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Tht' central objective ol this aricle is 1o describe and explain recent
changes in federalisim and imtergoverimmental pelations in Canaca at the
bhegnmng of the twenp-first century, "Executive federalism™ or “lederal-
|H'H\'i!l['iil| Tli[lltlll'l'.ll'."i “has 1“”;,-!r heen considered the "l“ﬁ”i”ﬂ characterisue
ol Canaddian nuergovernmental relatnons, with its combination ol federalism
and Westminsterssivle cabinet government.

In recentyears, there have been some imporaant changes in the condae
ol Tederahism and intergovernmental relations in Canada,  Executive
lederalism has been increasingly informed by a setof practices that we call
“collaborauve federalism™ characterized mare by the principle of co-
deternmnanon of broad mational policies than by either the Ontnwieled
t.tiili.){'liLli\'t' Lescleralisim of the |un.t~"+-"»'mlfl War 11 |,u-;';|u| o1 the more
competitive federalism ol Later periods. While co-determination in the
Canadian context generallv involves the two orders of goverpment working
together as equals, i can also entail provincial and tersitorial governments
taking the initiative on their own=acting collecnively in the absence ol ihe
federal government—o lormube national |m]il v Adberents of collaboranve
lederalism (mosdy provinctal governments acd dieir supporters) vies (he
governance ol Canada as a parimership between two equal, autonomaouns.
and mterdependentorders of government that jouly decide national polics.
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Although Otawa does not generally share this view of the nature of the
national policymaking process, in several ol the cases ited below, the federal
government has been  drawn into a process that is premised on this
assumption.'

Alter summarizing developments within Canadian federalism since World
War I, we describe the emergent pattern and explain its origing, funcuons,
and practices. We conclude with an assessment and evaluation. How does
this pattern differ from past practice of intergovernmental relations: low
robust is it; is it likely to be extended to additional policy areas; and what are
its consequences for effective and democratic policy-making?

TRENDS IN INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Several caveats should be made clear at the outset, We are not positing @
dramatic break with the past; the distinctive pattern that we describe has its
roots in what preceded it. There is much continuity in the evolving patterns
ol intergovernmental relations. The subject does not lend aselt 1o
analytically distinct ideal types. nor is there a single pattern ol
intergovernmental relations. Iuvaries according to level (with first ministers’
relationships most dominated by strategic and status concerns) and
according to issue area.  In some areas, a tradition of cooperation has
developed: in others, mistrust dominates the relationship. The rhetoric of
“trust”and “cooperation.” found in modern intergovernmental agreements
often reflects aspirations rather than reality. Furthermore. despite the
growth ol collaboration, the institutions of intergovernmental relations 11
Canada remain, compared with some other federations, relanvely ad hoc
and under isttntonahized,

The ooltution of Intergoiernmental Relations Since World War 11

As Canada has evolved, so have intergovernmental relatons.”  In the
two decades alter the end of World War 11, the intergovernmental agenda
was focused on the construction of the Canadian welfare state. This project
deeply engaged lederal institutions because, while most al its major elements
lay within provincial jurisdiction, much of the policy design and funding
came from Onawa, Nevertheless, the system adapted to these new voles tor
government with few changes in the formal distribution of power. The key
policy instrument was the federal spending power, cxemplilied by the
proliferation of shared-cost programs.  Governments were relatively
decentralized, and close professional relationships developed among
provineial and federal officials and ministers within specilic policy areas.
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“Cooperative federalism™ made the Canadian welfare state possible. while
considerably influencing its timing and its design.’

Dunng the 1960s, the conntry moved o a different phase. Quebec's
Quict Revolution unleashed a progressive natonalism that wransformed
Quebec and challenged traditonal assumptions abow Canadian federalism.
This proloundly altered the intergovernmental agenda, placing the
Constitunnon at is heart. The growth of the public sector at both levels
meant that governments were increasingly likely to bump into one another
in the execution of their mandates and in the pursuit of their political
ambitions.  Each order of government moved into new areas of public
concern, with few constututional constraints to hold them back. Moreover,
by the 1970s, a growing regionalism, particularly in the West, and an
mcereasing assertiveness in the English-speaking provinees as their budgets
and bureaucracies grew relative 1o those of the federal government, added
to the pressure, Pierre Trudeau's assumption of the prime ministership in
1968 sharpenced the ideological conllict between Quebec City and Ouawa,
and between Ottawa and several western capitals, Provinces were less and
less prepared to defer 1o federal leadership,. The cooperative federalism of
the 1950s was supplanted by @ more competitive dynamic.

Federal-provincial conflict came to a head in the early 1980s, On two key
issues—the Constitution and energy policy=the lederal government, led by
Pierre Trudeau, challenged both Quebee nationalism and western
regionalism.  The lederal government’s National Energy Progvan (NEP)
anclits determination to patriate the Constitution with or without provineial
consent had an explosive eftect on intergovernmental relations.

These two initiatives Torced fundamentally different visions of the
countnv=Ottawa-centered. provincecentered, and Quebec-centered=into
painful public debate: they divided the country regionally, and posed difficuls
(questions about the character of Canada's political communities and the
role of governments in defiming and shaping them. Moreover, these conflios
chidlenged the stns and self-image of governments and political leaders,
framing the issues in zerossum werms in circumstances in which none of the
partcipants could aflord o lose. The public was drawn into these battles,
al the beginning as a resource tor the bhatding govermnment actors and, later,
A8 o particaapant inoats own right.

