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Much like the split personality that Canada exhibited in this election season, it is with 

mixed emotions that we publish the second issue of Volume 2 of the Public Policy and 

Governance Review. This is the final issue that we will publish this academic year, and 

we’re sad to say goodbye.

At the same time, we are proud of the issues that we have curated, and proud to be part 

of the Canadian public policy community. Most prominently, this issue features a conver-

sation with the Right Honourable Paul Martin on his past and present. We also include 

an interview with Anthony Careless, who is involved in the Service-Learning movement 

at the University of Toronto. Our research articles focus on the role of cities within the 

Federation and on public perceptions of immigration. The issue concludes with reviews of 

two new books, Not for Profit: Why Democracy Needs the Humanities and Getting Back 

in the Game: A Foreign Policy Playbook for Canada, and the Lefebvre Austruther Maingy 

Questionnaire completed by Mel Cappe.

This issue also features three distinct takes on our Ostry Prize theme of openness and 

transparency. The winning entry, by Justin Longo, discusses the intersection of Web 

2.0 technologies and New Public Management principles. Our first runner-up, Robert 

Ballingall, discusses openness in democracies. Finally, our second runners-up, Elisabeth 

Ormandy and Joanna Makowska, discuss increased transparency and public engage-

ment in animal testing.

Editors’ Note
Farewell For Another Season
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Our final emotion is excitement in welcoming the 2011-2012 PPGR Editors: Margaret 

Cappa and Phil Donelson. We look forward to their leadership and ideas for the Review 

in the coming year.  

Sincerely,

Anna Strathy & Brent Barron,

Editors-in-Chief

Public Policy and Governance Review

www.ppgreview.ca
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Canada’s asylum policy is undergoing change.  Reforms that have taken place 
over the past decade, and in particular those that have recently been proposed for 
implementation, insinuate that Canada is becoming less receptive to asylum seekers.  At 
first glance, some aspects of Canada’s policy may appear to resemble that of Australia, 
an immigrant-receiving country notorious for its poor treatment of asylum seekers.  This 
paper explores the significance of recent changes to Canada’s asylum system, including 
those focused on prevention and deterrence.  While some preventative measures are 
effective in reducing the number of asylum seekers, this paper argues that deterrence 
reforms are largely symbolic efforts designed to appease an anxious public.

Once praised by the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) as an 

exemplar in the recognition of refugees, Canada’s asylum policy is undergoing change. 

Reforms that have taken place over the past decade, and in particular those that have 

been proposed for implementation in the near future, suggest that Canada is becom-

ing less receptive to asylum seekers. Federal immigration minister Jason Kenney has 

issued statements about cracking down on human smugglers and “manifestly unfounded” 

refugee claims (Government of Canada 2010e; Government of Canada 2010f). There 

is talk of mandatory detention for asylum claimants (Government of Canada 2010f). At 

first glance, certain aspects of Canada’s policy may appear to resemble that of Australia, 

an immigrant-receiving country notorious for its poor treatment of asylum seekers. This 

paper will explore the significance of recent changes to Canada’s asylum policy, including 

those focused on prevention and deterrence. While some preventative measures are ef-

fective in reducing the number of asylum seekers, I will argue that the deterrence reforms 

are largely symbolic and designed to appease an anxious public. Rather than restricting 

the flow of migrants, these measures attempt to convey to the Canadian public that the 

government is in control of an inevitably unstable and unpredictable process.

By Bridget Nardi

University of Toronto

Bridget Nardi is a masters 
candidate at University of 
Toronto’s School of Public 
Policy and Governance. 
 
She comes most recently 
from Ottawa, where she 
was a Senior Communi-
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BA in French literature from 
the University of Ottawa and 
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Before discussing the reforms in more detail, it is necessary to briefly explore Canada’s 

refugee system. There are two ways to enter Canada as a refugee. In the first case, an 

individual applies for resettlement to Canada from outside the country. Each year, Cit-

izenship and Immigration Canada (CIC) resettles between 10,000 and 12,000 refugees 

through government-assisted and privately sponsored programs (Government of Can-

ada 2008). The second way to gain refugee status is to claim asylum at a Canadian port 

of entry. The asylum process has been in place since the creation of the 1951 United 

Nations Convention on Refugees, negotiated in the aftermath of the Second World War 

as of result of the sympathies engendered from the human suffering and deaths of the 

Holocaust. The Convention defines refugees as individuals with a well-founded fear of 

persecution for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership in a particular social 

group, or political opinion (Weiner 1995, 16). The interpretation of the Convention in 

Canada means that any individual fleeing persecution that arrives at a Canadian port of 

entry has the right to make a refugee claim. If the individual is eligible1, his or her claim 

will be referred to the Immigration and Refugee Board (IRB), an independent administra-

tive tribunal that determines whether the claimant is a Convention refugee, faces a threat 

of torture, or a risk to his or her life. If the IRB accepts the claim, the individual is able to 

apply for permanent residence. If the claim is rejected, there are avenues for appeal. 

While the Government of Canada continues to uphold the Convention today, it is worth 

highlighting some significant developments that have taken place around the world since 

1951. Since the late 1960s, asylum has become a globalized phenomenon, a mechanism 

that allows refugees and economic migrants from the South to gain access to the West 

(Gibney and Hansen 2003, 9). The asylum phenomenon was significantly influenced by 

several key movements, including the prevalence of refugee-producing events in the 

South, an expansion of the Convention to non-European countries, the advancement of 

the telecommunications industry, and increased labour migration movements in general 

(ibid). By the 1980s, with demand on the asylum system steadily increasing, including 

1  A claim is not eligible if the claimant made a previous refugee claim in Canada; has refugee status 
in another country; arrived through a “safe third country” such as the U.S.; or is inadmissible on certain security 
and criminality grounds (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2008).
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highly publicized cases of boat people arriving off-shore and claiming refugee status, 

Western states began to implement measures to restrict claimants from reaching their 

borders and started to distinguish more carefully between legitimate refugees and bogus 

claimants. The terrorist attacks in New York City in September 2001 sharply intensified 

the focus on border security in North America, increasing pressure on the government to 

tighten access to Canada’s refugee system. Like other Western states, Canada has used 

various preventative measures in an attempt to stabilize and manage the flow of asylum 

claimants; the government imposed visas on certain countries with high refusal volumes 

and placed sanctions on airline carriers that were transporting passengers without valid 

identification (Brouwer and Kumin 2003, 8-9). CIC also dispatched immigration control 

and migration integrity officers to Canada’s missions around the world (ibid, 10). 

In addition to pursuing preventative measures, Canada is exploring ways to deter illegit-

imate asylum claimants from claiming asylum. Deportation is considered the main deter-

rent, and some reforms developed after September 2001 include more explicit policies 

regarding detention, limitations in appeal processes and other legal opportunities in order 

to expedite the deportation of suspected criminals (Cornelius et. al. 2004, 129). Currently, 

discussions on the asylum process are heavily shaped by a global focus on deterring 

human smuggling. In October 2010, the Canadian government introduced legislation 

to make it easier to prosecute human smugglers, impose mandatory prison sentences 

on convicted smugglers, and hold ship owners and operators to account for use of their 

ships in human smuggling operations. In addition to penalizing smugglers themselves, 

the proposed changes would also authorize the mandatory detention of illegal migrants 

for up to one year to allow for the determination of identity, inadmissibility and illegal activ-

ity.  Other key deterrence measures that would specifically apply to illegal migrants 

who come to Canada by way of a human smuggling operation include: a reassessment, 

within five years, of those who obtain refugee status to determine whether they still need 

protection or can be returned to their country of origin; and preventing illegal migrants 

from obtaining permanent resident status or sponsoring family members for five years 

(Government of Canada 2010f). Taken at face value, these deterrence measures suggest 

that Canada is taking major steps to decrease the flow of asylum seekers. Assuming the 
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changes are implemented, will they be effective in deterring bogus claimants. Moreover, 

will they compromise the value of the asylum system by potentially deterring genuine 

refugees?

Let us first discuss the effectiveness of the prevention approach. There is evidence that 

preventative measures have been somewhat effective in restricting the flow of asylum 

seekers. For instance, the Government of Canada’s reinstatement of a temporary resi-

dent visa requirement on the Czech Republic as well as the first-time imposition of a visa 

requirement for nationals of Mexico resulted in a 10 per cent decrease in the volume of 

asylum applications in Canada from 2008 to 2009 (Annual Report to Parliament on Im-

migration, 2010, 11). In spite of this decrease, a significant number of people still manage 

to come to Canada as asylum seekers every year. In 2009, approximately 33,000 people 

claimed asylum at a Canadian port of entry (Lejeune-Kaba 2010). Among claimants, only 

a minority are found to be legitimate refugees. In fact, 58 per cent of asylum claims made 

in Canada are subsequently determined not to be in need of the country’s protection (Cit-

izenship and Immigration Canada 2010). Meanwhile, as the number of overturned refu-

gee claims continues to increase, the fact that 50-70 per cent of individuals who are not 

granted status still remain in the country creates further pressure to restrict the system 

(Gibney and Hansen 2004, 74). Despite these pressures, numbers suggest that it does 

not appear that the government can successfully deter the number of asylum claimants 

who come to Canada. Why is this the case?

Deportation is supposedly the ultimate deterrent for illegitimate refugee claimants; how-

ever, although the majority of claimants are unsuccessful, they are very rarely deported. 

According to a controversial report from the federal Auditor General in May 2008, there 

were 41,000 people that Canada wanted to deport but could not find (Chase et al 2008). 

Though these individuals are not all failed refugee claimants, the finding strongly sug-

gests that deportation is not a priority for the government. One reason for this is “self-

imposed” limits of sovereignty. Canada is a signatory to human rights agreements, such 

as the Convention against Torture, that prohibit it from returning individuals to countries 

in which they would be tortured or treated inhumanely (Gibney and Hansen 2003 10). 
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Most individuals in this category would be granted some form of non-refugee humani-

tarian status (ibid). Additionally, it is important to consider the length of time involved in 

each refugee determination process. In 2010, it took up to nineteen months for claims to 

be heard by the IRB2, after which lengthy appeal processes could ensue (Government 

of Canada 2010d). The linkage of residence to rights – meaning the longer individuals 

spend in a given country, the stronger their claim becomes against removal – can some-

times complicate the deportation process.

In addition to legal considerations, there are also practical obstacles to deportation. The 

process is very expensive, time-consuming and resource intensive, particularly given 

that some individuals who are in the country illegally may have gone into hiding. Even if 

officials are able to successfully track down a failed claimant, the removal process itself is 

challenging. Additional chartered flights may have to be arranged as normal carriers will 

not often take deportees. Moreover, security arrangements, including those on the receiv-

ing end, are costly for the deporting state on which they are borne (ibid). Another obstacle 

to deportation is the need for the interstate cooperation (Ellermann 2006). Deportation 

cannot proceed without the agreement and cooperation of the country of origin. In this 

sense, negotiations can be long and drawn out, and when certain countries with large 

emigration pressures refuse to co-operate, the deporting country is powerless (ibid). The 

numbers, and accompanying considerations, clearly show that while deportation may be 

a deterrent on principle, in reality it is more often than not an empty threat. 

The limits of deportation aside, the effectiveness of other deterrence measures is equally 

questionable. One major consideration is that deterrence cannot be measured; it is im-

possible to tell how many people decided not to migrate or decided to migrate elsewhere 

(Malmberg 2004, 11). As well, it is not possible to know whether people decided to stay 

put because of improved conditions in their home country or because they are daunted 

by deterrence measures. Moreover, since none of these measures address the reasons 

why people migrate, one can assume that they will not stop the flow of migration (ibid, 

2  Wait times are expected to change following legislation adopted in June 2010 to speed up the refu-
gee determination process (Government of Canada 2010d).
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12). 

The considerations above show that a deterrence approach to asylum may not be the 

most effective one. But can a focus on deterrence threaten to compromise the integrity of 

the asylum process? The answer is no. As the principle of generous access, the hall-

mark of the Canadian immigration system, remains intact, everyone who enters Canada 

and wants to make an asylum claim is able to do so. Naturally, generous access means 

that the incentive, for both genuine and illegitimate refugees, is to file a claim. This, 

however, results in a smaller illegal migrant population in Canada relative to the United 

States (Showler 2009).  Another major strength of the Canadian system that remains 

uncompromised by change is the IRB, the independent decision-making tribunal. The 

IRB’s expertise of on-the-ground happenings in each country enables tribunal members 

to make decisions about instances of persecution on a case by case basis (ibid). Finally, 

as permanent residents, accepted refugees continue to have full access to employment 

and education. 

The strengths of Canada’s system are especially evident when comparing the country 

to other immigrant and refugee receiving jurisdictions. Australia’s more extreme policy 

is one of extraterritorial processing. This policy was famously piloted in the 2001 Tampa 

incident when a Norwegian freighter carrying 430 asylum seekers, mainly from Afghan-

istan, was refused permission to dock on Australian territory. They were sent to Christmas 

Island, in legal limbo outside the Australian system, until Australia successfully negoti-

ated with Nauru, a small Pacific country, to house the claimants (Brouwer and Kumin, 

2003, 8). Through its Pacific Plan, Australia denies asylum seekers access to its national 

legal system and outsources its responsibilities under the 1951 Refugee Convention, 

clearly undermining the spirit of the Agreement (Kneebone   2009). Australia’s mandatory 

and automatic detention policy for all asylum claimants has also attracted considerable 

controversy.

The purpose of the above comparison is not to display Canada’s moral superiority over 

Australia. Rather, it demonstrates that as long as Canada continues to provide gener-

ous access to all refugee claimants while balancing international human rights obliga-
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tions and national security interests, the refugee asylum system remains fundamentally 

unchanged. This is not to say changes that prevent certain individuals from making 

claims are insignificant, such as the impact of the recent visa imposition on Mexico and 

the Czech Republic. But these changes do not alter the fundamentals of the system. As 

long as Canada continues to allow asylum seekers to file claims upon arrival, deterrence 

policies will not effectively discourage their arrival. Naturally, this poses the question: why 

does the government make these changes?

More than anything, these changes are made to “assuage the worries and anger of 

Canadians about immigration abuses” (Geddes 2010). Prime Minister Stephen Harper 

conveyed precisely this when, in support of the changes his government proposed in Oc-

tober 2010 to crackdown on human smuggling, he said, “A failure to act and act strongly 

will inevitably lead to a massive collapse in public support for our immigration system” 

(ibid). The same Canadian public that is generally in favour of Canada’s immigration 

program can be extremely volatile on the issue of asylum seekers. The public is aware of 

the burden asylum seekers impose on housing, employment and public services. More-

over, they recognize that it is one thing for their government to choose which people to 

admit, and another for these decisions to be made by foreign actors, including would-be 

migrants, not actually in fear of persecution, and taking the place of legitimate refugees, 

destitute and patiently waiting in camps (Weiner 1995, 12). 

Paradoxically, while the public expresses support for tighter immigration controls, it is not 

in favour of deportation. Discomfort and compassion caused by media images of individ-

uals forced from their homes to an awaiting airplane seems to trump the public’s anger 

over illegal migration (Gibney and Hansen 2003, 12). The heightened, and somewhat 

conflicting interests, taken by the Canadian public in asylum-related policies demon-

strates the need for the government to show responsiveness to public opinion on this file, 

and highlights the importance of doing so in a balanced manner.

This paper has explored the significance of recent and proposed changes to Canada’s 

asylum system, including those focused on prevention and deterrence. While some 

preventative measures are indeed effective in reducing the number of asylum seekers, 
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I have argued that the deterrence reforms are largely symbolic, designed to appease 

an anxious public. Interestingly, the contradictory nature of public opinion on issues of 

migration actually mirrors the government’s balanced approach on asylum policy, care-

fully weighing national security interests with human rights obligations. Ultimately, this 

need for balance—reinforced in the international community and at home—reduces the 

significance of changes that attempt to deter the flow of asylum claimants.
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Abstract
The importance of cities is growing in Canada, particularly with global trends in 
urbanization. Cities exclusion from the constitution, however, demonstrates their lack 
of any sense of formal legitimacy within the Federation. Municipalities are subordinated 
to a complex system of multilevel governance which situates them within the Canadian 
Federation as, what Thomas Courchene refers to as, “creatures of the provinces.” Given 
their rising importance, the subordinated role of cities provides formidable challenges for 
the delivery of services in Canada’s urban centres. By examining examples of structural 
as well as well as procedural reforms, this paper outlines the importance of establishing 
more informal intergovernmental dialogue as the best practice for enhancing the role of 
cities in the current political climate. 

Cities around the world are quickly reinforcing their role as hubs of economic prosperity, 

social and creative flourishing, as well as the “backbone of nation states and the primary 

source of global investment” (Dobson 2010, 35). Urbanization is not a new phenomenon; 

however its interaction with existing governing structures requires innovation on the part 

of government institutions. With regard to Canada, Constitutional divisions of power leave 

the unique voice and concerns of cities1 within the jurisdictional representation of the 

provinces. As noted by Thomas Courchene, Professor of Economic and Financial Policy 

at Queen’s University, “cities are creatures of the provinces” (Courchene 2007). Munici-

palities are subordinated to a complex system of multilevel jurisdiction. Canadian cities, 

then, have little ability to address unique urban concerns when subordinated to the power 

and decision-making capabilities of higher levels of government. This disjointed approach 

to intergovernmental affairs creates gaps in service and funding for Canada’s urban cen-

tres. 

1     For the purposes of this paper, Canadian cities will also be interchangeably referred to as munici-
palities and urban centres. 
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It is the purpose of this paper to outline the importance of institutional reform to better 

capture the voice and concerns of cities in Canada, while also assessing the prospects 

of success within the current constraints of existing political institutions in Canada. Given 

the current division of powers within Canada, and the increasingly important role of cities, 

this paper will demonstrate the significance of institutional reform as a policy objective. 

After briefly outlining the importance of Canadian cities to reinforce the severity of the 

policy issue, an examination of possible reforms to the status quo will be presented. 

This paper will argue against structural reforms to intergovernmental relations, such as 

an increase in revenue for municipalities, based on real constraints from the federal and 

provincial governments. It will be argued that progress is more likely to occur in informal 

reform of the process of intergovernmental relations. Facilitating dialogue between muni-

cipal, provincial and federal governments seems a plausible alternative to more contro-

versial recommendations of Constitutional reform. 

