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INTRODUCTION
· Marshall McLuhan once put a quiz to his class. They were to complete the sentence “I’m as Canadian as…………” Top marks went to the student who answered, “I‘m as Canadian as possible under the circumstances”.

· Governments commission foreign policy reviews for a variety of reasons. Sometimes  because there has been a regime change (rare)
, sometimes to “sanctify” a track or course of action already predetermined
, sometimes to convey to the electorate that there are new brooms, even if from the long serving incumbent party. 
Never with the expectation that a dramatic alteration in policy is either warranted or possible.

· First, the key elements of our national life are domestically driven.  Absolutely true.  Foreign Policy is an extension and reflection of these domestic preoccupations.  
· Foreign policy and the diplomacy to put it into action, well, that covers a multitude of areas—political relations, economic and trade policies, defence matters, cultural identity, immigration, to name a few, BUT, at the end it all comes back to being a tool for the preservation of Canada’s national sovereignty. Sovereignty is more than a concept, it is a reality and you either use it or lose it.

CURRENTS IN THE ENVIRONMENT
What do we see around us?

· Explosive growth in science: genomics/biology, astronomy/cosmology, environment/global change, human origins, human development, technologies 

· An end, for the moment, of the classic ideological battles of the 20th century and the resurgence of wild, new religiosities, sometimes in hands armed with highly destructive weapons.

· Asymmetric population growth and consequent pressures on migration, on permeability of borders and on continued cohesion of societies, both of origin and destination. 

· Pressure on earth’s environment. Climate change, air, soil and water degradation, death of fisheries/the ocean. 

· The unipolar world. Our next-door neighbour as global supremo. As Robert Kagan has put it in “Power and Weakness”– a US more willing to use its unprecedented power for self-defined ends, in a world it appears to understand less and less. 

· Closer to home, can the federation we have now, withstand the creeping economic integration of North America, and the insidious cultural Americanisation of Canada

WHAT’S TO BE DONE?

From Canada’s earliest days, the desire to have some counterweight to the United States, to find and emphasize things which make us different from them as a nation, to make the northern half of the continent truly our own, has been a constant theme. In the post war period governments have tried various devices, at home and abroad. They ranged from the supra-nationalism of Trudeau’s National Energy Policy to the search for collective relationships to govern trade and security like the GATT and NATO. In terms of Canada’s relations with individual countries or regional groupings we sought to be most places, most times.
Multilateral institutions, political, economic, security—NATO, UN OECD etc. We should never be held in thrall to the views of one bloc or other of the membership of these organizations, BUT, we have found, given our relative size and importance in the world, that our interests have been best protected and advanced through the rules-based systems of international behaviour that the goals of these multilateral organizations represent.

We continue to see ourselves as having a truly global view, in contrast to Australia or Italy which have pursued a regional approach. However, do we have the wherewithal in money, people, and interests to pursue this conceit? Our self image as a middle power, “punching above our weight” may or may not remain true 
Allan Gotlieb, former USSEA and long-serving Ambassador to Washington, frequently quotes former SoCred leader, Bob Thompson, “the Americans are our best friends…..whether we like it or not. And I like to add, we’re the American’s best friends, whether they know it or not. 
Thus first and foremost, the USA. Managing the US relationship is a constant.  It has so many dimensions we might be forgiven for throwing up our hands in despair. To name a few: the border, immigration and refugee policy, trade irritants, N. A. defence, labour mobility, water exports, continental energy policy, environment and particularly global warming.
In our own lives, if we don’t like the neighbourhood, we can always move. Not so with countries. Our interactions with the US go back a long way, often fraught with tension, beginning with the repulse of Benedict Arnold’s army at Quebec during the Revolutionary War. Then the War of 1812-14 where we declared mutual victory and on to the Fenian raids, 54 40 or fight, Manifest Destiny and on and on.
It has not been all adversarial.

In August of 1938, President Franklin Roosevelt's acceptance speech for an honorary Doctorate at Queen's University in Kingston, Ontario included the following commitment: "The Dominion of Canada is part of the sisterhood of the British Empire. I give to you assurance that the people of the United States will not stand idly by if domination of Canadian soil is threatened by any other Empire." Prime Minister William Lyon Mackenzie King, in response to President Roosevelt's pledge to protect Canada, said "we too have obligations as a good and friendly neighbour and that enemy forces should not be able to pursue their way either by land, sea or air to the United States cross Canadian territory.” That two way commitment, formalized through the Ogdensburg Agreement of 1940, has been the essence of Canada/US defence co-operation from that time on, and has been even more relevant in the post 9/11 era. 