By the mid-eighties, the intergovernmental agenda had changed once again.
Building an elecroral coalinon that mcloded all sections of the country, the
Progressive Conservative government of Brian Mulroney promised a new era
ol lederal-provincial harmony and cooperation. The NEP was dismantled;
provinces were closely consulted i the government’s nugor policy initiative,
the negotiation ol a lrec-rade agrecment with the United State; and provingial
governments were at first insulated from federal eftorts ar catting national

bt e Bearnrtvinge Pedderadovm ard the Wellroe Ntiste oo Ui, 2ol eal 8 omireal Mot .i_“-l_!lll': v e e s
Mress, 18KT Y



52 Publius /Spring 2002

spending. Mulroney's major achievement was to secure the agreement of
all Canadian governments to the Meech Lake Constitutional Accord (1987),
designed to bring Quebee back into the “constitutional family™ by according
recognition ol its distinet status within Canada.

Toward the end of this period, however, the Mulroney government made
a series of decisions that contradicted its emphasis on regional equity and
its commitment to intergovernmental collaboration, thus undermining
[ederal-provineial harmony and accentuating inter-regional rivalries.”

Citizen opposition to executive federalism grew during this period. The
passionate debates surrounding patriation and the adoption of a Charter
of Rights and Freedoms in 1981-1982 had fundamentally changed attituees
toward the Constitution; no longer was it a matter of governments sorting
out jurisdiction; now it was about citizens and their rights. 1f this was so,
then what right did “cleven men in suits™ have 1o shape the Canadian
Constitution? However, the negotiation of the Meech Lake Accord
exemplified the old patern of executive federalism. It was developed in
secret, among heads of government, with the public deliberately excluded.
Only Robert Bourassa's federalist Quebec government referred the draft
agrecment to the legislature before it was signed in final form. Despite the
support of virtually all Canadian elites, a ground swell of public opposition
paved the way for its defeat in 1990.” Two years later, alter a process that did
attempt to engage citizens more directly, another intergovernmen Ll
agreement, the Charlottetown Constitutional Accord, was defeated in a
national referendum.” Governments came under intense pressure o make
their relationships more open, transparent, and participatory.  Several
provinces passed legislation to require popular approval of future
constitutional changes. Citizen mobilization on day-to-day intergovernmental
relations since then has been much more muted, but governments have
had to take account of the demand for trransparency and accountability as
they have moved toward the more collaborative model.

A second consequence of the constitutional failures of this pertod was
the realization that fundamental constitutional change was probably beyond
reach. With the fatigue and frustration that [ollowed yet another failure,
political Teaders and citizens turned away from such inherently divisive
exercises (o focus on “making the federation work.” finding solutions
through the informal adaptation of what had already proved a highly flexible
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regime, rather than through constitutional change.”  This was a major
unpetus for the move toward a more collaborative model.

Dutergovernmental Relations After Charlottetown

Changes in governments and political leadership along with fiscal
pressures also contributed to the shift. I 1993, Jean Chretien and the
Liberals took office in Ounawa, Chrétien is a pragmatic politician who had
been burned by the Constitution in the past and whose every instinet was to
govern in a low-key. practical, step-by-step fashion. eschewing ideology or
dramatic gestures. In 1994, the Parti Quebécois (PQ) under Jacques
Parizeau took power in Quebec City, displacing the federalist Liberals, This
set the stage tor the drama of the 1995 referendum on sovereignty and
sourcd mtergovernmental relatons. The PQ had hitde interest in working
with other governments. It would take whatever was available, and complain
about the alleged injustices visited upon Quebec, but would decline 1o
partcipate in the management of the alfairs of the federanon While Lucien
Bouchard, Parizean’s successor as Quebec premier, showed greater interest
i working with his provincial colleagues. the basic posture of minimal
pParticipation was sustained, as 1 has been with the resignation of Bouchard
and the accession to the Quebec premicership of Bernard Landry in 2000

Change was also occuring in the other provinees. Alberta Premier Ralpl
Klein., elected in 1992, initiated the war against big government with his
soctal democratic New Democratic Party peers in neighboring Saskatehewan
not far behind. In 1995, a Conservative government., led by Mike Harris.
took power m Ountarno, committed o a “Commaon Sense Revolution™ witl
dramatic cutbacks, deregulation, and restructuring ol government. Both
Harris and Klem initally focused on a provincial agenda: they had liule
mterest in developments elsewhere in Canadi. Both soon discovered tha
no lest minister can ignore mtergovernmental concerns, and that citizens
angered by policy change within the provinee could and would wrn 1o
Ottawa o protect thew mterests.” Success on their domestic agendas
demanded some basic changes in how the federal system operated.

By the TOY0s, the polines ol fiscal delicies was also driving the shift 1o g
new model ol intergovernmenal relations, There wias now a broad publi
and governmental consensus that public sector debt was oo high, that
deficits had o be eliminated, and that the pam associared with bringing
lederal and provineial linances under control would have to be borne. All
governmments began 1o address these liscal concerns, with some mix ol cost-
cutting, revenue generation, privatization, etficiency measures, and
{llm‘llltiiliﬂ1l:..,',|.“'
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Central 1o Ouawa's deficit-reduction strategy was what might be called
the exercise of the Tederal spending power in reverse. Utihzing this “dis-
spending power,” the federal government in 1995 substantially reduced its
transfers to the provinces for social programs (a reduction trom $18 billion
o 2 floor of $11 billion, later adjusted 1o $12.5 billion, in lederal support
for health care, social assistnce, and higher education). Federal transters
under these programs were rolled into the new Canada Health and Social
Transter (CHST), which promised greater freedom from federal conditions
(though those under the Canada Health Act remained, as did the
prohibition against restricting social assistance on the basis of residency).