The Importance of Cities

Cities have a long history as some of the most influential and powerful ways to organize 

people. Dating back to the era of Italian city-states, many cities, such as Venice and Na-

ples, were autonomous regions. Cities had the power to collect taxes, direct commerce 

and even raise armies. Although the modern conception of cities is subordinated within 

“the apparatus of the sovereign state,” their importance has not diminished (Sancton 

2008, 9). In fact, in some ways, cities are more vital to national power and wealth than 

ever. For example, 80 per cent of Canada’s population lives in urban centres, making it 

one of the most urbanized countries in the world (Bradford 2007, 1). In 2005, 34.5 per 

cent of the total population lived in the three largest city-regions of Toronto, Montreal and 

Vancouver, with 51.2 per cent of the population living in just nine census metropolitan 

areas (CMAs)2 (Slack and Bird 2007, 3). Canadian cities, CMAs in particular, now hold 

the majority of Canada’s population.3 According to Neil Bradford, Professor of Polit-

2     By CMA, it is meant a city-region with a recognized population over 100,000. 
3     In fact, the rate of urbanization in Canada has grown substantially since the turn of the 20th century. 
Canada has moved from 30% urbanization to 80% in less than a century. See (Bradford 2007, 1) for more 
detail. 
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ical Science at the University of Western Ontario, this creates large “knowledge pools” 

(Bradford 2007, 2). The most important flows of people, investment and ideas intersect in 

urban centres not just in Canada, but around the world. 

The economic importance of cities becomes evident when examining Canada’s CMAs. 

Large city-regions are the main drivers of economic prosperity for the provinces in which 

they are located. For example, Halifax accounts for 47 per cent of Nova Scotia’s Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP); Montreal accounts for 49 per cent of Quebec’s GDP; the Great-

er Toronto Area produces 44 per cent of Ontario’s GDP; Winnipeg accounts for a signifi-

cant 67 per cent of Manitoba’s GDP; while Vancouver accounts for 53 per cent of British 

Columbia’s GDP (Slack and Bird 2007, 29). These are significant centres of economic 

prosperity that fuel the economic competitiveness of Canada as a whole. It is expected 

that 80 per cent of future economic growth will occur in Canada’s six largest city-regions 

(Slack and Bird 2007, 29). 

Cities as a Policy Priority 

Cities are taking on an increasingly predominant role within the development of the 

Canadian nation. The vast majority of Canada’s citizenry live, work, and in many ways, 

shape their identity based on the city-region within which they reside. Both government 

and private services are accessed most often in municipalities, not rural regions. Schol-

ars such as Warren Magnusson and Gerald Frug argue that cities in which people live 

are the locations that are most politically meaningful (Sancton 2008, 22). The policies and 

services that municipal governments are responsible for have the most direct affect on 

peoples’ lives. Garbage collection, infrastructure, and snow removal are but a few of the 

services that municipalities provide. As cities grow larger, the range of services provided 

by municipalities will only increase. Cooperation among levels of government in Canada, 

then, becomes essential. Public policy and the funding associated with such decisions 

must be allocated in efficient ways to meet the unique needs of Canada’s urban centres. 

The status quo, however, leaves cities marginalized and subordinated to decisions from 

higher levels of government. For Canada to remain prosperous, disjointed approaches to 

intergovernmental affairs must be addressed to better capture the importance of cities. 
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The Canadian Constitution outlines jurisdictional duties of the federal and provincial 

governments, however, makes no reference to municipalities. Under Section 92 (8) of the 

Constitution Act of 1867, “municipal institutions in the province” are subject to the exclu-

sive powers of the Provincial Legislature (Government of Canada 1867). Legally, then, 

municipalities are subordinate to decision-making powers of higher levels of government, 

particularly the provinces. Moreover, when policy is drafted within the federal or provincial 

legislatures, there are no formal mechanisms for municipalities to voice their concerns. 

Aside from informal meetings and a few provincial initiatives, cities lack proper represen-

tation in drafting policy related specifically to urban concerns. This is particularly troubling 

for larger cities. As aforementioned, Canada’s CMAs face important and unique challen-

ges that affect the country as whole, or at the very least, the provinces in which they are 

located. 

Given the disjointed nature of Canadian intergovernmental affairs, finding ways to bet-

ter incorporate the voice of cities in policy that directly affects municipalities is one of 

Canada’s greatest policy challenges at present. Without attention to the issue of prop-

erly incorporating cities into intergovernmental affairs, Canadian CMAs may lag behind 

other global urban centres in attracting the knowledge pool that is essential for sustained 

economic growth. Moreover, without proper support of municipal concerns, 80 per cent of 

Canada’s population lacks proper representation of concerns that affect them uniquely. 

It must be recognized that for Canada to remain prosperous in the 21st century it must 

innovate. Although this may be less controversial in terms of education and economic 

policy, it also holds for intergovernmental affairs. Intergovernmental affairs must be 

adapted to meet the specific needs and challenges of Canada’s growing municipalities. 

How to better incorporate municipalities into intergovernmental policy-making, however, 

remains convoluted. 

Possible Steps Forward – Structural Reforms

Many scholars have devised complicated and interesting potential resolutions of how 

best to address the challenge of better incorporating municipalities into Canada’s deci-

sion-making framework. For purposes of clarity, this paper will distinguish between struc-

tural and process changes to the current system. Structural changes would represent 
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alterations to the most basic levels of decision-making, revenue generation and even 

boundaries of jurisdiction. For example, Jane Jacobs has been a proponent of establish-

ing separate currencies for Canada’s CMAs whose value is determined by a “free float” 

system in relation to the currency of other cities (Sancton 2008, 12). Jacobs argues that 

cities are always in different economic stages. Toronto may be in an economic downturn, 

while Vancouver is in an economic boom. Moreover, jurisdictions should not be based on 

artificial boundaries. Rather, Jacobs maintains that boundaries of city-regions should be 

fluid and dictated by the economic energy of the city-region (Sancton 2008, 11). 

Such structural reforms are highly complex and controversial. Although an examination of 

the economic benefits of Jacob’s reforms are beyond the scope of this paper, recommen-

dations of this type seem implausible given the constraints of Canadian political institu-

tions. Drawing on the work of Andrew Sancton, Professor of Municipal Government at the 

University of Western Ontario, the demarcation of boundaries within Jacobs’ system is 

blurred (Sancton 2008, 11). Granting Jacobs that city-regions are fluid and expand when 

the economic energy dictates, it is unclear how boundaries should be drawn. Since urban 

centres are as dynamic as Jacobs illustrates, there would be an almost infinite variety 

of ways to geographically outline the boundaries of an autonomous city-region. Issues 

of what suburbs or rural regions should be included are unclear. Given Jacobs’ import-

ance of clearly defined city-regions for purposes of economic autonomy, ambiguities in 

border demarcation seem too complex and controversial an issue for Canada to adopt 

such a system.4 Therefore, this paper does not support structural reform that calls for a 

geographical reworking of autonomous regions within Canada due to the ambiguity and 

controversy surrounding such proposals. 

Less controversially, many scholars have argued for structural reforms that provide 

fiscal autonomy to Canada’s municipalities rather than geographical independence. 

Often issues of accountability arise in the gap between revenue generation and policy 

implementation. As noted by Courchene, “people are not enthusiastic about city officials 

4     It should also be noted that given the economic dependency between cities and states, it seems 
unlikely that an international agreement could be reached on establishing separate municipal currencies. This 
would pose a serious obstacle to Jacobs’ system, particularly within the interconnectedness of a global econ-
omy. 
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because they are largely administrators and the purse comes from somewhere else” 

(Courchene 2007, 31). That is, while federal and provincial legislatures draft policy and 

determine the budget for the implementation of required services, municipalities are often 

relegated to a distributive role. Federal and provincial governments are open to a wide 

variety of revenue generation methods. Federal and provincial taxes and fees include 

ad valorem taxes such as the harmonized sales tax in some provinces, income tax, and 

even taxes on immigrants entering the country. 

Municipalities, on the other hand, are limited to revenue generation through property 

tax, and in some instances, liquor and entertainment licences, and other small municipal 

fees. In this sense, a gap emerges in accountability between policy-makers and policy 

implementers. Enid Slack, Professor of Municipal Finance at the University of Toronto, 

argues that ideally, those who make spending decisions, those who receive benefits, and 

those who pay the taxes should all be the same people. Slack notes, “when the level 

of government making the spending decisions (municipalities) is not the same as that 

raising the money (provincial or federal governments), accountability is blurred” (Slack 

and Bird 2007, 35). In this sense, scholars such as Slack have argued that municipalities 

should therefore be given not money, but the ability to raise more substantial revenue on 

their own. The thought is that this would create clear lines of accountability between the 

citizenry and the government. 

Providing a higher level of fiscal autonomy to municipalities has been attempted in Can-

ada, however, with little success. In 2005, the federal government proposed “shar[ing] up 

to five cents per litre of gasoline” with municipalities. Provinces responded; for example, 

Ontario agreed to share two cents per litre of tax revenue with the municipalities (Slack 

and Bird 2007, 25). Although a step in the right direction in providing municipalities a 

stable source of funding for designated infrastructure projects, it has done little to address 

the unique concerns of cities. Initially the transfer of funds to municipalities was to be 

divided 70 per cent by per capita population, and 30 per cent by public transit ridership 

to offset the higher cost of public transportation in Canada’s CMAs (Slack and Bird 2007, 

25). This provision was not included in the final agreement. Instead, gas tax transfers are 
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based solely on per capita population. In effect, gas tax transfers to municipalities are 

just further funding from higher levels of government. No special revenue generation has 

been given to urban centres, particular CMAs. Therefore, no progress has been made on 

the issue at hand – how to better capture the needs of Canada’s urban centres. Further 

funding from the federal and provincial governments helps to alleviate budget constraints, 

however it does not address issues of municipal representation in policy-making. 

Given attempts at structural reform, why have they proven unsuccessful in incorporat-

ing municipalities into decision-making thus far? Firstly, there is a lack of political will 

from federal and provincial legislatures in granting municipalities greater autonomy 

through structural reform. There tends to be an over-representation of rural and small 

communities in both the federal and provincial legislatures. Based on the placement of 

ridings throughout the country, rural ridings get a per capita over-representation for their 

concerns. In effect, initiatives such as the gas tax transfer are re-written to treat CMAs, 

mid-level cities, and rural towns equally based on a per-capita transfer. This loses the 

essence of municipal initiatives – to provide municipal governments, particularly those of 

CMAs, more influence and revenue generation for principally urban concerns. 

In a more realist sense, provincial governments are also unlikely to provide further 

autonomy to cities for fears of rivalry. In examining issues of jurisdictional responsibility, 

provinces have sole authority in granting municipalities greater autonomy; whether by 

way of revenue generation or policy-making. Provincial legislation sets out the powers of 

municipal governments in municipal or local government acts. In this sense, the federal 

government essentially plays a “third wheel” when it comes to urban issues. Provincial 

governments could, if they wished, create effective and somewhat more autonomous 

‘governance’ structures for their metropolitan regions.5 For the most part, however, they 

have chosen not to do so. As stated by Slack, “[p]rovincial governments will continue, 

as always, to be extremely reluctant to give more revenue-raising authority to big cit-

ies, both because they are (for the most part) feeling fiscally pressed themselves, and 

5     This is to be contrasted with a state like Mexico, where the Constitution strictly prohibits the exist-
ence of any ‘intermediate’ level of government between the local municipio and the state. See (Slack and Bird, 
37-38) for more detail. 
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because they see no reason to build up potential political rivals” (Slack and Bird 2007, 

34). This raises an important insight into intergovernmental relations in Canada. Amidst 

their complexity, there is a real component of competition. In this sense, it is unlikely that 

provinces will relinquish jurisdictional authority over municipalities, particularly CMAs. As 

aforementioned, cities are the economic drivers of the provinces. Granting autonomy to 

cities, in any form, will undermine the influence of the provincial government – something 

they are likely unwilling to cede. 

Secondly, with regard to issues of jurisdiction, there is a real and deep interconnected-

ness between cities and higher levels of government. Although sometimes inefficient, and 

lines of accountability are sometimes blurred, granting structural reform to cities through 

a level of autonomy seems troubling. Due to the geographical vastness of the country, as 

well as the provisions outlined in the constitution, several issues overlap multiple juris-

dictions. Moreover, because of the right of mobility afforded under Section 6 (2) of the 

Charter of Rights and Freedoms, cities would likely only ever be autonomous in a very 

limited sense (Government of Canada 1982). For example, issues of national security, 

immigration, and to a lesser degree healthcare and education, transition between multiple 

jurisdictions. Cities, then, depend on a national, or at least provincial, framework on sev-

eral policy issues. It is difficult to imagine cities implementing and financing all services 

provided to its citizenry. In this sense, this paper advocates for maintaining the status quo 

multilevel governance structure in Canada. How then, can intergovernmental affairs and 

policy-making be reformed to better capture the unique concerns of municipalities?

Reforming Process Leads to Progress

This paper maintains that reforms to the process of intergovernmental affairs are likely 

to yield better recognition of cities than attempts at reforming their structure. Rather than 

focussing on greater autonomy for municipalities, the remainder of this paper will focus 

on methods of enhancing democratic multi-governance by better coordinating all three 

levels of government with respect to urban issues (Cameron and Simeon 2002, 69-70). 

Although perhaps not offering as robust a solution as some structural reforms, given the 

aforementioned constraints of Canadian political institutions, procedural reforms seem to 

hold the greatest prospects of successfully addressing the needs of cities. 
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Such procedural reforms are not new in the Canadian case. Examining intergovern-

mental relations outside the realm of urban affairs, it becomes evident that Canadian 

governmental institutions are open to at least some reform of policy-making procedures. 

For example, the federal government has worked closely with the Canadian Aboriginal 

community to incorporate them into discussions that directly concern them. The current 

Conservative Government’s decision to block the foreign takeover of Potash Corp. in 

Saskatchewan was in part formed by consultations with the local Aboriginal commun-

ity. The Government expressed concern for Aboriginal consultation in the extraction of 

Potash from Saskatchewan (CBC 2010). Although likely overstating the importance of 

deliberations with First Nation’s representatives in the federal government’s decision to 

block the bid, it shows a willingness by the federal government to bring Aboriginals into 

the decision-making process and allow them to voice their concerns .

More importantly for this paper however, both the federal and provincial governments 

have been open to extending a cooperative model of policy-making and implementation 

to municipalities. For example, the Winnipeg Urban Development Agreement provides an 

example of how cooperation among the three levels of government can work. The agree-

ment was a five-year commitment to increase economic development and employment 

opportunities in Winnipeg. Under the agreement, the three levels of government worked 

with community and business leaders to support economic development. Each level of 

government funded and delivered its own programs; however, they were developed in 

cooperation with the other two levels of government and approved by a policy committee 

comprised of federal and provincial ministers, as well as the mayor of Winnipeg (Slack 

and Bird 2007, 29). The program has been a great success. Although initially expiring in 

2001, it has since been renewed twice. Such cooperation demonstrates that cities can 

be incorporated into the drafting and implementation of policy related to issues of urban 

context. 

More such cooperation is needed. In addition to the implementation of specific multi-

governance initiatives such as the Winnipeg Urban Development Agreement, a more 

general institutional framework for collaboration among all three levels of government 
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regarding urban issues should be developed. Ideally, municipalities, particularly CMAs, 

should be explicitly consulted in areas that affect them directly (Slack and Bird 2007, 29). 

Immigration, for example, is largely an urban issue yet there is no formal mechanism for 

the involvement of cities in the policy-making process. By incorporating urban centres 

into the deliberation of relevant policy-making, cities may voice their concerns regarding 

particular government policies. 

It should be noted that one potential drawback of such an open system of intergovern-

mental consultation is stagnation within policy-making. Adding an extra player in the pro-

cess, namely cities, complicates federal and provincial governments’ ability to draft policy 

and pass legislation. Jamie Cameron, Professor of Law at York University, refers to this 

as the “joint decision-making trap” (Cameron and Simeon 2002, 66). This is commonly 

observed in the European Union. When autonomous, interdependent actors commit to 

“consensus decision-making” (Cameron and Simeon 2002, 66), it becomes difficult to 

establish mutually accepted decisions. Although a legitimate concern, the system of pro-

cedural reform advocated in this paper respects the constitutional authority of the federal 

and provincial levels of government. That is, municipalities would not be considered equal 

partners to the federal and provincial governments. Rather, they would be consulted and 

present during deliberations on policy-making related to urban issues. 

In recognizing that municipalities are likely to remain a junior partner in intergovernmental 

affairs, it is the recommendation of this paper that Canadian governmental institutions 

seek to revive cooperative institutional frameworks such as the 1969 Joint Municipal 

Committee on Intergovernmental Affairs (hereafter JMCIR). The JMCIR was a joint initia-

tive between the Canadian Federation of Mayors and Municipalities, as well as sixteen 

provincial representatives. The JMCIR proposed a tri-level council, to which municipalities 

would be a junior partner, which would facilitate direct consultations between all three 

levels of government on issues related to urban policy in Canada (Feldman and Gra-

ham 1979, 32). Although rejected at the time due to aforementioned fears of municipal 

autonomy, intergovernmental cooperation seemed more open to such a general institu-

tional framework at this time. Likewise, the cooperative model of economic development 
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in Winnipeg suggests not only that all levels of government are open to the possibility 

of joint-deliberations, but that on some level, they are helpful in addressing specifically 

urban concerns. 

The general framework advocated for in this paper, then, is more of a deliberative model. 

It does not seek to extend autonomy to Canadian municipalities, rather, a framework is 

needed to provide municipalities a voice in joint-decision making regarding urban affairs. 

In this sense, municipalities would be given what Janice Stein, Professor of Political Sci-

ence at the University of Toronto calls, “shared policy space” (Gibbons, Maioni and Stein 

2006, 57). Cities would be given the opportunity to voice concerns and cooperate with 

higher levels of government to draft more comprehensive and better informed policy. The 

general framework of reforming the institutional process, then, would enhance municipal-

ities’ input legitimacy in the formation of urban policy.6 That is, municipalities should be 

seen as having a legitimate and beneficial hand in properly addressing the needs of Can-

adian cities.7 Through continued initiatives such as the Urban Development Agreement in 

Winnipeg, a “progressive incremental” process occurs where cities are incorporated into 

the input of urban policy agendas (Levin et al. 2010, 4). In this way, the unique concerns 

of cities are better captured by an informal intergovernmental framework, while at the 

same time respecting the structure of Canada’s governing institutions.  