At the start of the Cold War Canada and the United States worked closely together in to create the North Atlantic Treaty Organization where an attack on one member was considered an attack on all. The Canadian Forces deployed in Europe from the early 1950's until 1994 were not there as peacekeepers. It was a fighting force of army and air units to help deter the Soviet threat.

Canadian and American forces fought together in the UN-authorized “police action” in Korea. 
Lester Pearson worked closely with the United States during the Suez crisis and he notes in his memoirs that it was an American draft which he used to obtain the General Assembly's agreement for the creation of UNEF, for which he was subsequently awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.

NORAD was created in 1958 as a joint command to deal with the Soviet manned bomber threat. The DEW line agreement had been signed in 1955 creating a line of radars across Northern Canada, built and maintained primarily by Americans. Just as NORAD came into being, the world witnessed Sputnik, the first Soviet satellite in space and a new threat from intercontinental ballistic missiles from which there was no direct defence. NORAD created a formal defence perimeter around the United States and Canada. It was expanded to include the threat from space and missiles and renamed the North American Aerospace Defence Command.
That isn’t to say that it was all plain sailing. At the time of the Cuban crisis, PM Diefenbaker refused to put Canadian forces on alert and discovered to his astonishment that the Canadian military had already done so. Bobby Kennedy's reaction to Diefenbaker was that "in times of crisis the Canadians promise all help short of real assistance". Diefenbaker got into even bigger trouble with the US government and military when he refused to arm the Bomarc anti-aircraft missiles with the nuclear weapons for which the Bomarc was designed. His government imploded with several ministers resigning on the issue.
Pearson reversed the Liberal Party stance on nuclear weapons and won a minority government in the 1963 election. Pearson not only armed the Bomarcs with nuclear weapons, he also gave our forces in Europe, nuclear tipped short range Honest John missiles and nuclear bombs on CF-104 Starfighters for offensive use. Pearson’s reversal of Liberal policy on nuclear weapons earned him the title “the defrocked Prince of Peace” from Pierre Elliott Trudeau and was not popular inside parts of the Liberal Party.
Canada's early participation in the UN Force on Cyprus (UNFICYP) was a direct response to a request by US President Lyndon Johnson. We stayed there for 28 years and left only because our forces were required in other hot spots like Namibia, Cambodia, Somalia, and Bosnia where people were getting killed.
The Mulroney government also participated in the first Gulf War in light of the clear violation of international law by Iraq in its invasion of Kuwait. The Chrétien Liberal Opposition, with the sole exception of former PM John Turner, voted against Canadian involvement in an operation authorized by the UN Security Council. Canada was on the Security Council at the time and supported the authorizing resolution. Throughout the 1990's the Balkans Wars resulted in some tension but ultimately close cooperation between Canada and the United States.

Now, the world is changing, has changed. No argument. China, Brazil and India are comers and already big players.  Some, for one reason or another say we need to build relationships with the three which will better reflect “our growing interests”. What have we been doing for 35 years in China, watching rice grow? (Mining, manufacturing, energy). Our history with Brazil, not always happy, goes back to the 19th century and one of Canada’s few neo-colonialist ventures. 

The flat state of our relations with India are, of course, a self-inflicted wound. Pierre Trudeau’s pique at being out-foxed by Indira Gandhi when she presided over India’s nuclear test in 1974, partly using inputs from a Canadian-provided research reactor put India in the deep freeze. Probably the right response at the time but thirty years later we are still stuck on that incident while numerous Indian CANDU reactor clones become ever more hazardous through lack of Canadian technical expertise. In the meantime, four years ago, President Bush and Indian PM Manmohan Singh established a real programme of nuclear partnership between the two countries. Irony of ironies.

On to Europe where some believe that our relationships with Europe are key to Canadian prosperity.  Drivel. Close relationships with various countries in Europe are a historical fact and we should maintain them in that context, seeking opportunities to intensify trade and investment wherever possible. However, even young schoolchildren know that the key to Canada’s prosperity remains and will remain south of our border. 
In 1971, I prepared the original draft of the document which ultimately became Canada’s “Contractual Link” with the EEC, the EU’s predecessor. Designed to strengthen and deepen our roots in Europe, it has been handily ignored by both parties for 38 years. I am strongly of the view that “Partnership Agenda” signed with the EU in 2004 will suffer the same fate. 
Other than superficially, Europeans are not really interested in Canada. 

Moreover, the Europeans have their own preoccupations and their inherent inwardness is reinforced as they continue to digest new members with immensely varying economic conditions and political cultures.
 Which brings me to the Balkans. What are Canadian interests there? They saved us a greater degree of criticism from our NATO allies as Canada baled out of Europe but kept forces there by redeploying to the Balkans as that region set itself to implode as the ‘80s proceeded. Twenty plus years later, we should let a European problem be a European problem.