The broad national consensus on the magnitude of the fiscal erisis meant
that these actons did not occasion the intense intergovernmental conllict
that might have been expected in other circumstances. The criticism were
muted relative 1o the damage being inflicted on provincial budgets, though
as deficit pressures cased in the late 19905, demands intensilied for a
restoration ol ecarlier funding levels. Second, Otawa's power over the
provinces, and certainly its legitimacy, were reduced along with the reduction
in Oscal ransters. 1 Omawa was no longer paving the piper. what righi chid
it have to call the tune? Third, the federal cuts fostered a wave of “secondary
downloading”—veductions in the transfers from provinces o thenr agencies
(Lo, hospitals, municipalities, universities, colleges, social agencies, schools,
and the like), and ultimately 1o citizens. The elfects of Tederal-provincial
relations thus reverberate throughout Canadian society. The net effect ol
this experience (e, federal cuts, downsizing the country’s social, health,
and educational svstems, and coping with the full bruntol the public anxiety
and opposition that this entailed) was 1o invest the provincial governmenis
with a stronger sense of their autonomy, their responsibility. and thenr nighi
to juege, within their spheres ol jurisdiiction, what the natonal as well as

the o wittcial interest I't‘quil't'ﬁ."

THE EMERGENCE OF COLLABORATIVE FEDERALISM

[hese developments set the stage lor the strengthening ol “collaborative
federalism,” the process by which national goals are achieved, not by the
(ederal governmment acting alone or by the federal government shaping
provincial hehavior throngh the exercise of s spending power, bun by some
or all of the 11 governments and the territories acting collecuvely,
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[t can take two forms. The firstis collaboration among federal, provineial,
and territonal governments (FPT in the current Canadian intergovernmental
[argorl, sceking an appropriate batance between federal, provincial, and
territorial roles and responsibilities. FPT is based on the premise thar all
these governments possess strong lscal and junsdictional tools and that as a
result of this mterdependence, effective policy depends on coordination
among them. The second is collaboration among provincial and territorial
governments (PT), with Ottawa on the sidelines, This is based on the view
that under the constitution, health, welfare, and education are provineial
jurisdictions. "National™ policies and standards in these areas, therelore,
are matters for provinees to decide wogether; the central government does
not have 1o do it This development of some aspects of patonal policy
through agreements reached among antonomous but associated actors
(provinces and territories) introduced an element of “contederalism”™ into
the Canadian system.

The collaborative model i1s also an alternative 10 constitutional change.
Manv ol the assues unresolved i the fatlures of Meech Lake and
Charlottetown have re-emerged in the intergovernmental arena-the
ceonomic unon, the social nmon, “who does what™ junisdictionally, and
the spending power. Now, rather than being expressed in the
uncompromising language ol constitutional chauses, and enforced by the
courts, they are to he expressed as intergovernmoental “Accords,”
‘Declaranons.” and "Framework Agreemens.”

The first concrete example ol this was the Agreement on Internal Trade
(AIT)." When Charlotetown was defeated, Ouawa’s hopes to clarily and
extend 1ts powers with respect to the economic union went down with .
The Tederal government thervefore mitated mualubaeral negotiations with
the provinaal governments designed 1o reduce internal barriers 1o the
mabihity of goods, capual. people, and services in Canada. First ministers
signed the AT in 1989, and it was implemented in fuly 149495, Although its
structure and content mirror the approach of imternational agrecments
such as the North American Free Trade Agrecment (NAFTA), 11 is 4 non-
binding political arrangement; it contains, for example, a lormal dispute-
settlement mechamsm, but its rulings do nor have legal elfecr. A new
Internal Trade Secretariat was established. but it has no significant authorin
and cinzens do not have direct access to 1. Many restrictive practices were
vrandbathered. Yet, considering the difficuliy the coungry has had in
achieving a more fullv integrated cconomic union, and provincial resistance
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to any increase in federal power over the economy, the AT is a notable
mtergovernmental accomplishment; while its substantive provisions are
weak, it s a nseful first step.’™ Tt was developed with virtually no public
involvement. Few Canadians realized the agreement was being negotiated;
[ew realize i 1s now in operaton.

The AIT reflects some important dimensions of collaborative federalism.
It demonstrates that despite its constitutional responsibility for
mterprovincial and international trade, Ottawa has neither the power nor
the legitimacy to define and enforce the Ganadian economic union on s
owil. An alternative approach—to define the rules in the constitution and
make them judicially enforceable=is also impossible. Hence, negotiated
imergovernmental collaboration became the only way 10 make progress.

