towards a stronger Canadian-Australian strategic Partnership.”

Within both Canada and 
Australia, a group of aging baby-

boomer foreign-affairs officers 
clings to an ideal of the previous 

era, which was viewed as the 
golden age of multilateralism.
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Multi-faceted strategies for awareness, diagnosis and care have worked to greatly improve health outcomes for people with major 
common health conditions such as cancer and heart disease. We know such an approach can help us tackle the 7,000 rare diseases 
that affect nearly three million Canadians. We just need the will, writes Dr. Durhane Wong-Rieger. 

Failure on rare diseases is all 
too common 

Durhane Wong-Rieger

Jason’s Story

Jason is lucky. He was born with a rare metabolic disease. Jason 
never knew his grandfather, who died of a heart attack at age 45, 
or his great-uncle who died of prostate cancer at age 42, or his 
great-aunt who died from kidney failure due to diabetes.

Jason is lucky because his father, who was successful-
ly operated on with “state of the art technology,” following a 
heart attack, plans to dance at his wedding; his 18-year-old 
cousin has been declared “cancer-free” following “aggressive but 
highly effective” leukemia treatment plus supportive care; and 

his fiancée, who manages her type 1 diabetes with advanced 
monitoring devices and infusion therapies so “unobtrusive” that 
she can “out-bike, out-climb, and certainly out-dance” him.  

Jason is also lucky because his rare disease is one of just 
several included across Canada in newborn screening programs. 
And because he was started on a special diet from birth, he has 
avoided any cognitive or developmental delays. But sadly, Jason 
does not have coverage for a new drug that has been approved by 
Health Canada that could improve his quality of life as well as 
potentially protect his cognitive capabilities.
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Why Rare Diseases need a “common disease” strategy

Canada needs a rare diseases strategy for Jason – and for the al-
most three million other Canadians like him with rare diseases 
and their families. Because, as Jason knows from his own family 
history, such an approach to major health issues can save lives and 
change families – forever.

What do 7,000 rare diseases have in common with cancer, 
cardiovascular disease and diabetes?  First of all, rare diseases, 
like the more common conditions, can be serious, debilitating 
and life threatening. Second, all of these diseases affect millions 
of Canadians: diabetes affects about 2.4 million Canadians; 
about 1.4 million have cardiovascular disease, all cancers 
combined affect 1.8 million Canadians, and an estimated 2.8 
million Canadians have a rare disease. And like the other chronic 
conditions, early screening, diagnosis, and treatment are needed 
to prevent and halt progression.

Sadly, that may be where the similarity ends. Starting 30 to 
50 years ago, Canada, like most developed countries, invested in 
targeted and even aggressive strategies against cancer, cardiovascu-
lar disease, diabetes and, most recently, mental illness.  

And the investments have paid off.  In the last half century 
(1960-2011), the rate of death in Canada from cardiovascular 
disease and stroke dropped by 70 per cent.1 

We’ve all benefited from similar successes with our 50-year-
old “war on cancer.” In 1960, Jason’s great uncle would have had 
just a 52 percent chance of living five years following a diagnosis of 
prostate cancer.2 Now, five-year survival is the norm, at 96 percent.3  

How did these remarkable medical successes happen? 
Obviously, there is no simple solution or “quick fix.” It took many 
things: basic and clinical research, better tests and medications, 
better surgical procedures, multidisciplinary medical education 
and widespread public education, resulting in less smoking, more 
exercise, healthier eating, and more.

At one time, the proliferating numbers and costs of these 
“unstoppable” diseases were feared as threats not only to public 
health but also to public health budgets. In each of these disease areas, 
success was enabled by a comprehensive, coordinated and long-term 
approach. Researchers, healthcare providers, and patient organiza-
tions came together with policy makers, private industry and other 
funders to create and implement multi -faceted, multi-disciplinary 
national strategies. They have been successful in creating awareness, 
promoting research, generating new therapies, establishing expertise 
with outreach to improve diagnosis, treatment, and care, and 
mobilizing patient organizations and community support.