Conclusion

In conclusion, cities have, and will remain vital to the prosperity of Canada. Given the 

ever increasing importance of cities, Canada’s disjointed system of multilevel governance 

must find ways to better capture the unique voice and concerns of urban centres. Al-

though structural alternatives may offer more ambitious improvements for municipalities, 

given the current complexity of intergovernmental affairs in Canada, reforms of this type 

seem unlikely. Informal deliberative models, such as the Winnipeg Urban Development 

Agreement and the JMCIR, then, offer less controversial improvements to the process 

6     For more information on input legitimacy, please see Grace Skogstad, “Who Governs? Who Should 
Govern? Political Authority and Legitimacy in Canada in the Twenty-First Century”, Canadian Journal of Political 
Science, 36 (5) 2003, 961-962. 
7     It should be noted that it is beyond the scope of this paper to address concerns over the inner-
workings of such an informal deliberative framework. Although an interesting topic in itself, the actual process 
and future benefits of such a system will not be discussed. 
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of joint-decision making regarding urban policy. Such institutional innovation can, and 

should be utilized to informally incorporate municipalities into the intergovernmental 

policy-making process. Intergovernmental relations in Canada are no longer strictly static 

approaches of classical federalism as outlined by the constitution. Many policy issues, 

particularly those related to cities, are highly complex and require a comprehensive 

evaluation by all levels of government. Extending the deliberative model of joint decision-

making to cities affords municipalities a greater level of input legitimacy, and in this 

sense, can better capture the importance of Canada’s urban centres. 
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Some time ago, Professor Clark at the School of Public Policy and Governance, 

University of Toronto, asked me to put together a snapshot history of student and 

professor life inside the university. Considering that the western tradition of higher 

education stretches back 2000-plus years, this is no easy chore. The following survey 

is notably brief and does not harbor pretensions as to comprehensiveness. At times it 

may read more like a history of the university than a portrait of student and professor 

life. However through the fluctuations of academia, a few things have held constant – 

students misbehave, professors complain, and both struggle to get ahead. This survey 

begins with the Romans and ends in the present with Canadian universities.

What we know about Roman education comes from an incomplete textual tradition but it 

is clear that there were diverse modes of schooling. Educating boys was undertaken in a 

fairly easygoing way. Parents could keep their sons at home and hire tutors; they could 

send them to a private school; or they could ask a family friend to mentor their child’s 

development. There did not exist a public schooling system or standard curriculums for 

students to learn. Schools could be set-up by anyone. The success of these schools 

was largely determined by how many pupils sought entry into the school and the tuition 

they were willing to pay. Despite this, there were touchstones that educated Romans 

were expected to have, such as basic literacy and familiarity with the canonical authors: 

Homer, Virgil, Menander, Euripides, and Terence (Morgan 2010, 19). Within school, 

examinations did not figure as an assessment technique. Homework was assigned 

but usually as preparatory material for future classes. The only hint of an assessment 

technique is routine competitions between students. Divided into two categories—athletic 
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and literary/musical—competitions were a venue for young Romans to demonstrate 

excellence in a field and earn a public profile (17-18).

Ultimately, education was not premised as training for a career but as an acculturation 

process. Morgan writes:

Education was seen principally as a quality of, and qualification for, the leisure life 
of the elite […] Education also implied a certain moral quality which the teaching 
of literature was supposed to instill. It identified the holder as Roman, in a sense 
which had nothing to do with ethnicity or citizenship, but which saw itself as part 
of a great tradition encompassing the known world and stretching back beyond 
the empire […] (23).

As the Republic gave way to the Empire, public interest was stoked in the subjects of 

grammar, philosophy, and rhetoric. Many cities began appointing professors to give public 

lectures, compose civic speeches, and act as a cultural status symbol for the community. 

These posts were most likely filled by public competition in the corresponding subject, 

with the winner receiving the job (21). Over time it was expected that the leading cities of 

the Roman world have grammarians, rhetoricians, and philosophers on the city’s payroll.

Prior to Diocletian, most Roman emperors were content to passively support education 

through personal patronage. From the Emperor Diocletian onward to the end of the 

empire, however, the imperial government paid closer attention to teachers. Under 

Diocletian, teachers were formally divided into categories and after 301 AD were 

assigned a pay scale. A teacher of letters was to receive 50 denarii per pupil per month; 

a teacher of arithmetic, 75 denarrii; a shorthand writer, 75 denarii; grammarians and 

geometry teachers, 200 denarii; and orators or sophists, 250 denarii (22).

The relationship between Roman teachers and students is not easy to fully describe 

because of the absence of so many texts. However, some revealing instances have 

survived. In the late 4th century, the rhetorician Saint Augustine of Hippo ran a school, 

first in Carthage than later in Rome. In both cities he was disappointed by the calibre of 
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students in his classroom. He writes in his Confessions that in Carthage:

At Carthage, on the other hand, the students are beyond control and their 
behavior is disgraceful. They come blustering into the lecture-rooms like a troop 
of maniacs and upset the orderly arrangements which the master has made 
in the interests of his pupils. Their recklessness is unbelievable and they often 
commit outrages which ought to be punished by law, were it not that custom 
protects them. (Augustine, 5.8).

The situation did not improve once Augustine moved to Rome:

But I now realized that there were difficulties in Rome with which I had not to 
contend with in Africa. True enough, I found that there was no rioting by young 
hooligans, but I was told that at any moment a number of students would plot 
together to avoid paying their master his fees and would transfer in a body 
to another. They were quite unscrupulous, and justice meant nothing to them 
compared to the love of money. There was hatred for them in my heart… ( 5.12)

Without a state framework to develop and implement education policies, schooling was a 

market almost entirely driven by students—with almost predictable results.

After the fall of the empire, education in general retreated to the church. This is 

understandable, as the church was the sole employer in Europe that still required a 

literate and educated workforce. This was largely accomplished through an in-house 

education system sourced through monasteries and cathedral schools. As the church’s 

reach expanded across Europe through evangelism, its mission became more complex. 

Eventually, the need for specialized organizations to deliver advanced education 

became apparent, leading to the rise of the first universities in the 11th and 12th centuries. 

Unsurprisingly, for most of the middle ages the church was a significant player in 

academic affairs. However, the church was not the only academic player for all that 

time. After the 13th century, kings and princes became eager to have university-trained 

civil servants. Across Europe, emperors, kings, princes, dukes, and cities independently 

founded many institutions (Nardi 1992, 93). Increasingly, universities were used for 

secular purposes, although they never abandoned their religious framings. By the late 

medieval period, most students were not pursuing clerical careers but instead using the 

university to advance their own career by making high-level connections to commerce 
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and the court.

As the middle ages wore on, institutions other than universities were founded to provide 

specialized education. In Italy, merchants created institutions to train their sons in 

practical skills such as mathematics, accounting, and vernacular languages; Florence in 

particular became well-known for such schools. Jewish higher education also flourished 

but constant discrimination and pogroms denied them the opportunity to establish 

permanent foundations. Instead, students would attach themselves to recognized 

masters and study Hebrew, the Torah, and the Talmud under his tutelage (Sheffler 2010, 

1068 & 1073).

Life in a medieval university would be unrecognizable to modern students and teachers. 

Social status was hugely important. It determined academic and social privileges within 

the school. Many schools had protocol officers to determine ranking and imposed heavy 

penalties for social transgressions. Teaching inside the medieval university was also 

unique to the time. Teachers worked in a fairly decentralized system. Each teacher ran 

his own school, which was federated with the university. For admission to a university, 

a student had to find a master willing to accept him into his school. Only then would the 

student be formally registered with the university (Verger 1992, 157-159). During his 

time in the teacher’s school, the student would silently attend lectures. Only at a time of 

the teacher’s choice would he proceed to test for his baccalarius degree. If the student 

continued his studies, he would now serve the teacher as a teaching assistant in the 

classroom as well as attend advanced lectures. Again, at a time of the teacher’s choice, 

the baccalarius would take his examinations for the doctorate (Schwinge 1992, 195-200).

Understandably, the relationship between student and teacher was close. Teachers were 

often in locens parentis—“in place of the parent”—and in some schools were legally 

responsible for the student’s conduct. If the teacher advanced to occupy a prominent 

place in the university or court, his former students would understandably highlight their 

connection to their ‘master’ and hope to use him as a valuable connection (Verger 1992, 

158). However, despite these personal relationships, it also seems that most of the 

textual testimonies to the student—teacher relationship are less than kind to students. 
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Schwinges writes:

From the thirteenth to the fifteenth centuries the same laments are heard again 
and again from all quarters. Students are bawling and brawling, carousing and 
whoring, singing and dancing, playing cards and chess, are addicted to dice and 
other games of chance, are up and about day and night, are swanking around 
in inappropriate, fashionable clothing, are behaving provocatively to burghers, 
guild members, and town law-and-order forces, are carrying arms, and are even 
making use of them. It is not the university and knowledge which attract them but 
the diversions and seductions of town life. (223).

To combat these complaints, many universities passed statutes to punish such 

transgressions. Universally, schools forbade students from carrying arms, wearing 

fashionable clothing, insulting fellow students and professors, and finally any contact—

innocuous or not—with women (225-226). 

At the beginning of the early modern period (1500 – 1750), many of these medieval 

regulations and expectations remained firmly in place. In many schools, they would 

remain on the books—though increasingly unenforced—until the 20th century. Despite 

this conservatism, the university did undergo significant changes after the middle 

ages. Crucially, the grip of the church on universities began to weaken as governments 

centralized their states, requiring a larger, well-educated civil service. This resulted in 

a sustained creep of the state into the affairs of the universities. As new opportunities 

opened up outside of the church, students increasingly pursued secular careers upon 

graduation, quickening the laicization of universities. Eventually many schools became 

auxiliaries to princely and royal courts. This trend saw many schools gradually washed 

of their ecclesiastical colours. Many professors were no longer required to hold holy 

orders and were instead appointed by the state (Vandermeersch 1996, 223 – 232). This 

is not to say, though, that universities became wholly secular institutions.  Nearly every 

school claimed a denominational allegiance and demanded the same of students and 

professors. For example, England’s two universities, Oxford and Cambridge, required 

students and professors to be members of the state Church of England, a requirement 
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that was not waived until the 19th century.

Following closely upon this transformation was the export of the university model to 

European colonies in North and South America. The Spanish were quick to establish 

schools in Mexico and Peru to train priests for missions to the indigenous populations. In 

Canada, the French established a seminary in Quebec City in 1663 that would eventually 

become Laval University. Similarly, English colonists in the thirteen colonies set up their 

own schools to train priests for local ministry. These schools consciously imitated their 

European ancestors in curriculum and regulation of student life. Roberts, Rodriguez Cruz, 

and Herbst note:

[…] tradition retained a powerful grip on the curriculum. While the colonial 
colleges in America tended to adopt Presbyterian models of collegiate 
government, they were much influenced by curriculum models from the older 
English universities. Lectures, expositions of text, recitation, declamation, and 
disputation as means of teaching show striking continuities with European 
practice. (273).

To staff these schools, faculty were either recruited from Britain or trained within the 

colonial system (276-277). There were, however, significant deviations from Europe. In 

the British colonies, schools were given a wide degree of independence.  Denominations 

could set up their own institutions and the royal government was noticeably uninterested 

in promoting higher education. William and Mary College in Virginia is the sole example 

of an American school being founded by the British government—although schools 

could petition for and receive royal charters. Most importantly, the European emphasis 

on doctrinal allegiance had to be waived as a diverse colonial population made it 

economically unfeasible (273). 

In Canada, higher education lagged developments to the south. It required the shocking 

effect of the American Revolution and the subsequent United Empire Loyalist migration 

northwards to trigger the foundation of a Canadian university system. These refugees 

brought with them a tradition and experience with higher education that was largely 

absent in Canada, save for Laval Seminary in Quebec City. Within the space of a few 

decades, Canada developed a system comparable to the American model. The most 
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notable similarity was a fairly relaxed attitude to doctrinal separation, although the initial 

set-up of Canadian schools would have suggested otherwise. Scarred by the trauma 

of war and exile, many United Empire Loyalists took a staunchly doctrinaire approach 

to higher education, resulting in many early Canadian schools being firmly tied to the 

Anglican Church (269). Personalities such as John Strachan, the first Anglican bishop 

of Toronto and founder of the University of Toronto, ferociously promoted education 

as a means to stabilize society along British lines and affirm allegiance to the mother 

country. These sentiments, however, were relatively short-lived in an increasingly 

diverse population. Dalhousie University in Halifax was specifically founded in 1818 on 

non-sectarian lines, becoming the first school in the British Empire to disavow religious 

affiliation. Within the space of decades, colonial governments across Canada moved to 

secularize public universities. By Confederation, most public schools in Canada were 

effectively secular.

The 19th and 20th centuries ushered radical reforms to universities. Beginning in early 

19th century Prussia, universities gradually relaxed the classical curriculum to introduce a 

scientific spirit of inquiry and research. At first localized within Germany, thus causing this 

academic style to be known as the German Research Model, professors and students 

alike were encouraged and later expected to supplement lectures with research-based 

learning. From this theme gradually arose the notion of specialization in a particular 

field leading to the recognizable disciplines of today (Charle 2004, 47). The industrial 

revolution amplified the success of this model by monetizing research into real-world 

applications. These forces gradually improved the social status of professors, although 

connections and class background lost none of their power. In Canada, the research 

model was adopted after it had become widespread in Europe and the United States. The 

University of Toronto established the first Canadian research doctoral program in 1898, 

and reformatted their graduate program to arrest a pronounced brain drain to the United 

States. McGill was quick to follow Toronto and the research model subsequently radiated 
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from these two hubs (Shils and Roberts 2004, 176).

Since 1900, Canadian universities have expanded relentlessly, affecting the relationship 

between professors and students. By every measure this growth is the natural 

consequence of students responding to incentive—historically, graduates of higher 

education earn a premium on their wages compared to less educated workers (Clark, 

Moran, Skolnik, & Trick 2009, 51-52). Prior to the Second World War, life on Canadian 

campuses was fairly intimate. In 1910, the University of Toronto had a student population 

of 4 000, while McGill had 2 500, Queen’s had 1 500, and Dalhousie had fewer than 500 

(Toronto 2002,). Since then, Canadian universities have ballooned. The latest figures 

reveal that are 69 000 students studying at Toronto, 21 000 at Queen’s, 30 000 at McGill, 

and 16 500 at Dalhousie (Toronto 2009, Queen’s 2011; McGill, 2010; Dalhousie, 2011). 

Significantly, social mores relaxed during this time, and universities responded in kind. 

The expectation that the school would regulate student behavior in locens parentis was 

strongly challenged by the student movement of the 1960s and such rules have since 

been washed off the books.

The shattering growth in student bodies has prompted worries about the quality of 

the student-professor relationship. In 2008, the University of Toronto commissioned a 

strategic plan, Towards 2030, to engage with the problems size presents. The task force 

reported that since 1998, the ratio of students to professors had increased by 70% from 

one professor for every fourteen students to one professor for every twenty-four students. 

This meant that Toronto’s faculty-student ratio was 60% higher than the American peer 

average and 20% above the Canadian average (21). As a consequence, positive student 

engagement with campus life, including professors, is troubled. The University of Toronto 

frets that chronic funding shortfalls, rising student populations, and aging infrastructure 

are retarding student engagement. The school notes in its strategic plan that:

One of our sources of performance metrics on student experience, the National 
Survey of Student Engagement, indicates unsettling differences when we 
compare Ontario universities to their peers in the United States. The intensity 
of student-faculty interactions at Ontario universities is at least 25% below that 
seen at US peer universities. Further, the degree of active and collaborative 
learning at Ontario institutions is lagging at least 15% below that of the US peer 
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group. Notwithstanding concerns over rising tuition levels, evidence from multiple 
indicators suggests that our ability to maintain—let alone enhance—quality is 
being severely constrained. (21).

This concern highlights the central dynamic of education and which we will conclude 

with—the transmission of knowledge between teacher and student. Although it is a 

patently obvious relationship, schools recognize that students need personal ties to 

professors to stimulate their learning. For most of its history, the university was an 

intimate site of learning that facilitated this goal. However, as figures show, fast growing 

student bodies are overwhelming this aim, ushering in a new and very different chapter in 

the history of the western university that has yet to be written. 
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Introduction

Governments collect, generate and compile vast amounts of digitized data continually—

e.g., census and survey work by public statistics agencies (Dillon, 2010), or the mon-

itoring of system conditions across a range of domains from the natural environment to 

public health (Hodge and Longo, 2002)—as a purposeful data-collection activity aimed at 

fuelling policy-oriented research. In addition, as governments do the things that governing 

entails—e.g., collecting vital statistics, administering the tax system, recording govern-

ment operations activity, managing public infrastructure and natural resources, surveying 

and recording public and private lands, processing regulatory requirements, or managing 

social service delivery—a wealth of digital data is amassed as a result (Cate, 2008).  

Advances in Web 2.0 (the social web) and Web 3.0 (the semantic web) technology 

and their applications, and the emergence of masses of rich data from “location-based 

services” (Ratti, Pulselli and Williams, 2006), continue to increase the flow, stock, and 

potential knowledge embedded within government data. With this growth in the volume 

of digital data and capacities for mining insights from it, calls for governments to provide 

open, easy-to-use and largely free-of-charge access to public data have grown in recent 

years (e.g., Lathrop and Ruma, 2010). 

The #opendata1 movement has generated significant momentum in a short period of time 

1 As a phenomenon related to the Web2.0 / Gov2.0 revolution, the reference here and in the paper’s 
title is to the prevalent use of the #opendata hashtag on the Twitter.com micro-blog service (Bonnemann, 2010; 
Smistad, 2011), which is an excellent source for keeping abreast of new open data initiatives. According to 
the Twitter analytical tool at tweetvolume.com the hashtag #opendata was used 60,900 times (over a period 
identified on tweetvolume.com as “all time”), whereas the hashtag #gov20 (for Gov2.0) was used 28,700 times 
(clearly, these are approximations; note also that tweetvolume.com (and similar services; see Chadwick, 2011) 
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(Ginsberg, 2011). Propelled by the general advances of Web 2.0 and the expectations 

of Internet users that have developed alongside, the movement was given a significant 

boost by Tim Berners-Lee, the inventor of the World Wide Web, who challenged govern-

ments to share their data repositories through an open, linked architecture in an often-

cited presentation at the TED Conference (Berners-Lee, 2009).

In this short note, I review the benefits—to both governments and the public—that many 

open data advocates agree are achievable from making digitized government data more 

open. Following this, I focus on one of these purported benefits and propose an alterna-

tive interpretation that identifies a potential downside to open data as currently framed. 

This interpretation builds upon a key contribution to the Gov 2.0 / Digital Governance 

literature: Dunleavy et al.’s (2006) sketch of the reported death and post-mortem con-

figuration of the New Public Management (NPM) “wave”. The post-NPM transition to 

‘‘digital-era governance’’ (DEG) is characterized as involving three themes: Reintegration 

(putting corporate hierarchies back together): Needs-based holism (agile governance, 

and efforts to simplify, re-engineer, transform and change agency / client relationships); 

and Digitization (electronic channels as genuinely transformative). Their thesis is that 

DEG represents a potential paradigmatic shift away from, and a replacement for, NPM 

(Dunleavy et al., 2006). Part of this DEG landscape can be extended to include the mo-

tives and implementation of the open data movement (through “digitization”). However, 

this note argues that an alternative reading of some elements of the open data advocacy 

coalition originate in the NPM reform agenda and seek to revive it.  