[dentical forces are at work with respect to the “social union.” which also
ligured in the agenda of Charlouetown. The social union, hike the economic
union, is predicated on the idea that a delining characterisuc of a unilied
country is a shaved and common set of aspivations, standards, and norms
with respect to the basic elements of social citizenship. Aswith the ecanomic
union, two questions arise: how will common national standards be balanced
against the variations that federalism encourages, and who is going to define
and police the standards? o the case ol the soctal union, a third question
arises: how is the federal spending power=which lies at the base of Ottawa’s
(iscal transfers to the provinces and which was a crucial instrument in
constructing the welfare state—to be excrcised and how is it 1o be controlled:

In the Gace of federal retreat, the provincial governments and territories
took the initative. First ministers commissioned their ministers responsible
(or sacial adfairs to develop proposals, and an intensive period ol ministerial
and olhicial meetings followed. Thus, as they came to terms with the new
scal and |m|iﬂ realines, provinces began to work ¢ laboratively to Fishion
commaon policy approaches and undertake joint initiatives, and o present
coherent proposals to the tederal government. Their evolving consensus,
cven when confronted with the indifference or opposition of the federal
government, proved 1o be remarkably sirong, considering the diversity ol
imterests and circumstances represented around the table,

The intergovernmental discussions culminated in February 1999 when
Ottawa and all the provinces except Quebec signed the Social Union
Framework Agreement (SUFA). Thisagreement explicitly endorses Ottwa’s
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power ta spend inoareas of provincd jurisdiction. Bat this power can no
[onger he exercised unilaterally, New joint prograoms will not be introduced.
or existing ones changed, without due notice and substantial provineial
consent.  Provincial responsibility for program design and delivery is
albirmed, SUFA contains the following elements: a sttement of general
principles: a mobility provision applving to the social-palicy field:
commitiments respecting public accountabiliny and transparency; notice
provisions: rules governing the exercise ol the federal government’s
spending power: and procedures tor dispute avordance and dispuare
resoluton. The agreement is to bhe reviewed within the st three vears,
While this framework agreement is a considerable achievement ol
collaboranve federalism, it should be noted that the docament renmains
loose and general in characier, and that the proof of the agreement will he
lound in the commitment and lollow-through the participating governmenis
bhring o s mplementanon, The carly indications are not encouraging.
Intensive discussion on a wide vionens of policy Hiles continues, but there is
lintle sense of a commitment to joint problem solving,

he sovercignist government of Quebec joined the socid-tnmon
negotiations i the summer of 1998 recogmizing that i the pending
provincial election campaign. it would have some political difficnln justifving
s non=partcipation in the imergovernmental process. [t declined. however.
tosign the February 199 aprecment an the grounds thar alter heavy Tederal
pressure, the final compromise Luled o protect Quebec's right to opt o
ol new shared programs withour financial penalty as had been agreed m
carlicr provincial drafis, Quebec’s absence means that itcontinues to ngcly
tor a different detimmer, oy fetetin 1l niol constitationallv

The Soctal Union Framework Agreement s purely the prodoct of
participating govermments; it was negotiated at meetings held behimed closed
doors, and had avery low public profile ™ Ttwas not unl the February 1994
meeting of first munmisters, which concluded the agrecment, that the mene
wits bronght seriously (o the anention of Canadians, The agrecment s o
classtc example ol clite accommuodaton. The massive public mobilizioon,
vo evident in Meech Lake and Charlottetown, lad not been repeated. This
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suggests that the stakes are lower, and public engagement is less, when
governments seek accommodation outside the constitutional arena.

Despite the elitist process, the agreement does seek to respond to
democratic concerns by placing considerable emphasis on accountability,
transparency, the need to report back to Canadians about the performance
ol their social programs, and the necessity of securing ongoing input and
feedback from citizens and interested parties. Some observers regard the
citizen dimension as one of the central pillars of the agreement.'

The AIT and the SUFA are the clearest examples of the collaborative
approach. They constitute, in the words of one senior provincial official, “a
work plan for cooperation and a rulebook for competition.”” But it has
been manifest in a wide variety of other areas as well.

Health Crare

The design and funding of health care in Canada has been described as
a "political football game . . . a sophisticated one, played by professional
state butlders in a charged atmosphere in which the political and (inancial
stakes are considerably higher than they were in the past.”  Provinces
were deeply angry at the federal cuts to the CHST (the bulk of which funds
health care), while the conditions under the federal Canada Health Act
remained in force, constraining provincial efforts to experiment with
alternative forms of funding and service delivery, even as the federal share
of costs was declining rapidly. In September 2000, a First Ministers’ Meeting
agreed on some common purposes, while Ottawa agreed 1o restore a total
of 523.4 billion in funding over the next five yvears. This additional funding
was to be onan equal, per capita basis, alleviating one of the major grievances
of the wealthier provinces.

In their communiqué,™ the first ministers echoed the language of the
SUFA. They agreed on a common “Vision” of providing publicly funded
health care 1o Canadians “in a cost-effective and fair manner,” They
committed themselves to “collaborate™ in promaoting access to health care.
wellness programs, primary health care, community care, and other areas.
']"}wji.' also committed themselves 1o clear performance measurement,
accountability, and reporting to Canadians using an agreed framework and
comparable indicators.  (Significantly, this is 1o be monitored not by the
federal government, but by “independent, third party verification,”)  In
addition. as with other agreements, a prefatory note asserts that “Nothing
m this document shall be construed to derogate from the respective
governments jurisdictions,”

"Marthew Mendelson and John Melean, “Getting Engaged: Strengithemng SUFA Through Citizen
e mient,” (paper presented ar the Saskartchewan Instinote of Public Policy Conterence, Perspreetives
andd Lhrectionss Phe Saceal Uavon Framework Agveement, Reaina, 54 February 20001