We have a long overdue obligation to apply this same approach 
to rare diseases. More than 36 countries have developed national 
plans or strategies for rare diseases. Canada, despite its world-class 
healthcare system and a culture of “equitable access,” has lagged 
behind. The result is that Canadians with rare diseases have access 
to poorer healthcare than those with common conditions. They 
also fare worse than patients in many other countries in many 
aspects of rare disease care. 

The very good news is that we have a foundation of expertise 
and we have recently developed a plan.  

Rare diseases are often life-threatening, seriously debilitating 
and/or serious chronic conditions, each of which affects a small 
number of patients, typically less than one in 2,000 persons. But 
there are about 7,000 rare conditions which, taken together, affect 
nearly three million Canadians – about one in 12 of us. Moreover, 
even though 80 percent have a genetic cause, more than half occur 
in families with no known history of the disease. Some diseases 
will “skip” generations and others are the result of spontaneous 
genetic mutations.

Overall, rare diseases are really far from rare. They represent 
a serious public health risk to many Canadian families as well as 
a major challenge to healthcare systems and society, which ranks 

Canada, despite its world-
class healthcare system and a 
culture of “equitable access,” 

has lagged behind. 

1 1960 rates from Statistics Canada, Series B35-50. Average annual number 
of deaths and death rates for leading causes of death, Canada, for five-
year periods, 1921 to 1974 at: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/11-516-x/
pdf/5500093-eng.pdf. 2011 rates from Statistics Canada, Age-standardized 
mortality rates for the 10 leading causes of death, Canada, 2000 and 2011, 
at: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/82-625-x/2014001/article/11897/c-g/desc/
desc02-eng.htm 

2 Silverberg E, Holieb AJ, Major Trends in Cancer: 25 Year Survey, CA – A 
Cancer Journal for Clinicians, 25:1, Jan/Feb 1975, p.4, accessed at: http://
onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.3322/canjclin.25.1.2/abstract 

3 Canadian Cancer Society, Canadian Cancer Statistics 2015, Table 5.1. Five-
year relative and observed survival for selected cancers, 2006-08, p. 66.
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with cancer, cardiovascular disease, diabetes, and mental illness. 
Similarly, rare diseases need to be addressed with a comprehensive 
national strategy.

The needs of patients and caregivers were amply demonstrat-
ed by Canadians affected by rare diseases in an extensive survey 
conducted for the Canadian Organization for Rare Disorders to 
develop the Rare Disease Strategy for Canada. More than 550 took 
part in the bilingual survey, about two-thirds patients themselves 
and one-third parents or caregivers. The findings were revealing:

• More than one in five persons with rare diseases (21 
percent) took more than six years to be correctly diagnosed, with 
30 percent of patients receiving three or more incorrect diagnoses 
before the right one was made. As a result, more than 61 percent 
required visits to three or more specialists; one in four (25 percent) 
required six or more specialists. 

• One likely reason for these expensive delays (for patients, 
their families and the health system) is a lack of information 
on rare disease among all types of doctors. Four out of five (81 
percent) of surveyed patients and family members feel that general 
practitioners are not adequately informed and half feel that even 
pediatricians and other specialists are not either (50 percent and 
53 percent, respectively).

• Once a diagnosis is made, the challenges continue with 
access to treatment. More than one in three surveyed felt they had 

inadequate access to drug treatment or non-drug treatment such 
as surgery (37 percent and 34 percent, respectively). Seven out 
of 10 feel they don’t get adequate psychosocial support and don’t 
have adequate financial resources to deal with their rare disease (69 
percent each).

It is these issues facing patients that were paramount in the 
minds of those who worked with the Canadian Organization for 
Rare Disorders to develop Canada’s Rare Disease Strategy, which 
was unveiled in May 2015. Its preparation involved extensive 
consultations with patients, governments, healthcare providers, 
the public and private-sector groups.

Canada’s Rare Disease Strategy
Canada’s Rare Disease Strategy draws from national plans in other 
countries as well as the Canadian cancer, cardiovascular, diabetes, 
and mental health strategies. It establishes five major goals with a 
total of 20 related and practical actions.