If we have a reason to engage Europe, it is firmly grounded in such direct interests, such as their continued egregious overfishing and lack of concern for proper management of the oceans’ resources.

If we are truly serious about finding a place and a role in the hemisphere, it has to be through NAFTA with major partners like the US and Mexico, the continued cultivation of Brazil and Chile (where Canadian foreign investment is significant), and involvement with new relationships. 

The Middle East. A region full of contradictions, contradiction mirrored in Canada’s foreign policy toward the region. Until the post-World War ll creation of Israel it was probably fair to say that we knew little of the region and that was just fine. From that time forward until the Israeli invasion of Lebanon and the associated atrocities in the refugee camps, it is probably also fair to say that, although characterized by governments as even-handed, Canada’s policy was staunchly pro-Israel. 

Now the demographics of our population has changed and policy, for practical electoral reasons, has actually become more even-handed. However, the basic question of what constitutes our interests remains. We are paying Danegeld of some $300 million for Iraq’s reconstruction as penance for not joining the US in the invasion of that country. How much of that can usefully be spent in the near term, given conditions on the ground in Iraq, is questionable. 

On broader grounds the proliferation issue with Iran is now on everyone’s radar. Her we have real expertise and, if we are looking for hooks on which to engage Europe, this should be one. Beyond this, what does the region mean to us? Little in the economic sphere and likely to remain such, despite a politically motivated free trade agreement with Israel

Keeping a wary eye on the Eagle
Canadians can be a bit over-obsessed and occasionally somewhat smug about the United States whereas Americans are more or less unmindful, but can also at times be exasperating, about Canada. These attitudes provide a lot of scope for mischief or miscommunication and even mistrust.
First of all, (and despite the adage of Lord Palmerston that countries have interests, not friends), personalities, especially leaders, can and do make a difference.  Good personal relations at the top will never solve all the problems but they can help, certainly more so than poor relations. That is, after all, basic human nature. 
Access is the lifeblood of diplomacy and the ‘tone at the top’ definitely affects both the level and the frequency of access for Ambassadors or other government representatives in Washington.  Getting a meeting confirmed or a phone call answered won’t guarantee a positive result by any means but, when the chemistry is positive at the very top, access is direct and immediate and you can at least express your point of view.  When the tone is cool or neutral, access is by the book, nothing more, nothing less. 
Some leaders, like Brian Mulroney worked very hard on his Washington network and on Canada–U.S. relations.  In my view, his persistence brought real dividends for Canada. I know that it inspired a stronger effort by others in the US Administration to settle, or at least contain, rather than complicate, disputes. We were consulted and involved on global issues. 
In short, Brian Mulroney showed that you can both gain the respect of the President of the United States and disagree with specific American policies without rancour. Jean Chrétien, who developed a good relationship with President Clinton, but failed to do so with his successor, demonstrated that you can lose both ways if you aren't careful. (e.g. decision not to go to Iraq)
In any event, given the magnitude and complexity of our relations, systematic engagement with the United States is, in my view, much better for Canada than spasmodic overtures. We have to work at it even if it is not ‘popular’ at home. The Americans do not work at it and that is a hard reality; a fact of life. Complacency on Canada’s part can be very damaging to our own interests.  Sloppy indulgences in anti-Americanism (a la Axworthy) are even worse.
This doesn’t mean, by the way, that we have to agree or ‘go along in order to get along’. That is simplistic.  Frank, but private, expressions of differences are preferable to public grandstanding - unless your motive is domestic gratification.   George Shultz once observed to Joe Clark:  “If you are going to kick us in the shins, do so in private.  We get the message just the same”.
Differences based on distinct national interests can be articulated and defended forcefully with Americans. The Canadian government had no problem presenting Canadian differences on Acid Rain, ANWR, Free Trade, Star Wars or on South Africa. But, differences that have no particular relevance to Canadian interests can be damaging to the tone and the fabric of our relationship.  More to the point, it is often the manner in which differences are communicated that can be more irritating than the substance.  You can, as they say, “disagree without being disagreeable”.
Differences between us on global issues are profound – from Iraq to Kyoto and the World Criminal Court, among others.  Canadians now worry about U.S. unilateralism and not just the military variety.  Americans wonder about Canada’s reliability and about our relevance on matters of greatest concern to them.   The search for new forms of security to combat very new threats is more open-ended than assured.
In the mid-1980s, there was a sea-change in the relationship when our respective political leaders initiated a bold plan to refurbish relations.  Their personal commitments (and conviction) led to the FTA and subsequently NAFTA and a substantive agreement on Acid Rain.  We also worked constructively together on global issues and, when we had disagreements, as we did, we expressed them in a civil fashion, reflecting the significance and the underlying civility of the broader relationship.
Some Canadians believe that creating differences with the United States underlines our “independence”.  In fact, it does the opposite. When you cannot manage relations with your neighbour and dominant trade partner with whom can you? This point applies with equal force to the United States. When the U.S. allows relations with its neighbour and largest export market to deteriorate, with whom can it really do business?
In short, the reality of our interdependence should never be taken for granted.  Canada should always be taking the lead trying to identify ways to establish better rules, better disciplines and stronger institutions to help manage this lop-sided relationship and to give greater certainty to our common security and our prosperity objectives in North America.  
The question really is "how best to use our assets; what initiatives lend themselves to our particular strengths; when do we simply go along and when do we strike out on our own?" what would be disastrous for Canada would be to view the options of treading a path between a good ally and joining in the fight or following our own lights in trying to create an international system that controls the use of force and advances the rule of law as being mutually exclusive.
American cooperation and leadership is required in the creation of any international system which controls the use of force and advances international law. American absence from the League of Nations helped bring about its demise and hastened World War ll. American absence from the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the Kyoto Accord or even the Ottawa Land Mines Treaty renders them ineffective or less effective than they should be.
Before leaving this segment of my comments, I must circle back to the world of economics and trade. Making war and pursuing peace are, perhaps, the poster children of foreign policy but the breadwinner, literally, is trade policy. Dry and dusty as it may sound, few things are more important in the Canada/US relationship than keeping the border open to the free flow of goods and services from both countries.
About $ 2 billion of those goods and services currently cross the border each day. To be more precise, roughly one in four jobs in Canada is directly or indirectly related to Canada's exports of goods and services to the world as a whole. Since the United States accounts for ~ 80%  of Canada's two-way goods and services, the number of Canadian jobs tied to our bilateral trade with the United States amounts to some 20%, or around 3 million.
TOOLS