Yoted in Bakvis and Skoestad, eds., Canadian Fedeoalism, pr. 11

CAntonta Mawon, "Health Care tn the New Millenoiam,” Canadinn Bedeiadiiom, eds Bakvisuiied Skogsed,
y; 101
| Canadiaen Intergovernmental Conference Secretarini=News Release Redd $OUA4038 7004, |1 Septei e
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At the same Seprember 20000 mecting, first ministers also agreed 1o work
together to promote early childhood development, commiting themselves
Lo report annually to Canadians on thetr investments and programs, develop
a sharcd [ramework for reporting results, and the like. The commitments
woere vigue and open-ended, with no lunding specified. The agreement
had been prepared during extensive discussions sinong officials andd
ministers, bt i received only hriel discussion somong the Grst ministers
themselves, Quebec signed the healith accord, hut not the communique
om early childhood developmeni ™

Lehen-Povee Training

In some pohicy areas. collaboranon is closely associated with devolution
ol responsibilities to the provinces, The clearest example s i the field ol
labor-lorce traming, an area of long-standing o anplexity hecanse imerges
the federal responsibility tor overall economic policy with provineial
juriscliction over education. In 1996, Otawa olfered 1o withdrw Irom the
Held, v would phase out its purchase of taining and apprenticeship
programs, and provinces were oltered responsibility for a wide set ol "acnuve
lahor market” programs. along with the funding related 1o them. Moreover,
[ederal emplovees now involved in these programs would move 1o the
provincial public services, The provinees were olfered the choice of
continued "co-management” or complete devolution, Biliaceral negotiations
followed, restulting i agrecment with nine provionces and ol three
lerritories.

This time, the exception was Ontario. Agrecment between itand Otawa
was frustrated by the bitter political, partisan, and ideological pivaliry between
the two governments, and the reluctance of the 101 Liberal members of
Parlionent trom Ontario o concede money and power o their provincial
arch-rvals in Torono. Fwve provinees opted for co-management (lapgels
breanse ol thelr own weak capacity to absorh the new responsibilities) and
lour for Tull devolution. Otiwa initially songht to ensure that provinges
wauld be accountable to it for the conduct of the devaolved programs, bhu
i1 the end, Ouawa agreed o allow joint federal-provineial commitiees 1o
oversee reporting and assessiment.

This case illustrates two impnrl‘.un festgres ol collabaminve tederalism,
First, often overall agreements are followed ap with o series of separatels
negotiated bilateral deals. Second, this allows for considerable asvimmetrs
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i the relationships that develop="checkerboard federalism” as Herman
Bakvis puts i.”!

The Environment

The environment is another area in which both orders of government
exercise broad jurisdiction. Despite strong misgivings by a parliamentary
committee, the opposition of leading environmental groups, and a Supreme
Court ruling that strengthened Ouawa's ability to use its criminal-law power
m environmental regulation. all governments (again except Quebec) signed
the Canada-Wide Accord on Environmental Harmonization and a set of
Sub-agreements on Canada-Wide Standards, Inspections and Environmental
Assessment™ in January 1998, The accord can be amended only with
unanimous consent, although parties can withdraw with six-months notice.
While expressing the commitment to “achieve the highest level of
environmental quality within the context of sustainable development,” the
primary emphasis is on overcoming duplication and overlapping by creating
a “one-window” set of delivery mechanisms by which any given service would
be provided by only ane order of government. The criteria for allocation
of responsibilities were to be based on such criteria as proximity and the
ability to meet client and local needs.” Thus, the federal government has
delegated most (butnot ally of its environmental regilation and assessment
activities to the provinces. A similar “harmonized, collaborative
mtergovernmental approach”™ has been adopted for other environmental
issues, such asimplementing Canada’s environmental commitments under
the Kyoto Protocol regarding climate change (in which oil- and gas-
producing provinces are deeply hostile 1o emissions standards that would
atfect these industries), and the development of national strategies to deal
with smog and acid rain. As Mark Winfield suggests, these developments
have sharply reduced intergovernmental conflict in the environmental field.
“However, their positive effects on the actual protection of the environment
have been far less clear,™ particularly in light of weak infrastructure in
some small provinces and major cuthacks in environmental enforcement
activities i others.

Treeede f’rjfirj'

nternatonal trade policy-both in respect 1o the North American Free
Trade Agreement and 1o global bodies such as the World Trade
Organization=also engage both federal and provincial interests and policies.
International commerce 15 a clear federal Jurisdiction, but (unlike in the
Linited States or Australia) . the Constitution has been interpreted to mean

TForan escellent walysis ol this case, see Hlermn Bakvis, “Checkerboard Federalisin® Labour Market
Development Policy i Canadil” Caradian Fedevatism eds. Bakvis and Skogsead, pp. 197-219.

“anadian Connerd of Ministers ol the Foaviromomenr, 1004,

“Thes amalvsis oy edeown Trosns Mk S0 Winfield, “Eavivonmennd Polioy and Federalison” Eeaiiibin
Porteratesm, vils. Tidovrs ol Skogsaul, ppe 124157,

Mlanli, 131
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llu” the tederal [rower does nol cxtend o iIH]I::hiIlj.'. the termms of
ternational agreements on the provinces when they involve provincial
[urisdicnon. As international treaties have moved bevoned tantts 1o broaeder
isstes of subsidies, procurement. and regulation ol businesses. the poteniial
mmpacts on the provinees become wider. As a result, some provinees have
called Tor direct participation i Canadian negotating teinns, most recently
i possible discussion of a4 North Amernican encrgy regime, Orawa has
refused to permit this. Nevertheless, Otawa has tiken considerable pains
toinyvolve the provinees Tully o trade policy, and 1o consult closely with
them Cand with industry) as agreements e being negotited. As Grace
Skogstad concludes, “The extensive efforts 1o build a domestic,
terprovincial consensus” has lent supportand legitimacy o the outcomes,
and has meant that indwvidual provinees are “less inclined 1o ke unilateral
clforts to secure best possible ourcomes for thew provinee at the expense
ol o cobherent natonal rade suraegy.™

Lhese wnd other examples demonsirate the vareny of torms tha
colliboration can take, and the variability of its onconies.