The Benefits of Open Data

Based on my reading of this emerging popular and academic literature (e.g., Bizer et 

al., 2008; Brito, 2008; Dietrich et al., 2010; Gurstein, 2011; Poynder, 2010; Robinson et 

al., 2009; Shadbolt, 2010; Smith, 2010), there are three central benefits that proponents 

argue can flow from greater openness by governments in sharing public data resources:

was disabled in February 2011 as a result of Twitter’s new policy on whitelisting (Melanson, 2011) and Twitter’s 
efforts to centralized data mining through the data reseller Gnip.com thus revealing how while greater openness 
in government data is being advocated, data collected through the social web are increasingly being enclosed 
behind private walls). 
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Third-party developed citizen services: by providing access to public sector data 

archives, private sector entrepreneurs will be able to add value to raw data through the 

development of citizen-service mobile and web applications that re-use public data in 

innovative ways, principally through data “mash-ups”.2 The development of third-party, 

citizen-service “apps” is a key driver of recent open data strategies announced by the 

British Columbia Government (2010), the federal opposition Liberal Party of Canada 

(2010), the United Kingdom (Cabinet Office, 2011) and some advocates (Livingston, 

2010; Open Data Network, 2011). While there are potential market (Anderson, 2009) and 

strong social forces (Benkler, 2006) that motivate software developers to invest the time 

needed to create these applications, governments and partner civil society organiza-

tions are working to support these forces through various “apps for” contests (Economist, 

2010; Kay, 2011; Nichols, 2010). 

Expanded policy networks for knowledge creation: by making the raw evidence base 

widely available, open data has the potential to unleash a civic army of data-fuelled “pub-

lic” policy analysts that can substantially increase the limited policy analytical capacity in 

government (Bertot et al., 2010; Eaves, 2010; Noveck, 2009). Allowing non-government 

analysts (whether researchers in organized policy-oriented think tanks and civil society 

organizations, academics, journalists, or citizens operating independently or connected 

through collaborative tools) access to raw government data, coupled with the proliferation 

of powerful data analysis software, cross-tabulated and assessed in previously unconsid-

ered ways, holds the promise of previously unrevealed insights emerging from a col-

lective policy capacity (Napoli and Karaganis, 2010). A related stream focuses on advan-

ces in data visualization and geolocation capabilities through which access to massive 

datasets expands the possibilities for the drawing of inferences from visual and spatial 

representation of data (Grammel, Tory and Storey, 2010; Viégas and Wattenberg, 2010).  

2 A data “mash-up” refers to a web page or Internet-enabled software application that combines data 
and functions from more than one source to provide a new service (see, e.g., Phuoc and Hauswirth, 2009). A 
leading use of government data in mash-ups relies on the Google Maps Data API (application programming 
interface - a software element containing a set of rules and specifications that one software program can follow 
to access and make use of the services and resources provided by another software program) which allows 
applications to view, store and update map data through a Google Maps interface. An example is http://whereis-
mystreetcar.appspot.com/, a privately-developed system showing the real-time position of streetcars in Toronto 
which mashes-up data from the Toronto Transit Commission and presents it using the Google Maps API.
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Transparency and accountability: with more people aware of how governments spend 

public money and address social problems, corruption will be exposed, public resources 

will be better targeted, outcomes will be improved and trust in government and legitima-

tion of the public sphere will be enhanced (Osimo, 2008; Sifry, 2010). This is a leading 

objective of the U.K. open data initiative (see data.gov.uk), perhaps driven in part by the 

experience of the MPs’ expense scandal (Kelso, 2009) and the successful use of “crowd-

sourcing” to unearth previously hidden examples of misappropriation of funds (Rogers, 

2009). This motivation is also evident in other policy position documents (e.g., Liberal 

Party, 2010; United States, The White House, 2009). This category rests on a well-

grounded premise in the civic engagement literature that a cornerstone of democratic 

systems is a fully-informed public (Fung, Graham and Weil, 2007) and that open data can 

promote democracy (Bauhr, Grimes and Harring, 2010). 

Commentary: An NPM Trojan Horse?

With the accelerated opening up of government databases (see, e.g., Australia, 2010; 

Canada, Parliamentary Information and Research Service, 2010; European Commission, 

2009; 2010; Ginsberg, 2011; New Zealand, 2009; Schellong and Stepanets, 2011; United 

Kingdom, Cabinet Office, 2011; United States, The White House, 2009; United States, 

Executive Office of the President, 2009), coupled with the potential for the many watchers 

that the new Internet provides, open data in a Web 2.0 world has the potential to enhance 

government transparency and accountability. 

Greater government transparency is a general long-run trend in Western governments, 

driven in large part by growing expectations on the part of citizens (Dahl, 1989). But if 

we remove considerations of public pressure (i.e., that people increasingly expect more 

digital openness from their governments) and focus on the challenges of governing, what 

would motivate governments, particularly political leaders, to support open data initia-

tives? There is of course the possibility of genuine belief in democratic principles and the 

right of the citizenry to know the business of government. It is possible that some polit-

icians and leaders within government believe that open data is both the right thing to do 

(oriented towards benefit #3), as well as the smart thing to do (in reference to benefits #1 

and #2) (OECD, 2005). 
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This note is focused on whether an alternative motivation is possible or likely. My hy-

pothesis, based on a small but growing number of examples highlighting political support 

for open data, is that some advocates—particularly politicians, but not exclusively—are 

motivated by beliefs (both explicit and unconscious) forged in the New Public Manage-

ment (NPM) reform agenda. From this perspective, support for more open data aims at 

building coalitions of citizen consumers who are encouraged to use open data to expose 

public service decisions, highlight perceived performance issues, increase competition 

within the public sector, and strengthen the hand of the citizen as customer. 

The New Public Management agenda arose in response to the political leadership of 

Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan and the neo-conservatism of the late 1970s / 

early 1980s, and became an umbrella term for public choice-oriented economic and 

managerial reform of government administration (Hood, 1991). Based on modern busi-

ness practices and public-choice literature (Hughes, 2008), NPM had a significant effect 

on public administration in its heyday and enjoys continued support for its overarching 

principles and philosophy of public management (de Vries, 2010). 

A principle problem with NPM, and one reason its support has seen such decline (with 

Dunleavy et al. (2006) going so far as to pronounce it “dead in the water”) is that it signifi-

cantly increased institutional and policy complexity while at the same time lacked robust-

ness in the face of complex governance challenges. Other problems with NPM—whether 

the inefficiencies introduced through recourse to competition (Isett et al., 2010), or intoler-

ance for public service “mistakes” resulting from innovation (Savoie, 1995)—also exist 

and they have likewise contributed to NPM’s demise. Ultimately, it was the experience 

of NPM-fuelled policy catastrophes that caused the persuasive logic of NPM to dissipate 

(Dunleavy et al., 2006). 

When an opposition politician, or newly elected leader, wishes to affect the course of gov-

ernment, especially if faced with what she or he perceives as an entrenched and intransi-

gent bureaucracy, one strategy is to build a public constituency that will apply pressure 

for change that supports that political agenda (Peters, 1987). NPM, with its roots in the 

public choice literature and its emphasis on empowering citizens as “clients” or “consum-
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ers”, seeks to weaken and undermine entrenched bureaucracies and disrupt the status 

quo (Savoie, 2003). We would also suspect that the life-cycle of a politician or party (from 

powerless opposition outsider to governing insider) would be inversely correlated with 

being an open data advocate—i.e., as power and longevity increases, enthusiasm for 

openness will decrease (Schlesinger, 1991). Also, if governments are able to selectively 

release data sets, we would suspect that governments will likely be more supportive of 

opening data archives related to policy successes than if the data relate to ongoing policy 

challenges or could be used to highlight perceived policy failures. 

There is, of course, no political slogan that links NPM and open data, no clear articulation 

connecting a new public management-inspired philosophy and the objectives of those 

politicians supporting the open data movement. Without such a smoking gun, we must 

infer from examples of politically-backed open data initiatives. While not suggesting that 

the following is a comprehensive survey, these brief examples will give the flavour of what 

some politicians wish to see from greater transparency through more open government 

data: 

• The United Kingdom Department of Education (2011), through the Secretary 

of State Michael Gove, recently highlighted spending data for government-

supported schools published through its website and noted that it wanted to 

“encourage parents and the wider public to look at the data and to compare 

the spending and performance of schools in their local area.” 

• Another example from the United Kingdom is the expanded availability of 

crime-related data, coupled with mapping software, which encourages cit-

izens to investigate the security of their neighbourhood and draw inferences 

about the performance of their local police services. Released on February 

1 2011, and promoted by the U.K. Home Secretary Theresa May, the Po-

lice API (http://policeapi.rkh.co.uk) lets users retrieve police incident data to 

the neighbourhood level in all 43 English and Welsh police forces and build 

“crime maps”. The U.K. Policing Minister, Nick Herbert, said of the motive for 

the crime mapping initiative: “We are giving people the information and power 
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to hold their local forces to account and ensure that crime in their neighbour-

hood is driven down.” The Home Secretary also voiced the hope that citizens 

would “challenge [the police] about how issues are being dealt with.” (Bear, 

2011)

• YouCut is an initiative of the Republican Party majority elected to the U.S. 

House of Representatives in November 2010 which seeks citizens’ support in 

cutting federal spending. The “YouCut Citizen Review of the National Science 

Foundation (NSF)” initiative specifically asks citizens to identify grants that 

represent “questionable use of taxpayer dollars”. Users are directed to the 

National Science Foundation research grant database (an example of open 

data) and instructed to “look for questionable grants” using “keywords, such 

as: success, culture, media, games, social norm, lawyers, museum, leisure, 

stimulus, etc.” The legislators plan to publish a report outlining the grants 

identified by the site’s users (Day, 2010). 

Kamensky (2010) argues that the Obama administration is conducting a government 

reform initiative that he dubs a “stealth revolution”, and that this is partly driven by the 

President’s directive on “Transparency and Open Government” (United States, The White 

House, 2009). The implication is that this revolution is largely centred on the “radical 

transparency in data” that the administration hopes will have the effect of galvanizing 

public support for the President’s ambitious reform agenda. 

Conclusion

The argument presented here is not the first skeptical view of open data; a number of 

views questioning the prevailing enthusiasm for open data have begun to emerge (e.g., 

Bannister and Connolly, 2010; Ginsberg, 2011; Gurnstein, 2011; Kaplan, 2011). But what 

is perhaps more challenging is attempting to disentangle the relationship involving a 

possible effort to revive some aspect of NPM using some of the same tools from DEG—

systems which are seen to be in opposition (Dunleavy et al., 2006). On the face of it, the 

benefits conferred in category #3 would appear to be a key part of movement towards 

digital-era governance (DEG) and thus away from NPM. However, this paper presents 
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an argument that one aspect of open data—transparency and accountability—may be 

motivated by, and serve to help revive, the NPM agenda. A combination of DEG tools and 

NPM motivations is by no means impossible: “Another scenario might see administrative 

and political elites implementing conflicting NPM and DEG directions simultaneously but 

unselfconsciously, cross-cutting each other in counterproductive ways so as to create 

chiefly a policy mess” (Dunleavy et al., 2006, p.488). 

Declaring a clear victor in the ongoing battle between NPM motives and DEG tools will 

likely require several more years of experience with both (Dunleavy and Margetts, 2010). 

In considering this uncertain transition, I am reminded of the evolution in thinking ex-

perienced by the late Douglas Hartle on the relationship amongst information, expertise 

(in that particular case, as embodied in the Office of the Auditor General (OAG)) and 

democratic decision making, as retold by Dobell (1999). Based on that reading, we might 

suspect that Hartle may have supported the idea of Web 2.0-enabled open data: “I would 

prefer to trust the partially informed many to the well informed few”; though, to be fair, 

Hartle was referring to Parliamentarians as “the many”, which is at a slightly smaller scale 

than are accommodated in the social web. Dobell, however, notes Hartle’s transformation 

on this issue: 

Interestingly, Hartle later reversed himself on this position … far from being an instrument 

to promote the open parliamentary and public debate he sought, the OAG had come to 

act as an autonomous special interest on its own, with a mission to impose on the gov-

ernment of the day the conservative criteria of generally accepted accounting principles 

that were thought somehow to confer authoritative insight into political judgments. (1999, 

p. 92). 

Hartle initially supported the capacity brought by the likes of an OAG, but reversed that 

support when it was seen that mathematical rigidity and a particular lens had usurped 

democratic deliberation. Likewise, we may believe ourselves to be governing in the digital 

era, and may wish to enlist the many eyes (Raymond, 2000) of Web 2.0-enabled public 

scrutiny, but find ourselves wrestling with some not-quite-dead NPM motives. And regard-

less of most #opendata advocates’ noble motives, a revival of NPM by stealth raises the 
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possibility of unintended policy consequences and potential future policy catastrophes. 
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“One will perhaps be astonished that, while I am firmly of the opinion that the democratic 
revolution to which we are witness is an irresistible fact against which it would be neither 
desirable nor wise to struggle…I often come to address such severe words to the demo-
cratic societies this revolution has created. I shall respond simply that it is because I was 
not an adversary of democracy that I wanted to be sincere with it. Men do not receive 
the truth from their enemies, and their friends scarcely offer it to them; that is why I have 
spoken it. “

- Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America

Even a superficial observer of the political culture of contemporary North America must 

be struck by the contradictory opinions with which we view the idea of transparent 

governance. On the one hand, the liberal assumption that greater openness improves 

governance continues to be widely upheld, at least as an abstract norm that ought to 

be followed wherever possible (Elster 1998, 111; cf. Mill 2008 [1859], 21, 75; [1861], 

353-69). Indeed, the deeply felt alienation of citizens from political and economic institu-

tions so characteristic of our times has led many to call for deepening and broadening 

democracy beyond the ballot box and legislatures (e.g. Archer 1998; Breton et. al. 2004; 

Fung et. al., 2003; Lenihan et. al. 2007; UNIFEM 2008). For those who hold that good 

governance is legitimate governance, civic alienation poses a serious challenge not only 

to the stability of liberal democracy, but also to its effectiveness. The myriad propos-

als now being canvassed to rectify civic alienation by increasing openness can thus be 

seen as attempts to improve the capacity of democratic institutions to ‘deliver the goods.’ 

This is because political legitimacy, in the sense of securing the consent of the people, 

is thought to be amongst the most important goals of liberal democracy (e.g. Mill 2008 

[1861], 207-08). Since increasing openness is supposed to improve legitimacy, it is also 
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thought to improve the effectiveness of liberal democratic governance. Suggestions for 

institutional reform along these lines include involving citizens more formally in the policy 

process through institutions such as citizen assemblies (Abelson & Gauvin 2004; Dowlen 

1998), facilitating popular oversight of democratic governance through internet resources 

as proposed by the open data movement (guardian.co.uk/world-government-data; open-

parliament.ca; cf. opendatafoundation.org), and subjecting traditionally more hierarchical 

institutions such as the workplace to standards of democratic governance as exemplified 

in economic co-operatives (e.g. Albert 2004; Hahnel 2005). 

On the other hand, the assumption that greater openness improves governance (hence-

forth the liberal openness principle or LOP) is frequently violated in the practice of liberal 

democratic governance. Its circumvention, which has always required a degree of care 

where liberal norms have been predominant, is now openly justified from many quarters 

(e.g. National Post Editorial April 26, 2005; Mattozzi & Merlo 2007; Feldman 2009; Les-

sig 2009; Messner 2009; Singer 2010). Today, it is commonplace for the participation of 

citizens in the procedures and oversight of democratic governance to be dismissed as 

impractical rather than simply avoided. These ‘arguments’ typically appeal to the problem 

of second order consequences. Although the LOP is sometimes true, it is admitted, open-

ness often creates consequences so pernicious as to outweigh whatever value it creates. 

We’re better off, these arguments conclude, limiting citizen participation and oversight 

where these sorts of consequences can be clearly identified. The Harper Government’s 

frequent justifications of secrecy in the name of ‘national security’ are a good example of 

this sort of argument.

Notice that to be persuasive, such arguments must either distinguish political legitimacy 

from good governance or redefine political legitimacy altogether. If the primary good pol-

itical institutions ought to ‘deliver’ is legitimacy, and legitimacy depends upon the consent 

of the governed, then concerns such as national security should not trump the necessity 

of securing popular consent, even if this demands troublesome disclosure of information 

or public consultations. Either legitimacy does not have this kind of priority, in which case 

national security could sometimes trump popular consent, or legitimacy simply constitutes 
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something besides public approval.

In any case, it is striking that even as the undeniable decline in civic participation con-

tinues apace, one hears a chorus defending the necessity of secrecy in democratic gov-

ernance. Might we find ourselves in a sort of policy dilemma where an important solution 

to the decline of political legitimacy threatens to cause even greater evils if implemented? 

The possibility presents itself only because the arguments made by proponents of deep-

ening democracy are typically at cross-purposes with the claims advanced by the op-

ponents of greater democratic openness. Discussion of transparent governance does not 

constitute a genuine debate since neither side treats the arguments of the other in its own 

deliberations, let alone the strongest conceivable case of its opponent. The arguments of 

both sides can be plausible because the viability of one does not threaten or even directly 

speak to that of the other. 

This is especially the case with the arguments of opponents to greater openness. Despite 

professing some version of the LOP, the appeals to second order consequences char-

acteristic of these arguments fail to show the relative priority of the good in whose name 

they defend limitations to openness. Prime Minister Harper’s recalcitrance in disclosing 

unredacted documents and data to Parliament is publicly justified by appeals to national 

security, but supporters of the government’s position rarely if ever show why the conse-

quences to national security merit this kind of priority. Since only these sorts of reasons 

are sufficient to justify overriding the LOP, they must figure centrally in plausible argu-

ments for limitations to transparency if such arguments are to speak to proponents of 

openness.

In the interests of moving this debate forward, and because the arguments from propon-

ents of openness are generally more cogent, this essay attempts to sketch a strong case 

for limiting transparent governance. I do so with a view to clarifying the kinds of claims 

opponents of greater openness must make if they are to offer persuasive reasons to 

interlocutors. Those of us interested in deepening democracy are behooved to consider 

the most robust arguments for limiting transparent governance if we are to convincingly 

establish the worthiness of our cause in the face of vociferous opposition. My modest 
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hope is to provide the beginnings of such considerations here. 

For the purposes of my argument, I assume by democratic openness and transparent 

governance the degree to which citizens of a democracy can oversee and direct the 

activities of public officials supposed to represent their will. If there is a strong case to 

be made for limiting democratic openness, it depends upon showing a need for curbing 

the authority of this majority will or mass opinion. In societies whose political aspirations 

are democratic, this is by no means a straightforward task. In such societies, to say that 

it is difficult to challenge the notion that good public policy just is the will of the major-

ity of citizens is certainly an understatement. To suggest that it is legitimate for a public 

policy to be supported by only a minority of citizens is often altogether intolerable. Yet it is 

undeniable to any reflecting person that the rightness of an opinion is not determined by 

whether or not it is held by the majority. As Alexis de Tocqueville maintains in Democracy 

in America:

I regard as impious and detestable the maxim that in matters of government the 
majority of the people has the right to do everything…A general law exists that 
has been made or at least adopted not only by the majority of this or that people, 
but by the majority of all men. This law is Justice. Justice therefore forms the 
boundary of each people’s right (Tocqueville 2000 [1835/40], 240).