So how do the policy makers actually go about their work?

 The Players- PM, FM, Junior Ministers, Cabinet, collectively, and individually, Parliament, including its Cttees

 The Workers-Deputy Ministers of Foreign Affairs, International Trade,and other DMs e.g.  DND, Imm, (All DMs appointed by PM) the bureaucracy, starting with the PCO, the Foreign Service, all branches

 Intelligence, courtesy CSE, CSIS, internal DFAIT intel anaylsis

PROCESS

 Top down, bottom up. Most of it routine
 Governments arrive with a few basic policies or attitudes but generally these represent a shift in emphasis, little more. In short, despite periodic FP Reviews, there is relatively little room for dramatic departures. Most reviews yield a virtually indigestible number of topics and sub-topics. Virtually anything can be fitted in.

 Free trade one example of dramatic turn, but even it has a long-standing place in Canadian history. Worth reviewing. Just start in 70’s with the “Third Option”. Failed, meaningless papers signed with EEC and Japan. Export dependency with the USA keeps growing. At end of Trudeau govt in mid-80s, attempts to cobble together a set of “sectoral” e.g. steel, free trade arrangements. Failure because difficult to define parameters and inherent connectivity. New Govt: FTA. Before that was absorbed, force majeure from the US looking to build a hub and spoke system, next spoke of which was to be Mexico, drove the Govt to NAFTA.

 Ministers sometimes reach down to get ideas for initiatives, results often sensible but not often dramatic in political terms. Sometimes go outside the govt for ideas. Sometimes these are workable, usually politically dramatic. Rarely, Ministers have ideas of their own. E.g. Axworthy re Land Mines Treaty

 Policy making at the govt level is intended to proceed by way of Cabinet decision, Cabinet Memo. Interdepartmental consultation process so heavy, few issues arrive at adoption this way. Also, as we move to a more presidential system, the PM wants the last say and doesn’t necessarily want to go through the process. 

 Activities by PM and Ministers reflect their own priorities and style. Trudeau would not deal with trade except at a very macro level. Mulroney, in contrast was ready to lend his active support to Canadian companies, to the level of individual contracts. Value here for Comwel and Francophonie.

 And sometimes policy gets made for the most interesting, and sometimes not the best, reasons. The ill-fated Airborne deployment to Somalia largely came from PM Mulroney’s desire to rebut charges made in a speech by UN SG Boutros Boutros Ghali that there was a racist tinge in the places where major peacekeeping contributors would authorize interventions..
Briefing Papers
· Short, assume the readership is busy

· Structure: Section Headings
· Issue

· Background

· Considerations

· Options

· Recommendation(s)

� Joe Clark and his “gray” paper


� Pierre Trudeau in reducing Canada’s troop commitment to NATO in 1969


� Paul Martin, International Policy Statement





9