The five goals are:
1. Improving early detection and prevention
2. Providing timely, equitable and evidence-informed care
3. Enhancing community support
4. Providing sustainable access to promising therapies; and
5. Promoting innovative research.
In accompanying articles in this edition of Inside Policy 

magazine, others more closely involved with the issues briefly 
present the arguments for why this strategy is needed by Canadian 
patients, clinicians and researchers.  As an illustration of the 
sensible approach of the strategy, we can look in more detail just at 
the two actions to meet the first goal of improving early detection 
and prevention.

The first action is to adopt a national approach to newborn 
screening (NBS). This tactic is a very good illustration of how 
quickly Canada could succeed in addressing rare disease challeng-
es, if there is the political will. About 80 percent of rare diseases are 
genetic, and we have seen success with newborn screening using 
the heel-prick dried blood spot sample taken immediately upon 
birth.  For example, since the 1960s, NBS for phenylketonuria – 
the disease affecting Jason – has saved thousands of lives and/or 
prevented serious physical and developmental disabilities.

Today, it is possible to screen for about 50 rare conditions at 
birth; however, Canada has never adopted a national standard or 
program for newborn screening.  Until 2006, provincial programs 
screened for two to 11 conditions; with the exception of Saskatche-
wan, which screened for 29. Thanks primarily to strident advocacy, 
provincial standards have improved but are still highly disparate, 

15-year-old Jonathan Pitre, above, has Epidermolysis bullosa, a rare 
disease causing his skin to blister in response to minor stimuli such 
as scratching or heat.
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ranging from five to 30 conditions, with only two conditions 
included in every provincial program. We have many examples of 
children who could have been spared devastating outcomes if they 
had been born in the adjacent province. 

The strategy calls for two clear and simple actions to address 
this gap: development by all provinces and territories of a national 
approach to newborn screening and collaboration to implement 
early detection and preventive services to allow detection of rare 
diseases as early as possible. There are many reasons why a national 
approach is beneficial, not only to assure equitable access for all 
families regardless of where they live, but nationally coordinated 
programs to promote efficiencies, expertise in diagnosing, and 
development of cost-effective solutions across jurisdictions.  

We strongly support a provincial/territorial initiative led by 
Ontario. In October 2013, the provincial and territorial health 
ministers acknowledged newborn screening as a “key population-
based initiative with the goal of early detection and prevention 
so that better health outcomes for the given population are 
achieved.”4 To that end, they established a working group to 
recommend a list of primary conditions for testing and to improve 
consistency across provinces. The working group will report to the 
Health Ministers in January 2016, incorporating feedback from a 
stakeholder consultation.

For each of the five goals, the Strategy has outlined compara-
bly sensible and achievable actions that build on existing expertise, 
services, programs, centres, networks and collaborations. They will 
yield great benefit to millions of Canadians, not only those directly 

affected. Many of these actions are not costly but require breaking 
down barriers that delay diagnosis, prevent access to expertise and 
delay appropriate use of valuable therapies. 

Another fundamental action is the establishment of rare 
disease registries, built around a common set of “core” elements 
and accessible for appropriate uses from co-ordination of care to 
enrolment in clinical trials to advancing disease knowledge and 
response to therapy by linking to international registries. 

There are many commonalities across the 7,000 rare diseases 
as there are with the common conditions. The adoption of a 
Canadian strategy is not just helpful but essential. The creation of 
Canada’s Rare Disease Strategy under the leadership of CORD is 
proof of what the passion of a patient community can engender, 
but more importantly the strategy is testament to the collaborative 
power of the rare disease community.

Canada’s Rare Disease Strategy is a public health plan that 
will benefit all Canadians. We call upon all Canadians to support 
and to take an active role in its implementation.  