What is just, or good, or true is not determined by what any group of people happens 

to think. The case for limiting democratic openness depends upon showing limitations 

to popular sovereignty as necessary conditions for the realization of this truth. It is here 

that the advocate of limiting openness must confront liberal democratic conceptions of 

political legitimacy which emphasize procedural standards in good governance. Although 

what is just may be independent of what the majority believes, liberal democratic justice 

demands that the majority be persuaded to obey political authority. Either the majority 

obeys willingly, or authority must be restructured to secure its consent. Can the argument 

for limiting openness be consonant with this requirement? 

The anti-openness argument must also address another deeply-held dimension of liberal 

democratic conceptions of legitimacy. The characteristically liberal skepticism of political 

power is often expressed as a necessary condition of legitimate authority when start-
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ing from some version of Lord Acton’s oft-quoted phrase: “power tends to corrupt and 

absolute power corrupts absolutely” (Letter to Bishop Creighton, April 5, 1887; cf. The 

Federalist no. 51 [Madison]; Mill 2008 [1859], 122-28). Since we have every reason to 

believe that those in public office will sometimes misuse their power, it is incumbent upon 

the ruler to prove her government legitimate to those over whom she rules and not vice-

versa. It seems to follow that democratic openness is necessary for legitimate govern-

ance since authority will be acceptable to the degree to which the people can be satisfied 

that public officials are not abusing their offices. Governments which can be secretive will 

be able to shirk this responsibility. Besides increasing visibility, however, openness also 

limits the power and hence corruptibility of public officials. Rulers allowed a degree of 

secrecy will tend to be, ceteris paribus, more powerful and hence more corrupt. 

Despite these obstacles, the case against deepening democratic openness can and 

should be made on common ground with liberal democrats if it is to speak to our con-

cerns. Intriguingly, overlap can be found in elements of both dimensions of liberal demo-

cratic conceptions of legitimacy discussed above. If the proponent of greater openness 

will grant that (a) legitimate governance depends not only on the consent of the governed 

but also on the approximation of justice in social institutions; that (b) what is just is not 

determined by the will of majority, notwithstanding the need to secure its consent; and 

that (c) Lord Acton’s Dictum is true; then the opponent of greater openness should be 

able to make her case plausible. If Lord Acton’s Dictum is true, then, everything being 

equal, the power of the sovereign authority should be limited wherever possible. Since in 

a functioning democracy, even if a representative democracy, it is the majority itself that 

is the sovereign authority, there is reason to think that it too will be corrupted by unlimited 

authority or even the simple exercise of power (Tocqueville 2000 [1835/40], 165, 235-

48). So, if (i) political legitimacy depends upon the approximation of justice by social 

institutions, (ii) just institutions are undermined by corruption of the sovereign authority, 

(iii) the majority is the sovereign authority under functioning democracy, and (iv) Lord 

Acton’s Dictum is true, then it follows that political legitimacy requires somehow curbing 

the power of the majority will. If deepening democratic openness constitutes empowering 

the will of the majority by increasing the oversight and directives it gives to its representa-
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tives, then we have provided an argument against greater democratic openness that 

speaks to liberal democratic conceptions of political legitimacy. 

No doubt this brief argument leaves the proponent of greater openness unconvinced. 

Although it may seem plausible to suggest that the majority can be corrupted by wielding 

political power, one might still counter that either it is not corrupted to a sufficient degree 

to justify limiting democratic openness, or the harms which come from its corruption are 

outweighed by those which would issue from such limitations in transparency. The argu-

ment against deepening openness should be capable of meeting these objections. 

To do so, we need firstly a thicker account of Lord Acton’s Dictum. What is the mechan-

ism by which those with political power are supposed to be corrupted? Political theorists 

have tended to provide two related answers to this question: political power corrupts 

those who wield it by increasing their propensity for self-deception and does so not 

only by removing the tendency of those in power to be told the truth by those who seek 

their favour, but also by institutionalizing a corrupting, two-directional dependency (e.g. 

Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, §178-96; Plato, Gorgias, esp. 521d-22a; Rousseau 

1987 [1754], 64, 67; cf. Balot 2005; Tarnopolsky 2010). The powerful are dependent 

for their power on supporters, indeed the support of others they enjoy ultimately is their 

power. The powerless are dependent on the powerful to the extent that the means of their 

subsistence is not autonomously produced. The crucial assumption here is that depend-

ency motivates flattery. I am much more willing to exaggerate my praise and admiration 

of those on whose good will I depend. Assuming they will react more favourably to praise 

and admiration, even if exaggerated or false, then to criticism and censure, even if merit-

ed and ultimately in their interest; and presuming that I am more concerned with secur-

ing the favour of those on whom I depend than in advancing their own best interests; it 

makes sense to resort to flattery. Furthermore, these motivations are compounded where 

I have trouble associating the advancement of the best interests of those I am tempted to 

flatter with my own, as one might think is especially the case in large, complex societies 

such as our own. 

Finally, the two-directional flattery emerging from disparities in power exhibits positive 
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feedback effects: the more the powerful remain in power, the more they are given a false 

vision of themselves. The more the powerful are presented with such visions, the more 

likely they are to believe them. As the motivations for flatterers are increased in propor-

tion to the expected positive reaction from those being flattered; and since being flattered 

increases the likelihood that one will expect flattery, perhaps failing to notice it as such 

altogether; flattery reproduces itself. 

The resulting self-deception throughout the society, but especially amongst the power-

ful, could be characterized as self-evidently corrupting. Yet it is worth briefly tracing the 

course of the poison. Good governance depends to no small degree on the knowledge of 

probable outcomes to potential policies. Since political power must be wielded by fallible 

human beings with imperfect information, it will be employed well only insofar as rul-

ers are knowledgeable about their own epistemic limitations. If rulers assume they have 

knowledge about the probable outcomes of policy choices which they do not in fact have, 

they will be likely to implement policies whose outcomes are pernicious to their purpose. 

An oft-cited example of this phenomenon is the command economy of the Soviet Union 

where unintended consequences of coordinated economic management created out-

comes highly antithetical to the goals at which such policies aimed (e.g. Hayek 1991; Olin 

Wright 2010, 7-8). As the flattery experienced by the powerful reduces their propensity to 

be self-knowledgeable, especially concerning unwelcome criticism and the pointing-out of 

limitations, possessing political power will tend to inflame a dangerous overconfidence if 

unchecked or unlimited. 

Yet even if this is a true depiction of the mechanism through which the powerful tend 

to be corrupted, what reasons do we have to conclude that the majority are prey to its 

effects?  Indeed, one might think that since the rulers of functioning democracies are 

ultimately beholden to the will of the majority, especially where democratic openness 

is significant, that they are therefore less prey to the corrupting effects of flattery. The 

crucial point the opponent of greater openness must make on this score is to underline 

the degree to which it is the people themselves, or the majority amongst them, who are 

the sovereign authority in functioning democracies. It is the opinion of the majority that 
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the ambitious seek to flatter, to whom the people’s representatives pander, for whose 

good graces the titular rulers compete, as it is at the pleasure of the majority that they 

hold what power they wield. Of course, this may no longer be true in the polities of North 

America where the organizational power of a paper-thin elite has culminated in decades 

of policy largely contrary to the material interests of the great majority of citizens (Hacker 

& Pierson 2010). Yet in functioning democracies where it truly is the greatest number 

of citizens who are the ultimate arbiters of power, it does seem plausible to suggest the 

majority is subject to the corrupting trappings of sovereign authority. 

Indeed, there is reason to think that the majority is especially vulnerable to the self-

deception issuant from flattery. As Tocqueville astutely observes, democratic peoples 

establish a “moral empire of the majority” that “acts on the will as much as on actions” 

(Tocqueville 2000 [1835/40], 236-37, 44). Although I do not have sufficient space to give 

anything like a satisfactory defense of this proposition, its supposed effect is a remark-

able conformity of thought. Tocqueville’s argument is essentially that the greater the 

authority possessed by the majority, including that produced by democratic openness, the 

more necessary it becomes to secure the favour of majority opinion in one’s undertak-

ings. This trend feeds back upon itself as deviant opinions are indirectly eliminated and 

the citizenry is socialized into a homogenous ethos consonant with majority opinion. If 

sufficient self-knowledge can only be acquired by having truth spoken to power, and if the 

majority happens to hold opinions at variance with the truth, then the tendency towards 

intellectual conformity Tocqueville identifies will only deepen the corruption instigated by 

the power possessed by the majority in functional democracies.

Even if the proponent of greater democratic openness is persuaded by such an argu-

ment, it remains to be seen whether the dangers posed by removing impediments to the 

authority of the majority are outweighed by those which arise from keeping them in place. 

The strongest retort on this score would seem to involve revisiting the options for limiting 

openness. Although the most straightforward limitation of transparency is the capacity 

for public officials to act without the public’s knowledge (secrecy), other options do not 

carry nearly the same degree of likely harms. If we assume by democratic openness the 
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degree to which citizens of a democracy can oversee and direct the activities of public 

officials supposed to represent their will, then Bicameral legislatures and unelected judi-

ciaries are examples of curbs to openness many already accept as salutary institutions. 

Moreover, civic education of various types can also play a critical role in helping citizens 

be self-limiting in the demands they make as a majority. This is especially true insofar as 

civic education helps citizens both to distinguish the good from the will of the majority and 

to develop a healthy antipathy towards flattery. Furthermore, limitations to democratic 

openness which are self-imposed by citizens voluntarily can hardly be said to violate the 

liberal democratic conceptions of legitimacy we have examined here. 

If there is a case to be made for limiting democratic openness and transparency which 

can speak to the arguments of openness proponents, I hope to have offered some of 

its critical features. Even if proponents remain unpersuaded of the overall argument, 

however, it is imprudent to deny the fundamental insight upon which I have built these 

remarks, notwithstanding the fact that neither side in the transparency debate is willing to 

countenance its contemplation: political liberty, as with all goods of the polity, depends to 

no small degree on the arduous recognition of human fallibility.
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Introduction

In this paper, the concept that ‘sunlight is said to be the best of disinfectants’ is taken by 

its intended meaning from a quote by U.S. Supreme Justice Louis Bandeis: that there 

are benefits to openness and transparency. In a similar vein, key figure in animal welfare 

science Temple Grandin recently stated that “slaughterhouses should have glass walls”—

meaning that slaughterhouse activities should be transparent to the public. This concept 

will be applied to another animal-related topic—the practice of animal-based science, and 

in particular: 1) the tension between provision of information to the public and respect for 

researcher privacy, and 2) the need for greater transparency within the scientific com-

munity itself. Using these two issues for discussion, from the Canadian perspective, the 

case will be made that if animal research policy encourages greater transparency it will 

help educate and engage the public on important animal research issues, and it will help 

the scientific community improve implementation of the accepted ethic of humane scien-

tific practice – the Three Rs of Reduction, Refinement and Replacement.

A Call for Transparency and Openness Regarding Animal Research

On November 29th 2010 a group of 80 biomedical scientists from Sweden, Germany, 

Switzerland, France, and Great Britain met to discuss issues related to animal research. 

The outcome of the meeting was the Basel Declaration (2010), which is available for the 

scientific community to sign and commit to a responsible approach to the handling of 

animals in research by acknowledging and implementing the Three Rs principles (Russell 

and Burch, 1959; Fenwick et al. 2009). The Three Rs are the tenets of humane animal-

based research, and as originally outlined by Russell and Burch (1959), involve: reducing 
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the number of research animals, refining animal research to minimize harm and enhance 

animal welfare, and replacing animals with viable non-animal alternatives wherever pos-

sible. For many years now, the scientific community has adopted these Three Rs con-

cepts in the policies that oversee animal research, and as ethical standards that not only 

improve the lives of animals in research, but also promote better scientific practice.

The Basel Declaration (2010, p. 2) also made a call for transparency and openness with 

the public: via the 9th fundamental principle, signatories commit to “promote the dialogue 

concerning animal welfare in research by transparent and fact-based communications 

to the public.” There has long been tension between scientists who conduct research on 

animals behind closed doors, and the public who demands full disclosure, often includ-

ing pictures and videos. Many research facilities actively encourage researchers to keep 

their study information confidential because of fear of misinterpretation from a public 

that is perceived to be lacking in scientific knowledge. Furthermore, it is implied that if 

more radical members of the public are provided with any information at all, truth will be 

twisted and used to attack researchers (NCUA/AIS, 2011). However, most animal-based 

research is funded by public tax dollars, and members of the public are often the bene-

ficiaries of the results through progressive health care. This, disclosure advocates claim, 

gives the tax paying public the right to be informed about the specifics of the research as 

well as to be involved in a dialogue with scientists (O’Sullivan, 2006). 

Stephan Treue, director of the German Primate Centre and co-chair of the Basel meeting, 

agrees that the public lacks scientific knowledge, but unlike most scientists, argues that 

the solution is not to withhold information from the public but rather to disclose it. Accord-

ing to Treue, “[t]he public tends to have false perceptions about animal research, such 

as thinking that they can always be replaced by alternative methods like cell culture,” 

and that openness and dialogue between the public and scientists “will be helpful to both 

sides” (Abbott, 2010, p. 742). 

Several countries provide information about animal research to the public via annual 

statistics on animal use provided by national oversight bodies.  However, the informa-

tion given is often selective. For example, the UK reports the number of animals used 
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per species but not per ‘severity classification’, even though studies on public attitudes 

indicate that the level of pain and distress the animals experience is of primary concern 

(Knight et al 2004, 2009). In Canada, animal numbers are reported per ‘Category of 

Invasiveness’, but the numbers given are not necessarily representative of what animals 

actually experience. As a key example, experiments using newly created genetically-

engineered animals are automatically assigned to Category D, which represents studies 

that cause ‘moderate to severe distress or discomfort.’ (CCAC, 1991). In reality, many 

genetically-engineered animals do not suffer moderately, but are assigned to this cat-

egory because they have the potential to, due to their unanticipated phenotype. Addition-

ally, studies rather than animals are assigned to Categories of Invasiveness. Therefore, 

a Category D study using several procedures and 500 animals may in fact contain only 

one Category D procedure that is performed on 100 of these animals. However, all 500 

animals are reported as Category D. As a result, the numbers of animals listed as being 

in Category D are inflated. Clearly, the accuracy of information provided about animal 

experimentation, in Canada and elsewhere, could be improved. 

What Are the Benefits of Transparency With the Public?

The benefits of openness and transparency between the scientific community and the 

public are two-fold: first, transparency will improve public accountability, and second, 

those who oppose animal-based research may hold less radical views once they are 

faced with facts as opposed to speculative beliefs.

Being accountable to the public ensures that only science that is of either scientific or 

societal importance is carried out. Disclosing information would encourage researchers 

to clearly formulate and justify the use of animals and the choice of methods—clearly 

contributing the Three Rs principles.

Recent opinion polls in the US and the UK show that approximately one-third of the 

population opposes research on animals (Ipsos-MORI Poll, 2010; Gallup Poll, 2010). The 

case is often made that the public does not have enough background knowledge to be 

involved in discussions about animal research—the so-called deficit model. It has been 

argued that those who oppose animal research may do so because of lack of sufficient 
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knowledge about actual laboratory procedures, and a lack of information about the costs 

and benefits of animal research. However, without openness and transparency the public 

will remain lacking in the right information, and unable to engage fully in open discourse 

with the scientific community about what is and what is not ethically permissible. Indeed, 

Abbott (2010) writes that, “dialogue with the public is key to reducing opposition over the 

use of lab animals.” Broida et al. (1993) found that the strongest predictor of opposition 

towards animal research was lack of faith in institutional science. Full disclosure of ex-

perimental methods may help inform the public about the workings of science, which may 

in turn increase support for research. Furthermore, individuals who are more familiar with 

science (for example, science students versus non-science students) are more likely to 

point out the need for improvement of animal research procedures (Knight et al., 2003), 

further contributing to the Three Rs concept of refinement.

How Might Policymakers and the Scientific Community Improve Transparency to 
the Public?

Perhaps the best way to gain better transparency is by also encouraging public engage-

ment on animal research issues. The current oversight system for animal research in 

Canada involves reliance on institutional Animal Care Committees (ACCs). These com-

mittees review proposals for experiments that plan to use animals, and it is their task to 

decide whether the proposed research should be able to proceed. It is a requirement 

of the national oversight body (the Canadian Council on Animal Care) that at least one 

‘community representative’ sits on each ACC in order to represent public opinion. How-

ever, it is a challenge for one person to represent the public as a whole. 

One way of supporting a movement towards better transparency might be to provide 

free public access (at the institutional level) to animal research proposals for a speci-

fied time before the ACC meets to decide whether the research should proceed. The 

proposal could appear online, and members of the public (along with other stakeholders, 

e.g. other researchers, veterinarians, members of animal welfare organisations) could be 

allowed to comment on the proposal. The intention would be for these comments to be 

taken into account when the ACC meet to discuss research approval. Importantly, during 

this process, researcher identity could be kept confidential to avoid any potential conflict 



Vol. 2, No. 2, 2011 67

with animal rights activists. Ultimately, this process of involving many more stakeholders 

would aim to ensure that the Three Rs are implemented fully, and that all animal-based 

research is in line with societal values.

Another approach might be to host citizen juries or public forums to promote dialogue 

between scientists and the public, which may include facility tours wherever possible. 

However, this is a more costly option, and maintaining the confidentiality of researcher 

identities would be more challenging.

Occasionally, cases of non-compliance with Canadian guidelines do occur, though these 

are typically met with corrective actions within a relatively short time frame. As well as 

promoting dialogue between scientists and the public, the ACC could keep records on 

compliance at their institution, and produce periodic, publicly available reports, which 

provide the number of instances of non-compliance and the corrective actions taken. 

The addition of public accountability (via increased transparency) in this case should act 

to reduce and perhaps eliminate any cases of non-compliance. Taking records of com-

pliance at the institutional level will also identify areas where the Canadian Council on 

Animal Care (CCAC) might be able to provide support for constituents so that they are 

able to fully implement the national guidelines. The CCAC has already initiated a pro-

active impact analysis consultation process, where members of the scientific community 

are asked to evaluate the costs and benefits that new (or revised) guidelines may have 

on their day-to-day practice. The aim of the impact analysis is to identify what types of 

support constituents need, either in the form of implementation tools or training efforts 

provided by CCAC. This initiative is in place to ensure that all guidelines are feasible to 

implement, and recording instances of non-compliance would add a retroactive element 

to the process.