THE INSTITUTIONS OF COLLABORATIVE FEDERALISM

The collaborative model has had an important impact on the institations
ol imtergovernmental relations. Perhaps the most olwions is in the role
and posttion of the Annual Premiers Contervence (APC), Tnatiated at the
imstigation ol Quebec in the TO60S as Titte more than o summer retreat fon
premiers and their Gomilies, the APC has evolved into o significan
itergovernmental institution. Long overshadowed by the federal-provineial
First Ministers” Conference (FMOC), i1 bas hecome more prominent as the
requency and significance of the FMCs have dechned. Held every August
under a rotating chairmanship, this associanon of provinees has become o
tull-Hedged mtergovernmental insttanion, professionally supported by
provincial cvil servants, The APC prepares and receives position papers,
isstes communigues, and launches projects to be nndertaken by the relevinn
mindsters: it also has an on-going agenda ol work that connects one meeting
o another. The chair has assumed a substantive role as the spokesperson
for the premiers between meetings. Itwas at one of these mectings that the
social-nmion initatve was began,

[ striking contrast to the growth of the APC s the declining importance
of the FMC, The set-picce FMC, held in the Nadoal Conference Cenre,
with first mimasters sucvounded Ty phalanxes of ministers and officials, and
with a combination ol public and private meetings that were so prominent
tram the 1960s to the 19808, have recently heen absent, replaced by short
working sessions,

T rmtiomal Teadle Podiey aond © oo Fosloralsim: A Cansi e Lesaonn =" Cinilian Federaliom
eals, Pibivis anl SKogstaal, fipr. 154 |77
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Advocates of collaborative federalism have olten seen the FMC as the
pinnacle of the intergovernmental systen, resolving contlicts at the highest
level and providing direction to the network of lower level meetings, much
like the Council of Ministers in the European Union. Numerous
commentators have suggested that FMCs be made ar least annual events,
and perhaps even given constitutional status, However, few have been called
since the election of the Liberal federal government in 1993, This reflects
the federal government’s suspicion that a fully developed collaborative
model will undermine its “senior” status, that FMCs provide a plaifform lor
political attacks on Ottawa, and that they elevate premiers from provincial
politicians to national decision-makers. The weak presence ol the FMO s
one reason why the APC has taken on such an important role,

Another institutional forum that is assuming much greater importance
is the ministerial council, sometimes federal-provincial, sometimes purely
provincial. Such councils have existed for many years. Recently, however,
their numbers have increased, they have become more institutionalized,
and have played a more formal role in carrying out mandates assigned by
first ministers. They have become the workhorses of the system. assuming
a central role in the policy process, including, in some cases, developing
close relationships with related interest groups. Councils now exist lor
minisiries concerned with social-policy renewal, lorestry, transportation,
education, and the environment, Other groupings of ministers go by names
such as Torums, comminees, and meetings of “Mimsters Respomsible.” Some
mecet regularly, others on an ad hoc hasis,

The Provincial  Territorial Council on Social Policy Renewal has been
particularly active. Acting under the instructions of the premiers, sectoral
ministers and officials developed position papers and fashioned strategies
for the consideration of the premiers and in preparation for federal-
provincial discussion, The council was instrumental in developing SUFA,
and it will play an important role in helping to make it work,

A key question in this process is the legal and pohitcal status of
imtergovernmental agreements. Many of the most important lederal-
provincial arrangements are not in fact formal contracts, though they may
later be enshrined in federal and provincial legislation.  lhe
intergovernmental agreements themselves, however, are not legally binding
or enlorceable. This was made clear in a recent Supreme Court Judgement
that rejected a provincial appeal against a change in federal policy by
asserting the supremacy ol the government’s accountability to Parliament.
Taken toits lunit, the logic ol collaboration unplies that governments should
be legally bound by intergovernmental accords and that they should be
accountiable 1o each other. However, this is a major challenge in the
Canadian constitutional system, which requires that each government be
responsible to its own legislature and that governments cannot bind future
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legislatures, Thus, there is a deep tension between the logic of collaborative
intergovernmentalism and the logic of responsible parlinmentary
government.

ASSESSING THE PATTERN
OF COLLABORATIVE FEDERALISM

Although the contentand specilicity ol intergovernmental processes and
agreements vary widely, our review of several recent examples displays some
conmmon threads.

* The equality between provinees and Ottawa s underlined Iy
the fact that most councils and mectings are co-chaired by a
leederial and a provincial minister.

* The northern territories of Canada=Yukon, the North Wesi
Territory, and the newly established Nunavui—are now integrated
with the provinces. Meetings are Federal / Provineial / Territorial
or Provincial /Territorial despite the fact that the terrtaries
remain constitutional olfspring of the federal government. This
cvolution oward provincial status has evoked remarkably lile
comment, even though it has some potendal for changing the
dynamic of intergovernmental relations because three more
voices are added 1o the six smaller and poorer provinees.