Durhane Wong-Rieger, PhD, is President and CEO of the Canadian 

Organization for Rare Disorders. She has served on numerous health policy 

advisory committees and panels and is a member of the Advisory Board for 

the Canadian Institutes of Health Research Institute of Genetics and the 

Patient Liaison Forum for the Canadian Agency for Drugs and Technologies in 

Health. She is immediate Past-Chair of the International Alliance of Patient 

Organizations, and Board Member representing patient interests at DIA (Drug 

Information Association).

We have many examples of 
children who could have been 
spared devastating outcomes 

if they had been born in  
the adjacent province. 

Nicklas Harkins was diagnosed with mucopolysaccharide disease 
(MPS) in 2001.  MPS is a rare genetic disease that leaves children 
without an enzyme critical to their development.

4 Dicerni, P.(Ontario Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care). NBS Stake-
holder letter – CORD, August 17, 2015, private communication.
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Why patients need 
the Rare Disease 
Strategy

Why clinicians need 
the Rare Disease 
Strategy

Cathy Evanochko

For patients, the Rare Disease Strategy is all about breaking 
down barriers – barriers that don’t need to exist but do 
great harm in separating rare disease patients from the right 

diagnosis, the right care and the right treatments.
My daughter, Kimberly, has tuberous sclerosis complex 

(TSC), which causes non-cancerous tumours to grow in various 
organs. She began having tonic-clonic seizures at seven months of 
age. It took almost two years to get an accurate diagnosis. The Rare 
Disease Strategy would support physicians, not with the impracti-
cal goal of their learning about all 7,000 rare diseases, but by giving 
them resources to turn to for diagnostic help when they are faced 
with the unknown.

Then there is the matter of care. For any given rare disease, 
there are relatively few doctors in Canada who are experts. However, 
our separate provincial health systems make it very difficult for a 
patient like my daughter in Alberta to have access to a specialist in 
another province with more expertise. The Rare Disease Strategy 
calls for these inter-provincial barriers to specialized experts to be 
eliminated so patients can more easily get the care they need.

Part of good care is access to treatments, when they exist. 
I have experienced some of the many unnecessary barriers to 
treatment that patients face in Canada. When the only drug 
available to treat TSC was finally approved for sale in Canada, the 
$15,000 annual cost wasn’t and still isn’t universally reimbursed. 
To be reimbursed, it had to be evaluated by the Common Drug 
Review (CDR), but the CDR at first refused because the drug is 

Dr. Cheryl Rockman-Goldberg

The Rare Disease Strategy, if implemented, would 
perform one invaluable service for Canadian 
clinicians. It would make the whole of what we can 

do for Canadians with rare diseases greater than the sum of its 
parts. Let’s look at those parts.

We have information about rare diseases. Most of them 
have been well documented in the literature and such informa-
tion today flows freely and easily thanks to modern technology. 
The Rare Disease Strategy will raise awareness of clinicians to be 
thinking about rare diseases when more common diagnoses to a 
problem don’t seem to be working. Once the possibility of a rare 
disease is raised, it’s more likely to be found quickly.

We have diagnostic tests and genetic tests for rare diseases. 
The Rare Disease Strategy calls for greater genetic testing in 
people at risk so we can follow and treat them better. Easier 

R A R E  D I S E A S E  S T R A T E G Y

normally used for cancer treatment and another agency reviews 
cancer drugs. When CDR finally agreed to review, they did 
not recommend it for reimbursement because the study data 
did not satisfy their evidence needs, something which would 
be impossible given the number of patients affected. CDR also 
chose not to accept “tumour shrinkage” as a legitimate surrogate 
outcome, despite its acceptance by the cancer community.

Eventually, I and other Canadian patients’ families applied 
directly to the provinces for reimbursement, bypassing the CDR 
process, with some success in some provinces but not in others. This 
has resulted in an unjust patchwork of coverage. The Rare Disease 
Strategy is vital to streamline this complex process and make access 
to treatment easier and more uniform across Canada.  

Cathy Evanochko lives in Calgary and is an active volunteer leader with TSC 

Canada and with the Canadian Organization for Rare Disorders, serving as 

Co-Chair and Vice-Chair, respectively.