Transparency and Openness Within the Scientific Community

Openness and transparency within the scientific community itself is equally important as 

transparency with the public. In order to track Three Rs implementation and to identify 

areas for improvement, scientific practice needs to be transparent. However, recent stud-

ies have indicated that transparency is currently lacking in key areas of animal research: 



Vol. 2, No. 2, 2011 68

scientific reporting, and data and/or animal sharing.

A study by Kilkenny et al. (2009) unearthed several key problems with the scientific 

reporting of animal research. In a strategic review of 271 different articles describing 

animal use data (with 48 of these articles examined in greater detail), Kilkenny et al. 

(2009) identified many articles that omitted basic details about the strain, sex, age and 

weight of the animals used. As the authors point out (p. 5), “This information is gener-

ally readily available to researchers and can be succinctly described, so it is unclear why 

omitting these essential details is so prevalent.” There may be an argument that publica-

tion space is limited, but the authors reason that “the availability of [online supplementary 

materials] negates the argument that the lack of detail in published papers is primarily 

due to a lack of space.” (p. 5) Kilkenny et al. (2009) also found that in 6% of the articles 

studied the number of animals used in the main experiment could not be determined. 

Reporting animal numbers is essential so that the biological and statistical significance of 

the experimental results can be assessed or the data re-analyzed, and is also necessary 

if the experimental methods are to be repeatable. Crucially, none of the studies that were 

assessed in more detail (i.e. 48 articles) discussed how the sample size was chosen. 

Overall, the findings of this study highlight the need for more stringent scientific reporting, 

and the authors make a call for reporting standards and better editorial policies to be 

established, specifically for the publication of animal research.

The results of the Kilkenny et al. (2009) paper correlate with a study conducted by 

Osborne et al. (2009), which focused on editorial policies relating to the use of animals. 

Before conducting a systematic review of journals, Osborne et al. (2009) identified 12 

key criteria that they felt should be required by journals in order to a) get animal research 

published (i.e. the editorial policy relating to the use of animals), and b) advance the 

Three Rs (see Table 1 for a list of the 12 editorial policy criteria). Importantly, Osborne 

et al. (2009) also recorded information about whether the editorial policy required adher-

ence to the policy as a condition for publication. Once the 12 criteria were set, information 

about the editorial policies of a randomized sample of 236 journals that published animal 

research was collected. Only 53% of the journals sampled were found to have an edi-
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torial policy specifically relating to the use of animals. Of the remaining journals (n=153), 

42 scored only one point based on the 12 point scoring criteria. The maximum possible 

score using the criteria was 12, but the highest score achieved was 9 (achieved by only 

one journal). The average score, taking all 236 journals into account, was 1.51.

Table 1. Scoring criteria from Osborne et al (2010). The editorial policies of all journals 

sampled in the study were evaluated using this scoring scheme.

Criteria Score
Mentioning the use of animals in research and testing 1
Referring the author(s) to national or international guidelines, codes of 
conduct or legislation relating to research involving animals

1

Making adherence to the policy a condition of publication 1
A specific statement in the research the journal is prepared/not prepare 
to publish, or other ‘significant’ animal welfare statement

1

The journal policy should include statements requiring that:
The 3R’s are implemented: humane alternatives used wherever 
possible, animal numbers and suffering reduced, and welfare 
improved

1

Animal housing and care follows good practice (and improves on 
minimum standards se tout in relevant legislation)

1

Discomfort, distress and pain is minimized using appropriate 
anesthesia and analgesia

1

Humane endpoints are defined and implemented 1
Protocols involving animal use undergo ethical review 1
Investigators and all personnel who handle and use animals are 
appropriately trained and qualified

1

Euthanasia is carried out according to good practice 1
Information that is suitable for publication such as species, animal 
numbers and other pertinent details including refinements in hus-
bandry and procedure, is included in each manuscript.

1

Maximum Score 12

Together, Kilkenny et al. (2009) and Osborne et al. (2009) make a strong case for improv-

ing the reporting of animal-based research in scientific journals, and for improving the 

editorial policies of journals as they relate to animal use. These are both key steps in be-

ing able to conduct systematic reviews of animal-based research. 

Systematic review is “the identification and synthesis of all the available research litera-
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ture addressing a specific research question, using a systematic approach” (NC3Rs UK, 

p. 1). It typically involves, “analysis of the experimental methods of all the included stud-

ies to assess the quality of the study design and conduct. Any methodological limitations 

(e.g. inappropriate study design, very small treatment groups, etc.) are usually noted to 

aid interpretation of the results and to give an indication of the confidence in the numer-

ical results (NC3Rs UK, p 2.). Systematic review of animal research is also important to 

advance the Three Rs (NC3Rs UK p. 3), however, as identified by Kilkenny et al. (2009) 

and Osborne et al. (2009) there need to be significant improvements in the reporting of 

animal studies if systematic reviews can be carried out in a meaningful way. 

In addition to scientific reporting, data sharing between researchers is also a key area for 

improvement to gain better transparency within the scientific community. Researchers 

are often in competition for grants, or for publication in high impact journals. As a result, 

a culture of confidentiality surrounds certain research practices. This is especially evident 

with the creation of new genetically-engineered animals, where researchers may have 

a desire to patent their ideas, techniques, and even the animals they have created. The 

use of genetically-engineered animals has already been identified as challenging the 

principle of reduction, since the use of genetically-engineered animals has been shown 

to contribute to a reversal of the downward trend in overall reported animal research 

(Ormandy et al., 2009).  It has been argued that if data and animals are not shared freely 

within the scientific community, there is a risk of unnecessary repetition of experiments, 

and unnecessary use of animals (Ormandy et al., submitted), and this does not fit with 

the accepted Three Rs principles of humane science.

How Might Transparency Be Improved Within the Scientific Community?

As highlighted by Osborne et al. (2009), editorial policies for all journals that publish 

animal research should require certain information. Publication in journals is key currency 

for researchers, so if editorial policies require certain information to be reported as part 

of the article, then journals might be used as the leverage needed to improve scientific 

reporting, and thereby improve transparency and Three Rs implementation.

There may also be grounds for policy makers to implement the reporting of non-signifi-
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cant results, or at least the creation of a database listing various projects that were car-

ried out but not published. This would avoid needless repetition of experiments, with the 

aim being to reduce the numbers of animals being used. In addition to increasing trans-

parency, better scientific reporting (with the addition of reporting non-significant results) 

would allow for systematic review to be carried out on animal research articles, similar to 

human clinical trial literature.

Confidentiality that comes from competition between researchers for grants and publica-

tion can be a roadblock to implementing the Three Rs, especially where genetically-en-

gineered animals are involved. However, some current initiatives are trying to overcome 

this by providing repositories of information/animals to which there is free access: the 

North American Conditional Mouse Mutagenesis (NorCOMM) project, for example, which 

is part of a data sharing initiative to archive and share genetically-engineered mice. Poli-

cies and guidelines that encourage such data sharing will aid Three Rs implementation 

by reducing the number of animals used in unnecessarily repeated experiments or the 

repeated creation of genetically-engineered animals. Data sharing will also allow for bet-

ter record keeping so that Three Rs implementation can be tracked over time.

Conclusions

Is sunlight the best of disinfectants? We have provided evidence that in the case of 

animal-based research, increasing transparency between the scientific community and 

the public, and within the scientific community itself, can be of benefit; not only for the 

purposes of accountability and ethical reflection on what is and is not permissible, but 

also for better tracking and implementation of the Three Rs. Ultimately, better transpar-

ency regarding animal research will not only benefit the scientific practice, but also animal 

welfare. Following up on the sentiments of Temple Grandin that were highlighted at the 

beginning of this paper, perhaps animal research laboratories too “should have glass 

walls.”
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Socialists and enthusiasts of social philosophy have long recognized a depth to the 

injustices characteristic of the market society which is often unacknowledged by other 

modes of inquiry. In the classical tradition, the propensity for citizens of a given regime to 

develop psyches reflective of that regime forms the centrepiece of political analysis and 

it has often been observed by those influenced by this tradition that societies dominated 

by market economies cannot be adequately understood without privileging an analysis of 

the psychological effects market forces have on citizens. In this brief and accessible book 

Martha Nussbaum sounds an alarming call to pay this potential evil greater attention, 

describing a distorted yet burgeoning approach to education which threatens nothing less 

than the annihilation of effective democratic citizenship. 

Nussbaum’s target is what she simply calls ‘education for economic growth’ or ‘the 

growth model’ which attempts to mould human beings into passive instruments equipped 

with basic literacy and numeracy and, for some, more specialized familiarity with appro-

priately framed economic and historical fact. Literature and the arts, critical thinking, and 

the cultivation of imaginative sympathy are looked upon by this model as superfluous 

to the project of growth or even as threatening distractions due to their tendency for 

encouraging challenges to the priority accorded to the growth model. Nussbaum draws 

upon twentieth century psychology to show how the exclusion of these elements tends 

to warp the development of the human personality, usually incapacitating students from 

participating in healthy political life. Citizens of democracies, she claims, beyond mas-

tering indispensible critical reasoning skills, require highly developed moral emotions to 

participate effectively. Because democratic societies rely heavily upon a sense of mutual 
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respect and sympathy between both citizens at home and non-citizens abroad, and since 

this egalitarian ethos is dependent on an ability to appreciate the complexity of the inner 

lives of others and to imaginatively inhabit their subjective standpoints, civic education in 

democracies is behoved to develop moral emotions consonant with this ability. 

Yet Nussbaum maintains that developing such a capacity is no easy feat. Indeed, as 

the research of psychologists such as David Winnicott, Paul Rozin, and Jonathan Haidt 

seems to confirm, human beings are predisposed from infancy to a sort of narcissism, 

understood as an inability to appreciate the complexity and genuine value of other people 

and often expressed in an overpowering need for self-control. Moreover, the familiar 

research of Asch, Milgram, and Zimbardo suggests that this predisposition can easily 

re-emerge when an individual is faced with social circumstances that encourage finding 

invulnerability in group-think. Since this narcissism is incompatible with healthy civic vir-

tue, and because it is not sufficiently overcome without careful child-raising and life-long 

practice in imaginatively sympathizing with others, Nussbaum argues that a social system 

lacking either in adequate educational resources devoted to the elimination of narcissism 

or in plenty of opportunities to reinforce the habituation towards imaginative sympathizing 

will be incapable of practicing democratic governance. This, she bemoans, is precisely 

the situation towards which the United States is rapidly moving and in which many Asian 

countries such as India are already mired. The increasing reliance on ‘education for 

economic growth’ spells not only a failure to address our narcissistic predilections but, 

Nussbaum contends, compounds their hold on the personality. The passive, rote learning 

characteristic of the growth model leaves citizens vulnerable to grievous inconsistency in 

personal values and political reasoning and its failure to address the innate and culturally 

constructed forces which resist the development of the moral emotions indirectly encour-

ages their stultification. 

Though her schematic account of the moral psychology of democratic citizenship plays 

a fundamental role in the overall argument, the majority of the book is devoted to sketch-

ing an educational program for the effective promotion of civic virtue. It is at this level 

that Nussbaum insists a life-long exposure to and practice in humanistic education is 
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indispensible. From an early age, she argues, children can and should be schooled in 

progressively more complex forms of logical reasoning, familiarity with different cultures, 

and finally the pivotal ‘imaginative sympathy’ or ‘narrative imagination’ already discussed. 

With the help of an historical survey of like-minded pedagogical thinkers such as John 

Dewey and Rabindranath Tagore, Nussbaum shows the vital role of imaginative play and 

later participation in musical and dramatic performance art as well as the serious study of 

appropriate literatures in the development of civic virtue. Employing examples of educa-

tional experiments such as the school and university Tagore helped found in India and 

the incredible work of the Chicago Children’s Choir, she makes a convincing case for the 

efficacy of this educational model in the promotion of healthy democratic citizens. 

A great strength of the book is this emphasis on a specific and remarkably well-developed 

conception of psychological health. It allows Nussbaum to speak to issues with which 

theorists of ideology in market societies have long grappled without becoming hindered 

by the often abstract and philosophically controversial elements of that discourse. By 

focusing on civic virtues necessary for democratic citizenship rather than on developing 

a theory of false consciousness, Nussbaum is able to appeal persuasively to a wide 

readership and at the same time address issues which have been sidelined in academic, 

not to speak of popular, conversation. However, this strategy does suffer a serious draw-

back. Theorists of ideology have long pointed to forces peculiar to market societies rather 

than exclusively to forces issuant from human nature as potential impediments to hu-

man development. A pedagogical theory which purported to envision a strategy capable 

of effectively educating citizens in a market society and yet did not tailor that strategy 

to compensate for salient peculiarities of that society—perhaps an especially influential 

advertisement industry or work ethic—would, according to such thinkers, risk raising cit-

izens insufficiently capable of resisting their pernicious psychological distortions. Though 

Nussbaum does at times gesture to the importance of these sorts of distortions, she does 

not allow them to shape her policy recommendations in any significant way. While the 

argument is timely and persuasive to be sure, Nussbaum’s case could be improved by 

attention to this issue.
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The road on which Canadian foreign policy travelled in the year 2010 was un-

doubtedly paved with good intentions but marred with potholes of embarrassment. From 

the highly securitized and excruciatingly expensive G8 and G20 meetings, to a failed bid 

for a seat on the United Nation’s Security Council, to a meltdown in diplomatic relations 

with the United Arab Emirates, it is fitting that 2010 was also the year for author Paul 

Heinbecker to publish his book Getting Back in the Game: A Foreign Policy Playbook for 

Canada.

At its core Getting Back in the Game is a comprehensive review and analysis 

of Canadian foreign policy from the past to the present and the trajectory it is on for the 

future. Of course, Canada is not alone in the world and Heinbecker summarizes the 

changing realities of the international community. Namely, our relationship with the United 

States; Canadian membership and participation in the United Nations and other inter-

national governance institutions; and the economic rise of Brazil, China, and India which 

suggests an emerging multipolar world. Heinbecker is confident that Canada can navi-

gate through these changing waters by remembering our past and walking tall into the 

future. The book aims to inspire Canadians to re-imagine the mechanisms for advancing 

Canadian values, namely, solidarity and diversity, in the international community through 

diplomacy and foreign policy. 

Canada is often believed to be punching below its weight on the world stage, a 

critique that is not entirely unwarranted. Criticism of successive Prime Ministers has been 

that they are committing Canada to a vow of silence on emerging international issues, at 
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best, or playing patsy to American interests, at worst. Getting Back in the Game confronts 

the critics who view Canada’s role in the international community as destined to playing 

“Robin” to America’s “Batman”—a position that is tempting during minority parliaments 

when bold actions abroad are suppressed for the sake of domestic political point-scoring 

(as though global crises will prorogue themselves until states get their houses in order).

The book is written for those who take particular interest in the subject of foreign 

policy and those who seek to learn more about how we arrived at our current position 

behind Portugal in the United Nations General Assembly. In critically assessing the 

strengths and weaknesses of past governments, Heinbecker approaches both Liberal 

and Conservative governments from a decidedly nonpartisan position. However, given 

the title, it is safe to say that the targeted readers are those who subscribe to Pearson-

ian liberal internationalism. This is reflected in many of his policy recommendations: from 

initiating an annual tripartite summit between the US, Canada and Mexico to facilitate 

greater North American diplomatic relations; to elevated emphasis of Canada’s member-

ship in the G20 and the importance it will play in future decision making. 

Foreign policy realists need not be surprised at his approval of Brian Mulroney’s 

central role in the creation of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, Chre-

tien’s decision to stay out of Iraq or Paul Martin’s push for the G20.  For all the emphasis 

placed on good relations with the United States that would appeal to Harper-era Con-

servatives, Heinbecker is clear in that engagement and cooperation within international 

governance institutions is the other half of a successful foreign policy.

In re-evaluating the state of Canada on the world stage Heinbecker believes 

there are two key lessons we should take from our past and apply to future foreign policy. 

First, in quoting former Prime Minister Joe Clark, Heinbecker views Canada-US relations 

and Canada-World relations as two sides of the same coin – having more influence in 

Washington pays off in advancing Canadian values abroad in forums such as the United 

Nations, World Economic Forum, G20, etc. And secondly, exercising independence 

on foreign policy issues involving armed conflict, human rights, and the environment is 

always an option for Canada. Moreover, the price for this independence is always afford-
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able if we believe in the values our nation was founded on.

With his finger firmly set on the pulse of the international community, a major 

strength of the book is the credibility Heinbecker’s authorship brings to the issue at hand 

as former Canadian Ambassador and Permanent Representative to the United Na-

tions and former Canadian Ambassador to Germany. It was through this experience that 

Heinbecker saw Canada accomplish a great deal internationally. While he concedes that 

Canada may not be the biggest player on the world stage we ought to recognize that “it is 

not the size of the dog in the fight, but the size of fight in the dog”. 

While being astute as to the strengths and weaknesses of past foreign relations 

between Canada, the United States and the wider international community, Heinbecker 

perhaps places too much emphasis on the character of President Barack Obama to be 

able to lead a radical shift to towards a more cooperative and functionalist post-9/11 

world. Relying heavily on Obama’s The Audacity of Hope as insight into the White House, 

one wonders whether or not we have yet to see a new era of progressive American 

foreign policy. Moreover, the international community does not stand still and key recom-

mendations in the book are prefaced with assumptions —one of which was that Canada 

would secure a non-permanent seat on the UN Security Council. What was considered a 

safe assumption at the time of writing, Heinbecker nonetheless hedged his bets in light of 

the Harper government’s diplomatic track record and included continued development of 

the G20 within his global governance reforms. 

In the final analysis, readers who are critically engaged in foreign policy and dip-

lomacy will surely find Heinbecker’s latest work an indispensible source for optimism that 

Canada, while sitting on the sidelines right now, can nonetheless get back in the game. 



Vol. 2, No. 2, 2011 80

Public Policy & Governance Review

Vol 2., No 2. Spring 2011

Interview By: Anna 
Strathy and Brent Barron

University of Toronto

Interview conducted Febru-
ary 25th during Mr. Martin’s 
visit to the School of Public 
Policy and Governance. 

The Right Honourable Paul Martin was the 21st Prime Minister of Canada from 2003-
2006 and its Minister of Finance from 1993-2002. In September 1999, he was named the 
inaugural Chair of the Finance Ministers’ G20. Since leaving office, Mr. Martin co-chaired 
a High Level Panel, responsible for submitting a report on a new strategic vision for the 
African Development Bank, following upon an earlier United Nations panel report on 
private sector investment in the Third World, which he had co-chaired.

Currently , along with Nobel Peace Prize laureate Wangari Maathai, he co-chairs a $200M 
British-Norwegian poverty alleviation and sustainable development fund for the ten-nation 
Congo Basin Rainforest. He sits on the Advisory Council of the Coalition for Dialogue 
on Africa, an initiative that examines the critical issues facing the continent. He is also a 
member of the International Monetary Fund’s Western Hemisphere Regional Advisory 
Group. Domestically, he is leading The Martin Aboriginal Education Initiative, which aims 
at reducing the Aboriginal youth dropout rate and at increasing the number of Aboriginal 
students attending post-secondary institutions. He also founded with his son David the 
Capital for Aboriginal Prosperity and Entrepreneurship Fund, which helps establish and 
grow successful Aboriginal businesses both on and off reserve.