* The relanve absence of Quebec. Usnallv iis representanves
participate i meetings, but the Quebec government has
disassociated msell brom some of the agreements. Quehec's
position is that helds like educatnon, wellare, and health are
exclusive arcas ol provincial jurischcnon, and that the abihiy ol
the federal government to spend monev in such arcas is
Hegitimate.  For Quebec, natonal standards and norms
cmerging trom antergovernmental consensus are little better i
principle than federal umilateralism. 1t is remarkable. however,
that successive indeépendantiste premiers of Quebec have been
able o develop effective working relationships with their fellow
premuces despite the fundamental difference over Canada’s
future.

* Most agreements stress that the formal constitutional powers
assigned 1o governments remain unchanged: the goal is 1o
exercise these powers “in a coordinated manner.”

* Mimmmizing duphcation and overlapping in order to achieve
greater elficiency and cost saving are universal themes,

* Consistent with the doctrine of the *New Public Managemem,”
agreements emphasize the need to share “hest practices.” 1o
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develop performance indicators, and o monitor results, This s
most evideno m the text of SUFA,

* [ramework agreements reached among all governments are
olten lollowed by individually negotated bilareral agreements
or hy additional sub-agreements.

* All agreements pay lip service to the need lor greater
transparency and for clearer lines of citizen accountability in
intergovernmental relations, but citizen access o the dispute-
settlement mechanisms ol the AIT and SUFA remain very limited.

* An increasing number ol agreements explicitly acknowledge
the need 1o “engage stake holders™ and 1o “build linkages 1o
other structures in the broad social and economic
environment,"™

While these developments reflect a greater degree of institutionalization
in Canadian intergovernmental relations, itis important not to exaggeralte
the change. Compared 1o Germany or the European Union, for example,
Canadian intergovernmental relations remain highly fluid and ad hoe. The
process has no constitutional or legislative base, little backup by bureancrats
linked to the success of the process rather than to individual governments.
no formal decision-rules, and no capacity for authoritative decision-making.
This means that the scope or extent of intergovernmental relations remains
heavily dependent on whether the first ministers, especially the prime
minister, find it advantageous or not. The system in this sense is fragile.™

[tis far too carly to Judge the success of this new model. Indeed, different
actors may define “success” very differently. For some, the process nsell
might constitute success if it leads to more cooperation and less
intergovernmental conflict.. There is strong public opinion evidence that
suggests citizens want not more or less powers forany order of government,
but “an end to the wrangling” between them.

For provinces, especially the more assertive ones, such as Ontario, Alberta,
and British Columbia, success will be measured chiefly by their ability 1o
wrestle the inttative from Ottawa, limit Otawa’s ability to “intrude” on their
programs and priorities, and increase their autonomy in shared junisdictuons.
For smaller, poorer provinces, autonomy will be less impaortant than ensuring
the continued Mow ol federal dollars. Quebec, on the evidence, approaches
the emerging pattern with deep reservations, seeing advantages to the extent
that it provides allies in their bid to consirain the government of Canada, bul
feartul that the extension of collaboratve tedevalism might simply replace

S dise pssaon o FoLeshie Seidle, “Execontive Fedevaliso and Pabilic Involyement: Totegratmg Citieen s
Vonces, Tpaper presented oo the Confterence on Phe ¢ hnging Natire of Demorrary aved Fedevalivm in Canidn,
Winnipeg, 1 Apnl 2000)

T s s also the case inanother parhamentany tederanon, Masiralie. There o highly promising exercee
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Ottawa's oversight and direcuon with the collective oversight and direction
ol the English-speaking provinces. The SUFA iy scen less as a provineial
constraint on the federal spending power than as a re-affirmation of it

Success for Otawa hies in s abiliny 1o retain s imfluence and visibiliy,
particularly in an era of budget surpluses. It seeks to naintain links to
citizens by providing benefits directly to them rather than indivectly through
the provinees. Indeed, some of the Factors that initially led Ottawa to accepr
collaboratve federalism have now changed, In the 19908, Ontawa was Liced
with @ hscal crisis that forced i, like 1t or not, to withdraw massively from
many policy areas, including the devolution of both costs and responsibility
to the provinces. At the same time, in the aftermath ol the "near-death”
cxperence of the 1995 Quebee referendunt, Ottawi was anxious Lo
demonstrate s commitment to cooperation. By the new century, with large
fiscal surpluses (at least for the moment) . with successive election victories,
with noviable opposition on the horizon, and with a slow but steady decline
in support for Quebec sovereignty, Otawa appears less prepared o take o
back seat to the provinces and more concerned 1o reassert its presence in
the lives of Canadians. Clearly, this activist impulse will he shaped by the
[all out trom the tragedy of 11 September 2001, On one hand, a slowing
ceonomy may be pushed farther woward recession. thos reducing Onawa's
scope for acuon; on the other handd, the rise of security issues to the top of
the national agenda puts the focus squarelv on matters Lalling clearly within
lederal jurisdiction.

[n general, most governments take a pragmatic approach 1o
collaboration. Most seek 1o maximize their freedom of action and 1o
mintmize external constraints, fiscal or regulatory: some—especially the
liscally weaker jurisdictions—will be prepared to trade off some autonomy
in return for adequate and stable financial assistance. Both Oawa and
the provinces will continue 1o guard their turl and o exploit every
opportunity to win credit and avoid blame. This historic dvnamic of
executive lederalism has not changed, and it is a major reason why the
collaborative model is so Tuid and ad hoc. Successful collaboration depends
on high levels of mutual trust among the participanms and on their
internalization ol us implicit norms. Instead, there is some indication of
considerable eynicism among officials at both levels with respect 1o the
rhetorical promises of collaboration.