Continued on page 35
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A B O R I G I N A L  A F F A I R S

Ken Coates and Greg Poelzer

Canadians have paid far too little attention to one of the 
most remarkable stories in their recent history, the great 
pace of progress in making Aboriginal lives better. If 

you’re feeling helpless about the future of Canada’s Indigenous 
peoples, you haven’t been paying attention.

The bitterly sad problems of young people at Davis Inlet, 
Labrador, attract much more attention than a successful band-run 
school (and efforts at the new Labrador community, Natuash-
ish, to ban alcohol drew the media back to the settlement). The 
lingering effects of fetal alcohol syndrome spark far more critical 
debate than does the effective management of federally funded 
social assistance programs.

The accomplishments of a musician or artist are individual-
ized and understood as a personal achievement; the difficulties of a 
criminal or alcoholic are generalized as part of the social pathology 
of a community.

Success stories are a vital part of Aboriginal life, yet they are 
missing from the picture in Canada. The revitalization of potlatch-
es and powwows, the achievements of band-managed health care 
centres, the investment activities of community economic develop-
ment offices, and the educational achievements of thousands of 
college and university students speak to a different future.

There is a pattern worth noting: crises are noisy; accomplish-
ments are quiet. But … [t]hese impressive and expanding 
accomplishments must be factored into the picture if non-Aboriginal 
Canadians hope to understand the healthy optimism and anticipa-
tion that runs deep in Canada’s Aboriginal communities.

It is commonplace to emphasize the troubles facing Aborigi-
nal people in Canada. And while we must acknowledge that 
there’s much left to do, let’s be sure to consider what Indigenous 
communities have done despite the burdens of history and despite 
contemporary attitudes, often with the support of governments and 
non-Aboriginal groups.

A battle to sustain language and cultural traditions is being 
waged, and communities are taking greater responsibility for 
education, health care, and local government. Aboriginal education-
al institutions exist across the country, ranging from First Nations 
day care centres to independent postsecondary institutions.

Economic opportunities are expanding, largely through 
Indigenous entrepreneurship and joint ventures. Little of this was 
in place forty years ago. The prospects for continued improvement 
of Aboriginal circumstances remain very strong.

***
More than half of Canada’s Aboriginal people live off-reserve. 

They are mingling and cooperating with other Canadians in countless 
new and often positive ways. In no way is it fair to characterize the 
move into the cities as one of unrelenting despair and hardship, 
although the Aboriginal areas of Winnipeg, Saskatoon, Regina, 
Edmonton, and a few other centres belie this observation.

But even here there are signs of change. The impressive steps 
taken by past president Lloyd Axworthy of the University of 
Winnipeg to connect that institution to the social and economic 
challenges of urban Aboriginal people are creating change.

The great pace of  progress in Aboriginal Canada is still difficult to discern amid a cacophony of  concerns for First Nations. 
Macdonald-Laurier Institute authors Ken Coates and Greg Poelzer say we need to make the success stories heard.

Quietly, change has arrived in  
Aboriginal Canada

Economic opportunities 
are expanding, largely 
through Indigenous 

entrepreneurship and 
joint ventures.
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That Don Iveson, elected as mayor of Edmonton in 2013, 
committed his city to addressing the challenges faced by its 
Aboriginal people points to new energy and determination on the 
part of non-Aboriginal politicians.

Serious health problems, especially the near epidemic of 
diabetes, have been identified in Aboriginal populations, and 
major research and treatment programs have been launched to 
address some of the causes and consequences.

Indigenous life expectancy has been rising rapidly – from less 
than sixty-one years for Aboriginal males in 1980 to a forecast 
of over seventy-four years in 2021. The gap in life expectancy 
between Aboriginal and other Canadians was almost 11 years 
in 1980 but is expected to fall to 5.2 for Indigenous men and 
3.8 for Indigenous women by 2021. Infant mortality rates that 
stood at a scandalous 23.7 per 1,000 in 1980 – over twice the 
national average – had fallen to 6.4 by 2000. That was only 0.9 
points higher than the Canadian average of 5.5. While on-reserve 
housing remains a serious problem, the number of “adequate 
units” increased from 45.7 percent in 1993–94 to 53.2 percent in 
2002-03, although this latter number was a drop from a high of 

56.9 percent in 1999–2000.
Aboriginal people are still significantly overrepresented in the 

justice system – they were 21 percent of all custodial and communi-
ty admissions in 2003, an increase of 3 percent over four years. In 
recognition of the ongoing challenges, the federal justice system has 
been seeking new ways (not always with success) to accommodate 
Aboriginal culture, spirituality, and healing practices.