Before entering politics, he had a distinguished career in the private sector as a business 
executive at Power Corporation and as Chairman and CEO of the CSL Group Inc. Mr. 
Martin studied philosophy and history at St. Michael’s College at the University of Toronto 
before obtaining his LL.B. from the Faculty of Law at the University of Toronto. He was 
called to the Ontario Bar in 1966. He married Sheila Ann Cowan in 1965. They have three 
sons and three grandsons.

There are some surface similarities between the current economic and fiscal 
situation and the one you experienced in the early part of your tenure as Minister 
of Finance. Federal deficits and concerns over retirement income initially come to 
mind. What parallels and differences do you see between these two periods?

Clearly the deficit at the time that I became Finance Minister was much worse than it is 

now. At that time, we were a year or two away from the tipping point. The tipping point 

is when the interest costs on the national debt are such that no amount of reasonable 

economic growth will cover the greater burden of compound interest. We were very close, 

if not there, at that time. That’s not the case today. 
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Former Prime Minister of Canada
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The second thing is that we were, at that point, the sole practitioner of deficits to that 

extent. The rest of the global economy was in much better shape. Eliminating a deficit 

when other countries are practicing austerity is more difficult than when the other countries 

are experiencing growth. 

On the other hand, we had had 20 years of deficits, and there had been very little 

pressure, despite what you read in the press, to deal with the problem. So we had to go to 

the Canadian people, convince them of its depth, and then convince them that the steps 

we were going to take, which were very severe, were warranted.

In summary, the biggest difference in the 1990s from now is that the deficit then was far 

worse than the current deficit but the global economy was in better shape.

The Kelowna Accord was a major policy achievement during your term as Prime 
Minister. You continue to advocate for Aboriginal rights in your work after holding 
public office, particularly, in Aboriginal education and entrepreneurship. Have you 
been able to work towards the objectives of the Kelowna Accord through these 
initiatives? What are some of the challenges of catalyzing change from both within 
and outside government?

The Kelowna Accord was one of the most important things we did and it could have 

been one of the most important steps forward in the history of Canada’s relationships 

with the Aboriginal peoples of this country. It was the first time in history that the Prime 

Minister of the country sat down with the Premiers of the provinces and territories and the 

Aboriginal leadership to discuss not just the issue that we put on the table, but the issues 

the Aboriginal leaders put on the table as well. The negotiations took fifteen months, and 

the agreements that we came to were groundbreaking in the areas of education, health 

care, accountability, housing, and water. There was such enthusiasm in the room when 

the Premiers, Aboriginal leaders and the Prime Minister announced the accord and it was 

a national tragedy when—I don’t want to be partisan here—but it was a national tragedy 

when the new federal government walked away from the understanding. As an example of 

this, look at the extent to which elementary and high school drop-out rates and the quality 

of education that the youngest and the fastest growing segment of our population receive. 

It is abysmal compared to what non-Aboriginals receive. There is huge underfunding 

by the federal government on a per capita basis of education for Aboriginal Canadians 
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and we said we’d make that up. That was part of Kelowna. It was money to be spent on 

education. Now, we’ve lost four or five years. I believe in the Kelowna message which 

says you cannot discriminate against the youngest and the most vulnerable in health care 

or education. 

I also believe that as a result of Kelowna, never again will the federal government be able 

to impose solutions on Aboriginal Canadians. Kelowna changed the paradigm. The next 

agreement may not be the Kelowna Accord, it may be the Moosejaw Accord for all I know, 

but the process will be forever known as the Kelowna approach because it’s the only one 

that will work. 

What are you doing now in your work after holding public office? 

I’ve charted out three areas in which I want to spend most of my time. The number one 

priority for me are Aboriginal issues. My other priorities are the G20 and Africa. The 

question of Aboriginal issues goes to the heart of what we are as a nation; it really is our 

Achilles heel and it’s why, if we are going to say we have values, this is the area where 

we have to demonstrate it. I’ve been focusing pretty solidly on Aboriginal education: 

elementary and high school.

What was the biggest challenge in those 15 months of negotiations, at that table? 
What was the dynamic like? 

I think it was two-fold. Canada has had a history of saying, long before Confederation, 

“We’ve arrived here, and this is really good farm land, and you happen to be sitting on my 

farm land, so, would you just move off?” And then came Confederation and the next step 

was, “We can’t do this to these people, therefore, we’ve got to repair what we’ve done.” 

What was the reparation? The reparation was assimilation. At no point in all of this did we 

ask Aboriginal Canadians what they thought. So there were two things that I insisted upon 

as we were moving through the Kelowna negotiations. Number one, we start with what 

Aboriginal Canadians think. 

The second thing was to address the very different ways each side had of looking at 

things. Our history: it’s very hard for people to overcome this. If you and I disagree with 

each other, but we both start from the same starting point, we may get to an answer, or 
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we may not, but the odds are, we’ll find a compromise. However, if you and I disagree 

on something because our starting points are very different, then the dominant power’s 

tendency is to say “you’re just off base“ rather than “you look at things differently”. 

There’s a different value system here. I spent 20 years in business before I went into 

government. When I first started out in business as a very young man, it was at the time 

when Japan was on the rise to becoming a great economic power. When I had to go to 

Japan to negotiate something, Japanese experts took me aside for about a week and 

they said “Here’s how they approach things: face is very important, they operate on a 

consensus,” and they trained me. Nobody here sits down and says, “you’re going to sit 

down with the First Nations and this is their value system, these are their traditions, this is 

what they believe”. If Kelowna was going to work we needed to understand that Aboriginal 

Canadians operate on the basis of consensus. They have a much longer time perspective 

than we do. So, I think those are two of the real obstacles that we had to overcome, and 

I think we did. That’s one of the great tragedies of the Conservatives throwing all of it out. 

There was so much progress made and they just walked away from it.

As a member of the Task Force on Social Finance, you have been asked to look 
at investment and philanthropy in Canada. What do you see as the role of social 
enterprise in Canada? Do you anticipate that role to change, particularly given 
current expenditure restraint at all levels of government?

First, I think that if social enterprise has ever been important it’s more important now in 

an era of financial restraint. However, I don’t believe that social enterprise should relieve 

governments of their responsibility. I just think that social enterprise is a better way of 

delivering in certain areas of government responsibility.

I said to you earlier that I focused on high school and elementary school education 

for Aboriginal Canadians. The other thing that we recognized is that if you’re a young 

Aboriginal person, you don’t get the kind of mentorship that non-Aboriginals get. Nor will 

you be able to borrow money. So I went out and raised $50 million and created a fund to 

invest in Aboriginal enterprise in a way that will train Aboriginal Canadians to be managers 

and ultimately entrepreneurs with businesses of their own. 

The question I got from the people I raised the money from was, “Do I get a charitable 
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deduction?” to which I would say, “‘No, you don’t because this is not a charity.” Then they’d 

say, “Well am I going to get a hedge fund investment return?” and I said “No, you’re not. 

You’ll get a return and ultimately you’ll get your money back, but we’re going to have 

much higher overheads because we’re going to be training and developing people all 

the way through.” Fortunately the people I approached felt as strongly as I did about the 

issue and they invested in our fund. However, the fact is, we need rules and regulations 

to guide the evolution of social enterprise. For example, if we are prepared to provide tax 

flowthrough shares for the mining industry to encourage mining or we’re going to have tax 

credits to encourage people to invest in certain parts of the country, why shouldn’t we have 

tax benefits to encourage you to invest in social enterprise which is going to help people 

directly? 

There’s a company not far from here called Eva’s Phoenix. It’s a printing company, and 

what they do is help street kids. They bring them in and teach them how to become 

printers, so that they then have a job and earn money while they are developing a 

skill. Eva’s Phoenix is doing a tremendous job. So let’s say that you’ve got this printing 

company, and it’s teaching these kids how to be printers. At the end of the year you may 

make a little bit of money but if you want to expand, you have to go to a foundation and 

get new money from them. Let’s say, for the sake of discussion, that you could go to an 

investor and you could say, “If you want to invest in this print company, I won’t give you a 

15 percent return, but I’ll give you a 4 percent or a 5 percent return and the government 

will give you a bit of a tax break so that the 5 percent return becomes 7 or 8 percent after 

tax.” Then, they could expand without going to cash strapped foundations. 

When Carnegie died, he left all his money to create the library system across North 

America. It was a very good thing, but he waited until he died. The next evolution was Bill 

Gates and Warren Buffet who decided to give their money away while they were still alive. 

The next paradigm has to involve a lot of people who don’t have Warren Buffet’s money. 

A lot of people want to save for RRSPs and other things. However, they’d like to do some 

good with their money, so they’re prepared to take a slightly lower return. They want it to 

be safe, but they’ll take a slightly lower return if they can get a social return. There’s more 
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money available with these kind of angel investors than there is in all the governments and 

all the foundations in the country. 

There are many different definitions of social enterprise. My definition is that a social 

entrepreneur is a business entrepreneur who respects the bottom line. His or her priority 

is a social return. In this scenario the social entrepreneur measures his profit in terms of a 

social return as well as a financial return. 

It seems as though there’s a more robust social enterprise economy in the UK than 
there is in Canada, at least from what I understand. Is that a regulatory issue; is it 
that we haven’t discussed it? 

There is a more robust social enterprise philosophy in the rest of the world than there is 

in Canada. The United Kingdom is probably the leader, but I was over in Korea last year 

and found there is a phenomenal social enterprise community in that country, and they 

have good legislation to support it. A minister from Malawi came to see me because he 

wants to encourage social enterprise in Africa. The United States is further ahead than 

Canada. However the United Kingdom is the leader because Gordon Brown, when he was 

Chancellor, asked Sir Ronald Cohen to conduct the equivalent of a royal commission to 

identify the regulatory problems and he did a marvellous job. 

So, yes, the UK is very much ahead of us. The reason for the social enterprise task 

force, which you mentioned, is to convince government to do what the Brits did. There’s 

going to be a lot of resistance in the various Departments of Finance. I know the Federal 

Department of Finance and anything that deals with taxes is resisted. However, I think it’s 

an idea whose time has come and we should get on with it. 

A few days ago [Feb. 23] you made comments regarding international intervention 
in Libya based on the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) principle, which Canada 
had an instrumental role in developing.  This principle calls for sovereign states 
to protect their populace from crimes against humanity, and for the international 
community to become involved should the state be unwilling or unable to do so. 
This principle was part of the 2005 World Summit Outcome document which was 
adopted by the UN General Assembly, and a debate on implementation took place 
in 2009. Why have we not seen more R2P activities, and how can the international 
community move forward in a way that aids the people of the world while 
respecting sovereignty?

The Responsibility to Protect was a Canadian initiative originally put forward by Lloyd 
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Axworthy. Allan Rock, whom I appointed as Canada’s ambassador to the United Nations, 

took the bull by the horns and pushed for it very strongly. He got me involved and I called 

a number of reluctant Heads of State and it passed. 

The Responsibility to Protect is an intrusion on an outdated definition of sovereignty, but 

that outdated definition is still held by a considerable number of countries. Some of those 

countries are very powerful and they’re members of the Security Council. So, while the 

resolution has passed, we haven’t yet built up the strength that would be called for. My 

view is that Libya represents a clear violation of the Responsibility to Protect which is why I 

actually made the interventions that I did. 

And what, in your opinion, would be a more modern definition of sovereignty? 

It really is a definition that recognizes our common humanity and our responsibility to 

each other. That would be the bottom line. This is not limited to the R2P. It arises from the 

interdependence of nations. Look at the financial crisis. The banking industry is global. 

Bank regulation is national. We’ve just come through a financial crisis that was caused by 

the failure of the banking system in the US and Europe. Now, banking regulation should 

stay national, but it has to be monitored at a global level to ensure the banking regulators 

are doing their job. And I think that means that a global banking regulator has to be able 

to say that national banking regulation in a country is insufficient and that there are going 

to be sanctions. Under the old definition of sovereignty, the United States would say that’s 

an infringement on its sovereignty, “You can’t come in and tell me to fix up my banking 

system.” The new definition, my definition of sovereignty would say, “Banking is global and 

because of your inadequate regulation you’ve caused a global recession which has hurt 

the Canadian economy. You’ve infringed on my sovereignty as a result of what you have 

done.” So the new definition says, if you’re infringing on my sovereignty by not doing your 

job at home, then the world has the right to step in. I’m not out here proselytizing for a 

world government; I believe in sovereignty, I just think that the interdependence of nations 

is so great, that the protection of sovereignty requires international rules and international 

standards. Probably the three best examples of this are climate change, financial 

regulations, and the Responsibility to Protect. 
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In your career in public service, what achievement are you most proud of? 

I think most people who comment on that question talk about the elimination of the deficit 

and Canada’s fiscal status, as well as the G20. My view is it is the Kelowna Accord, 

despite what Mr. Harper did in reneging on it. The discrimination against Aboriginal 

Canadians I think is the ultimate attack on Canadian values. I believe the Kelowna Accord 

was a huge step forward. I believe the name may fade but the Kelowna approach will 

never fade.

What advice do you have for students of public policy and public administration in 
Canada?

My advice wouldn’t be so much to the students, as it would be to the media and it would 

be to the politicians. I don’t know how much you know about my dad, but he was one 

of the fathers of Canada’s social infrastructure: health care and family allowances. His 

generation had lived through the depression which devastated the country and devastated 

families. Then they went to war. When the war was done, there was a very strong feeling 

that the social infrastructure that didn’t exist during the Depression Era had to be built and 

there was money to do it. So there was a phenomenal movement to rebuild the country. 

For this reason, if you were a young person you either went into politics or you went into 

public service. It was the highest calling. Public servants were tremendously respected 

and admired. I remember as a kid, the great public servants of the time, the ones you read 

about in history, would come for dinner. I remember those discussions around the table, 

the tremendous dynamism of these people and their views about the kind of country that 

they wanted to build.

So we now translate this to 20 or 30 years later. The view of the Canadian business 

community and an awful lot of Canadians somehow changed to “Well, politicians are 

useless and public servants aren’t much better. The person who’s trying to run the health 

care system—you’re just living off the public while I’m really doing something worthwhile 

making hulahoops.” I will never forget hearing about the senior administrator, who was 

a tremendous public servant, in the Department of Transport finally one day quitting and 

saying he was tired of people thinking he is living off the tax payer. I think that people 

who go into public service are performing the greatest act of generosity toward their 
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fellow citizens possible, and they should say it. They should say it and Canadians should 

understand them. 

Now I’m told that among your generation things are getting a lot better. When I was in 

university, writing the foreign service exams was the ultimate test and most of us probably 

didn’t write them because we didn’t think we’d get through. Then, I was told, ten or 

fifteen years later, that almost nobody wrote the foreign service exams. I’m now told that 

today, once again the best and the brightest are writing them. Now, if that’s true, that’s 

a tremendous sign. I would say that if you’re going into government and you’re studying 

public policy, you should insist on being respected. Just insist on it. And the second thing 

is, remember you can do more in five minutes in government than you can do in five 

months or five years outside of government. I’ve now spent a huge amount of time, as I 

mentioned, on Africa, Aboriginal issues and on the G20. So I spend an enormous amount 

of time trying to convince the government to act. But if you’re in government you have the 

power to act. You asked a question about social enterprise. Well, we set up a task force, 

but what are we trying to do with that task force? We’re trying to convince government to 

do what is right. If you’re in government, you can make that decision and you can act. 

What is one single policy that Canada could undertake to improve life for 
Canadians?

Early learning for all Canadians without exception. The research is overwhelming. Getting 

children ready to learn plays all through kindergarten, all through high school, all through 

university, and all throughout one’s life. 

What is one single policy that Canada could undertake to improve life for humanity?

Making the G20 work. The G20 was a huge success in dealing with the financial crisis, 

but it must now become more than a crisis responder. Fundamentally, the international 

institutions and national governments need a body that provides direction. The United 

States no longer has that power. So whether you’re talking about climate change, financial 

institutions, or AIDS in Africa, you need a body composed of the great powers and the 

regional powers to establish a direction that will meet with a global consensus. 
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Dr Anthony Careless is an instructor of Political Science at the University of Toronto. He 
is currently offering a course called Democracy in Decline – Redeeming Politics through 
Civic Engagement. This unique course incorporates a Service-Learning component. 
Service-Learning gives students the opportunity to participate in community service and 
connect those experiences to their in-class learning. Service-Learning placements are fa-
cilitated by the Centre for Community Partnerships (CCP) which was founded in February 
2005 in response to emerging safety concerns in a number of Toronto neighbourhoods. 
Its mandate is to establish academic and co-curricular service opportunities, to enhance 
student learning of the social, cultural, ethical and political dimensions of civic life.

How about we delve into what led you towards Service-Learning as something that 
you wanted to teach.

I’m an early adherent to Service-Learning; when it came to U of T I was approached by 

CCP while I was teaching a second year course and we concluded that it was not appro-

priate. When I got a fourth year course I immediately went back to them. The reason I’m 

attracted by Service-Learning is that my life has been a split personality; for thirty-eight 

years I’ve taught here at U of T in our department as an adjunct and for thirty years I was 

a policy advisor in constitutional reform for the Ontario government. So I headed up the 

constitutional reform policy unit in the Ministry of Intergovernmental Affairs.  We did 1982; 

we did Charlottetown; we did Meech Lake; I think I did 1867 as well: I remember talking 

to John A.. I can’t quite remember how old I am. 

One of the things that struck me is that in those days I was very keen about the Institute 

of Intergovernmental Relations at Queen’s University. Richard Simeon, of our Depart-

ment, was the Director when he was a prof at Queen’s. The Ontario government helped 

fund them and they were, and are, just an excellent group. Whenever I had problems with 

federalism from a practical point of view, I could hardly wait for the colloquiums that they 
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would hold, much as Mowat does, because I would go down to them and there’d be now 

forty profs sitting there from all over Canada, experts in Canadian Federalism—all the big 

names that you’ve ever read—and I would say, “I’m having a problem in the Ontario gov-

ernment thinking up options for senate reform that will work. I mean, I’ve read the articles 

and books that you’ve written, but how do we do it incrementally, how do we actually 

do it given the opposition between the Upper House and the Lower House; how do we 

do it when the party in power has finally gotten a majority in the senate and isn’t finding 

the senate a roadblock as it was for the first three years of their office. How do we bring 

diversity more into our Constitution; how would we allow Québec to be a nation within a 

nation; how could we recognize inherent right to self-government but still have a unified 

Canada?” Really practical questions and for the most part they came up blank on that. 