More and more developments aimed at Aboriginal peoples are 
being initiated and managed by Indigenous organizations. Indigenous 
communities know of the severity and depth of their problems. They 
know that, whoever is at fault for causing their difficulties, they are 
responsible for finding viable and sustainable solutions.

To those who wonder if anything can or will change, there is 
a simple answer: change is already happening. 

Ken S. Coates is Canada Research Chair in Regional Innovation at the Johnson-

Shoyama Graduate School of Public Policy, University of Saskatchewan and a 

Senior Fellow at the Macdonald-Laurier Institute. Greg Poelzer is Executive 

Chair at the International Centre for Northern Governance and Development.
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and expanded access to diagnostic testing will also speed the 
process towards treatment and limit the number of dead-end 
diagnostic trails patients have to follow.

We have specialists with expertise in most rare diseases. 
However, they can be few and far between, particularly for the 
rarest of diseases. The Rare Disease Strategy calls for easier access 
to out-of-province experts so Canadians no matter where they 
live can get the best possible advice and care. The Centres of 
Excellence and virtual clinical networks called for in the strategy 
would assist this goal greatly.

We have treatments for many rare diseases. Our problem with 
many treatments is their very high price and the great differences 
among provinces in whether or how they are made available. 
The Strategy calls for a much-needed, consistent, evidence-based 
approach which provides equitable access to treatments that are 
shown by evidence likely to be helpful and ongoing evaluation 
of effectiveness and safety of new drugs. Given the small number 

of patients with individual rare diseases, a strategy that mandates 
ongoing surveillance and reporting to provincial and territorial 
health ministries and a national body is critical for rare diseases 
and the responsibility of specialist and general physicians alike. 
A national strategy would eliminate current roadblocks to care 
and facilitate critical ongoing surveillance and reporting. Far too 
much valuable clinician time is spent today working case-by-case 
to secure patient access to useful treatments.

The parts are there. We have them. Let’s use the Rare Disease 
Strategy to put them together into something that truly helps 
Canada’s doctors care for the three million Canadians with rare 
diseases. 

Dr. Cheryl Rockman-Goldberg, MD, CM, FRCPC, FCCMG, is Director 

of the Metabolic Service for the Program in Genetics and Metabolism of the 

Winnipeg Regional Health Authority. She is also a Distinguished Professor in 

the Departments of Pediatrics and Child Health & Biochemistry and Medical 

Genetics at the University of Manitoba and Clinical Scientist, the Children’s 

Hospital Research Institute of Manitoba.

Rare Disease Stretegy (Rockman-Goldberg)
Continued from page 32

Join us November 19, 2015 and decide on whether

“Canada’s Senate is beyond 
saving  and must be abolished”

November 19, 2015 
Tickets are $20/person, $15 for Students, 
Seniors and Museum Members, $5 extra at the door.
 Presented in English with simultaneous translation

Barney Danson Theatre, Canadian War Museum

Register today at www.MacdonaldLaurier.ca/events

MODERATED BY 
The Honourable Peter Milliken

THE DEBATE
T he enduring scandal over Senate expenses has generated 
 a serious debate about the future of Canada’s Upper 
House. Some argue that the Senate is an ineffective, expensive 
and undemocratic institution that is incompatible with a 
modern, 21st-century democracy. Others point to the fi ne work 
and dedication of a majority of our honorable Senators, and 
would argue that the harm done by making such a fundamental 
change to our system of government would far outweigh the 
good. Who is right, should the Senate be abolished?
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