They seemed to imply that their mandate was to think up the big picture, think up the big 

dreams, if I could put it that way; mine was to do merely micropolitics. 

Well, I wanted doables rather than dreamables at this point and it became clear to me 

that really what we needed to make sure happened at university is that you had a breed 

of teachers and not necessarily professors. I think there’s a difference between teaching 

a course and being a professor who might work a lot with philosophy or research. Some 

universities, as you know, make a distinction between teachers and professors in their 

department and it seemed to me that we needed a breed of people in the department, 

in any department, that could trade on their practical experience, on the day-to-day, and 

somehow take the best of the bright ideas in the department and bring it into a set of 

practical micro-steps for students to work their way through. We wouldn’t want to take 

away from those professors who have marvelous visions, but they may not be transfer-

able and therefore I worry at times whether universities can speak ‘truth to power’, as 

you’ve heard that quote many times. Or whether they can take micro-steps out of their 

macro vision that they have for a better political environment or a better political world.

Right, so rather than looking at a major political change and trying to get that 
instituted right away, Service-Learning helps students learn about small steps that 
are more palatable and easier to complete?

You’ve said it perfectly, exactly. And when you look at a lot of the writings that have been 

performed by academics and we can think of all the names we respect and so on, most 
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of us who have worked in the political environment, in the public service, would say ‘that’s 

wonderful, but it won’t fly’, or ‘it needs to be disaggregated; it needs to be broken down 

into small steps’. So, the main teaching shock for the students in my course is probably 

that I’m telling them that the purpose of their training is to be able to brief a newly-elected 

minister of Democratic Renewal.  Her riding is Parry Sound; she’s not likely a rocket sci-

entist when it comes to democratic deficit, but she’s got the mandate; she has no money; 

she can’t change the Charter, yet she has got to bring about democratic renewal—and 

get re-elected. 

The challenge to my students is: how are you going to talk to her; how are you going to 

be pragmatic; how is she going to get re-elected; what happens when you don’t have 

any money to finance all the things that you’re thinking about given that you can’t change 

the Charter and institute a whole new set of ‘thou musts, thou shalts’ and stuff like that? 

That’s fairly atypical thinking for most of the students I run into and if there’s a steep 

learning curve it’s probably this: that they need to disaggregate those big images that 

they’ve had in many other courses and think about the small steps that politicians work 

with, can only work with. That’s the value of where you are at SPPG. My guess is, know-

ing the people there, that you’re being taught that as well. It’s all very well to know about 

Hegel, Marx and Hobbes and so on, but no one’s going to listen to you when you’re at 

Queen’s Park. I think.

Now, just to be clear, my understanding of the Service-Learning program, as it’s 
being taught, is to get students who are typically focused primarily on academics 
to also move into a more practical and applied setting where they have to take 
not only their learning to bear, but they also need to interact with others. So it’s 
creating an atmosphere where they no longer develop only an, I guess, essay-
writing attitude towards the world, where they take a position and argue for it, but 
look at the positions of others and start really feeding in and moving their position 
as well.

The literature says, and I’m just quoting here, ‘Service Learning aims to achieve three 

objectives: information into your course from outside the classroom’, as you’ve just said, 

‘not the textbook, not the teacher’; second, ‘support for a community partner who needs 

your support’, so there’s a true sense of service as much as learning; and the third thing 

is ‘to expose a student to civic learning and civic leadership’. You know, they’re engaged 

in problem solving; they’re engaged in watching public servants or advocacy groups deal 
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with multiple stakeholders who disagree; and politics is about how you get to “yes”, over 

divisive issues and who you’re going to invite to do that. 

The issue could be an economic one; it could be a social one; it could be a biological 

one; it could be a cultural one. All we study in our discipline, in my humble opinion, is 

what is the business of getting to yes, and who do you invite to that. One of the features 

of getting to yes is, because there’s so much disagreement, you need to figure out who’s 

going to be invited around that table, who you’re going to exclude intentionally or other-

wise, and how do you work the sociology of that environment to incline people to want to 

listen to one another. Who are your stakeholders?

I think one of the biggest challenges in a world that is overcome with an excessive indi-

vidualism, as [Francis] Fukuyama talks about, is that we’re not by training or by sociol-

ogy anymore socializing into a position where we listen to a lot of people different from 

ourselves on a face-to-face basis. Yes we watch TV; yes we go on the internet; yes we 

connect with our friends; but less and less do we go out to the dance club or do we go 

out to the pub or do we go out to the Rotary or wherever there may be a common inter-

est in entertainment or leisure or drinking, or even doing good—as Rotary or Lions might 

do—but where personalities and viewpoints will differ. We, today, can filter out so much in 

the media or internet of what we don’t like.  And the lack of that social engagement and 

the couching or the cocooning of people, means that there isn’t that traditional engage-

ment with other people and learning to listen to them and that’s a very big part about what 

Service-Learning is about. People are being sent into an environment where stakeholder 

differences are very strongly held and they need to watch the skills of those who are pro-

fessional political advocates or political advisors to see how that’s mediated. I think that 

adds a real edge, a reality to the political theory that we study in the isolated environment 

of the university.

If I’m not mistaken, another important aspect seemed to be the role of Service-
Learning in changing students’ attitudes towards politics and community life? 

Well that’s a very interesting part about Service-Learning. When Service-Learning started 

in the States it had a very strong leftist bias to it and the idea was that Service-Learning 
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was instituted by a left-leaning academic fellowship or fraternity in the university in order 

to teach the rich boys and girls who were going to Harvard and going to Vassar and going 

to Smith and going to Yale that the reality that the majority of Americans were living was 

nothing like what they were living and that if they were going to be useful and sensitive 

and adaptive, they really needed to see the “underside” of American life where there was 

greater diversity, less wealth, a wider range of life potential, a wider range of educational 

skills, a wider range, really, of social and intellectual skills. And that was the purpose 

behind the Service-Learning, as I understand it, in the States.

So, another component is the idea of putting yourself in someone else’s shoes?

Exactly and learning from that and the presumption was that rich boys and girls needed 

that. That’s changed a lot perhaps in the States, but certainly when Service-Learning 

came to Canada there hasn’t been that same bias.  I don’t know whether it’s because we 

are a more diverse nation; we certainly constitutionalize our diversity in a way the Amer-

icans don’t. We have two official languages; we are three nations: Aboriginal, French 

Canadian, or Canada.  We legislate multiculturalism.  So we’ve taken our diversity a 

lot further in terms of recognizing it and calling it what it is. We don’t mind hyphenated 

Canadian identities, you know ‘I’m a French-Canadian’ or whatever it may be, so it may 

be that the urgency to correct social blindness, either isn’t as much a Canadian urgency, 

or maybe it’s because Service- Learning is now 25 years old and maybe it’s lost that ele-

ment of urgency.

In the course that I have, one of the wonderful things about that course, which we’ve 

taught for about five years, maybe even longer, is that—and maybe it’s self-selection—is 

that every single student sitting around the table, every single student is active socially 

in something beyond themselves, in addition to playing hockey and soccer or whatever it 

may be. In other words everyone has come into that course with an orientation to some-

thing different than just who they are in the community. So, it’s a wonderful course to be a 

part of.  They teach me as much as I teach them. I have to emphasize that.

Service-Learning is run by the Centre for Community Partnerships here at U of T; they 

have about a staff of five. It’s certainly not at all confined just to the academic course 
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work; there’s inter-session work that people can do. If you belong to one of the big U of T 

clubs you can do Service-Learning or things equivalent to it. Reading Week is totally de-

voted to Service-Learning as a member of the university campus club although you don’t 

get a credit for that. So CCP is really, in a holistic sense, oriented towards bringing people 

out of their pure university experience and giving them experience out in the community.

Do you think that service learning could play a more transformative role at the 
secondary level where schooling is still mandatory and could it serve to inspire 
students who otherwise would not be interested in taking such a course to be 
more civic-minded?

I certainly agree with the point about Service-Learning transforming people; generally 

speaking, it’s very transformative. I think we’ve benefitted tremendously from the 40 

hour requirement in secondary schools. There’s some research now done on that by the 

Centre for Voluntary Sector Studies at Ryerson about what it’s done for people’s sense 

of civic engagement, also for their sense of social engagement. If you think that there are 

three levels of engagement [social, civic and political], you and I are political scientists 

and we’re probably most interested in political engagement and why do people no longer 

belong to parties, why do they no longer vote, why do they no longer gather together 

in some fashion to advocate this or that? That tends to be done more by professionals 

rather than big grassroots organizations and why even in the big grassroots organizations 

participation is  primarily via the cheque-book, where you sign away $40 to Greenpeace 

but don’t ever turn up to any of their meetings, if they even have them.

That kind of arms-length or greatly diminished involvement in political engagement is, as 

most of the literature says, a product of a prior low-level of civic engagement and in-

deed social engagement. So when you look at the literature of [Robert] Putnam, or [Neil] 

Nevitte, or Fukuyama, oh gosh, [Daniel] Yankelovich, they’re all talking about that triad or 

rank-order of engagement. And the nice thing about looking at voluntarism, at any age—

whether it be in the secondary school or post-secondary environment—is that it does 

really start to get people engaged in civic activity. That will cascade downwards into so-

cial activity but it can also move progressively, they’re hoping, up to more political activity 

so that when teens turn 18 they will indeed go to vote rather than seeing it as something 

that’s not cool or that they’re not interested in. 
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So I completely agree with you that the idea of encouraging greater civics in the high-

school setting would be tremendously important. At the same time, as I say that the 

evidence of the 40 hours is really pretty impressive, I think the detriment, or the deficit in 

the literature that Ryerson’s been producing is not a deficit in their literature but a deficit 

in the program. Evidently the staff in the schools don’t care very much about the content 

of the hours, so a kid can have an experience but it doesn’t add up to anything because 

it’s not discussed. The teacher’s about as interested in you doing your 40 hours at Pizza 

Pizza as you doing your 40 hours over cruelty to cats or dogs or something like that. So 

the evidence seems to suggest that if we are going to continue to do it at the second-

ary environment, the ethos around voluntarism and mandatory service hours, is going to 

have to change. Service-Learning is much more developed in the United States, whereas 

a) U of T is one of the last big universities in Canada to adopt it and b) Canada is quite far 

behind the American development of Service-Learning. So we hope eventually to see it in 

the Canadian secondary school environment as richly as in the American setting.

At the fourth year university level you have graduate students and students who 
are about to graduate. They’ve had a number of experiences; their writing skills 
have developed; they’ve been engaged in lots of different social interactions. So 
as compared to someone in secondary school who doesn’t have those, how would 
the experience differ and could it be made beneficial for the younger student in 
such a way that they would be able to take that and carry it on?

No matter what level of schooling you’re at, Service-Learning above and beyond every-

thing else is about experience—and experience that you’ve not had before. So that is 

the universal that can start in grade ten and go right through to fourth year. What differs 

between the high school setting and the university setting is the diagnostic that you bring 

to that experience and my course is very, very heavy on diagnostic, but I say practical 

diagnostic. One of the things I find most challenging is that my course, because it’s about 

democracy in Canada, every single student coming into the course is an expert on both, 

I have no monopoly on knowledge there. I wish we were teaching Hobbes or Marx or 

Hegel, where I know they know nothing and, for at least four months, I know I have the 

monopoly on knowledge, but that’s not the case here. 

The thing that I notice in the course is that I really have to spend almost the first term 

teaching a diagnostic perspective, so you know how to judge the health of a democracy. 
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We encourage students to ask questions like: ‘Where is there social capital?’ ‘Where is 

there social cohesion?’ ‘Where is there social political readiness?’, ‘Where is there reci-

procity?’ ‘Where is there co-governance?’ ‘Where can the citizen engage or demonstrate 

civic engagement or political engagement?’ So you’re teaching students to have a diag-

nostic. I don’t think you would expect that very much in the high school setting, but to me 

that’s the real value-added of Service Learning. 

If you’re really doing your job as a political scientist those students should be able to go in 

like first-year meds students saying “I couldn’t do open heart surgery at this point, but I can 

look at something that looks unhealthy, like someone lying on the road with a flushed face 

and I can begin to go through those steps they taught me in first-year meds about how to 

analyze high blood pressure, eyes that don’t focus, you know, shaking bodies and so on.” 

Same with an unhealthy body politik. That’s the aim, what I think I’m trying to do in my 

political science course with Service-Learning is to say, before stepping out into Service-

Learning in the second term, “get a diagnostic” so even though you could be doing data 

work or doing very mundane things—very often in your Service-Learning it’s not high-

falutin’ stuff, what can you expect in twenty hours when training someone might take much 

of that time—you can say that “I was part of that scene, I watched that scene and here’s 

my diagnostic” and that really is why the service learning is valuable.  We get some pretty 

stunning “thank-you’s” about the in-depth work some of our students get up to, though!

So what is transferable from your first encounter in high-school to Service-Learning to a 

senior level in university would be the interest and willingness to go out, to expose your-

self to situations that may be quite different, outside your comfort zone, and also that you 

become civically engaged. In most cases my guess is that people who have done even 40 

hours in high school, will become more civically engaged than people who haven’t done 

any. Then, when they step into university that civic engagement will continue over in one 

fashion or another if not simply as civic awareness, which means that when they do post-

secondary Service-Learning they would be so much further ahead than students for whom 

Service-Learning was only begun in university.  

I think the challenge is to try to find the year where Service-Learning can be both a diag-
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nostically educational experience, not just an experience, but a diagnostic education—

that’s why we use the word ‘Service-Learning’ and not just ‘service’—but also not burden 

the student unduly. Fourth year is, for me, the dream year, as it would be for any prof, 

because the students are so mature. In fourth year, I hope you found this too, we are a 

community of scholars. It is not ‘I know and you don’t’. That’s what you do in first year. So 

there’s a lot of, hopefully, lateral exchange. The dilemma in fourth year is that there is just 

so much on people’s plates that unless they resolve to realize that there’s no such thing 

as Christmas holidays and there’s no such thing as reading week in your fourth year, since 

you’re working right through them, I can see a lot of backup, and I am seeing this now with 

these students. It’s not just this year’s students; it’s all the years I’ve done Service-Learn-

ing. I guess we’ve been doing this for five years now and what goes by the board—while 

they’re doing Service-Learning—is that none of their readings get done for weeks! 

The point of Service-Learning is that it’s not intended to be a pure academic addition to 

your theory of, say, politics. Most courses in our department teach a theoretical perspec-

tive and that’s about it. You’re not asking professors to say ‘Look I’ve been there; I’ve 

walked the talk; I’ve been on the front lines’ and so on. The point of service learning really 

is to provide the student with really practical experience, and in my opinion 80% of the 

students I will be teaching will never end up in a university doing post-graduate work, or 

doing a PhD or even getting a university position. They’re going to end up in the commun-

ity, working for politicians, working for the public service, working for advocates, work-

ing for corporations, giving them policy advice. Their stock and trade is: “I can read the 

political machinery; I can read multiple stakeholders; and I can give you policy advice on 

how to appropriate that”. So it’s smart advice that’s full of small steps; it’s advice that’s full 

of a long-term view. It’s advice that never uses the term “must” as in “Minister, you must do 

this” and so on.  I would have lost my job on that. For me that’s the big advantage of Ser-

vice-Learning because people can watch incremental change happening on the ground 

rather than sit with an academic inside a comparatively isolated environment. Currently in 

our Faculty, with two thousand courses, only twelve have a Service-Learning component. 

We need more CCPs and Service-Learning.
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What traits do you most admire in a policymaker?

Depends on who you mean by “policymaker”?  In terms of policy person in public service, 

to my mind, the most important traits are creativity, analytic ability, ability to link the dots 

among issues and ability to see the big picture.  Creative policy analysts are crucial in be-

ing able to think outside the box and find solutions to problems that are not obvious.  This 

requires strong analysis and reliance on evidence.  An analyst who is stuck in a narrow 

rut solving simple problems is not much use.  However, a good policymaker is someone 

who can see the relationships among issues and the implications of doing nothing, of 

undertaking alternative policy options and the consequences of decisions taken.  More-

over, someone who can work collaboratively is someone who can get things done and 

will solve problems in a way that will be more successful than someone who cannot.

Among political policymakers, I have always admired those who were open to ideas, 

understood the value of analysis and who understood their value added as being “pol-

itics”.  Politics is a good thing.  And adding a political value to judgments about policy 

leads to better policy.

The Lefebvre Austruther Maingy Questionnaire
Mel Cappe

Lefebvre Austruther 
Maingy

Lefebvre Austruther Maingy 
was a Canadian federal civil 
servant circa 1885. Little is 
known about him, but if we 
could travel back in time, we 
would ask him the following 
questions.

The Maingy
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What traits do you most admire in a politician?

As noted above, I admire politicians who want to add value and who know what their job 

is and what their job is not.  I like politicians who challenge their bureaucrats and who are 

demanding.  I like politicians who are decent people and treat others with respect.  And I 

like those who know what they don’t know.

What traits do you most despise in a policymaker?

Despise is a strong word.  But I don’t like policymakers who think they know it all.  I am 

not impressed with people who have simple answers to complex problems.  And I hate it 

when people jump to conclusions before asking the right questions.

What traits do you most despise in a politician?

Same.  I would add that I despise people with answers before they ask questions.

What advice would you give a young policymaker?

Look for opportunities to make a difference.  Make progress with small steps.  Focus on 

the good and don’t hold out for the perfect.  Know what risks to take.  Find a good mentor 

and ask, but don’t necessarily follow their advice.  Use your analytic ability.  Solve prob-

lems.

Who is your favourite author?

Hard to have just one.  I was going to be glib and say GOD for the Bible, or Lefebvre 

Austruther Maingy for his memoranda, but you ask a serious question and it deserves a 

serious answer.  In fact, my “favourite” changes over time.  But today, I would say it was 

David Remnick.  I like his New Yorker articles (where he is editor) and his “The Life and 

Rise of Barak Obama” and “Lenin’s Tomb”.   For fiction, I have too many, but am now 

reading Linden McIntyre’s “The Bishop’s Man” and it is brilliantly written.  I like Liz Hay 

and Rohintyn Mistry.  I also like Henning Mankel for the beach.  But we are just scratch-

ing the surface here.

What’s your idea of happiness?

Happy and healthy family.
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What do you hate the most?

Simpletons and simplificators.

What is your present state of mind?

At peace.

What is your favourite food?

Junk.

What is your favourite drink?

Scotch and water, no ice.

What talent do you wish you had?

The ability to see through people’s prevarication and façade and understand what people 

really meant to say.  I am far too straight forward and not subtle in my reading of what 

people really meant.  Why did you ask that question?  What did you mean?

Who most inspires you?

My three year old grandson and his joy of life and how he brings joy to others.

If you could make one overnight change in government, what would it be?

During an election campaign?  Come on.

Alright, it would be to move from a constitutional parliamentary based monarchy to me 

being King.  Oh, I would be benevolent.  Despotic, but benevolent.  