"Success” will he defined very differently by those groups and by citizens
not concerned with federalism or the reliative status of governmments, but
rather with substantive policy and its outcomes.  They will ask: does this
process enhance or impede the achievement of the policy objectives we are
terested inz - Answers will vary, of course, depending on the group in
question. To the extent that governments can achieve together what none



66 Publius /Spring 2002

could do separately, 1o the extent that they can coordinate into a single
whole policies and programs at all levels, and to the extent that the costs
and frustrations ol overlap and duplication can be reduced, then
collaborative federalism serves all Canadians. Moreover, 1t suggests a
reasonable way 1o balance the inevitable tension between national norms
and standards on the one hand, and the desire to respond to the specitic
needs, circumstances, and preferences of different provincial communities
on the other.

However, there are many potential costs to the collaborative model that
have been well described in the literature on the European Union. The
“joint decision trap” emerges when autonomous, interdependent actors
committed 1o consensns decision-making seek 1o make decisions, The time
and cost of coordination can escalate; solutions may be avoided or simply
express the lowest common denominator™ The political and institutional
concerns of the actors—for status and recognition, to win credit and avoid
blame—can dominate the substantive issues themselves. None of these
cdilemmas is resolved easily.™

Perhaps the most acute challenge contronting collaborative federalism,
as with executive federalisim in general,™ is the need to meet the democralic
expectations of citizens.  These expectations appear (o outpace the very
limited advances that have been made to democratize the process, and there
is nothing in the process of collaborative federalism that will make this task
anv casier. Keith Banting, noting that federalism values and democratc
values are often in tension, claims that Canadian social-policy discussion since
World War IT is marked by “the strongest form of intergovernmentalism-the
co-determination model.” He warns that it is “worth remembering the
democratic critique of such potent intergovernmentalism.™"
observer, Roger Gibbins, argues that collaborative models would, "at least at
the margins, reduce the role and elfectiveness of legislatures, of politucal
parties, elections, interest groups and the public. They would promote

Another

government that is less accountable, and in that sense. less democratic.” The
combination of decentralization and intergovernmentalism “moves decisions
out ol legislatures and into fora relatively insulated from public pressure,
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partisan debate and electoral combat,™ Many others, in Canada and
clsewhere, express similar views.

Many Canadian interest groups and movements—notablv those associated
with social policy and the environment™ =have historically looked 1o federal
leadership, believing the provinees lack ¢ither the resources or the political
will to take a leading role. They worry about a possible “rush to the bottom.”
Henee, they tend 1o be skeptical of the collaboranve model, secing it as
inherently decentralizing.,  In a carefully argued rebuttal, Alain Noel
disagrees. He notes that there are "conservative and progressive arguments
on both sides of the centralizanon “decenualizaton debate™ aned thaa “The
Canadian wellare state became better anchored than the American one.
largely because Canada was a more decentralized federation.” He concludes:
"Betting everything on elites and on central intervention is not only poor
theorviitis also bad politics for the left,™"

A Tinal line ol criticism sees collaborative federalism as little more than a
“cartel of elites,” in which federal and provincial governments manage the
system i order to serve thenr own imterests, while Freesang out crazen and
group mterests. In this view, the danger is that some of the primary virtnes
ol adederal systenm—innovation, experimentation, varien, and competition—
will be lost in an over-zealous search for harmonmzation, consistency, anid
agreement, ™

COLLABORATIVE FEDERALISM: HOW DURABLE?

[s the pattern of collaborative federalisim likely 1o be a durable feature ol
the Canadian federation? Some observers believe that it was at root simply
a response to the growing hiscal incapacity ol the lederal government and
that it will rapidly disappear with Otrawa’s return 1o financial health.
Certainly, the Government ol Canada’s budgets of 1999 and 2000-11ush
with new revenues—seemed to suggest a return to an carlier period in which
Ortawa used s resources to impose conditions on transfers 1o the provinees
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and to bolster its public visibility by transterring funds directly o ciizens
Cas in its “Millennium Scholarship™ program) tather than through provincial
governments,  Past experience has shown that the federalism ol public
alfluence can be at least as contlictual as the federalism of fiscal restriunt.

Moreover, there is some evidence that the emphasis on cooperation and
collaboration may often be little more than rhetoric. It has not yet become
fully internalized in the way lederal and provineial politicians and olficials
think about each other. Indecd, even though the SUFA and other
agreements are (ull of commitments 1o “consultaton,” *collaboration,”
“trust,” and other such sentments, the reality often seems to be high levels
of mutual distrust and deep unwillingness 1o accepl constraints on one'’s
[recdom ol action. This is much more evident at the level ol fivst ministers
and their central agencies than itis among line ministers and officials, who
are more hkely to share policy goals and politncal constituencies,
[ntergovernmental relanons have many of the characteristics ol two-level
games, in which the participants must respond to two andiences. Yes. there
are olten strong incentives to collaborate, but equally olten. these are
trumped by the more immediate incentives of winning support on one's
home turl. The final barcier to a deeper institntionalizaton ol collaboratye
federalisi remains the logic of responsible government in a Westminster
svstent,  Governments must remain accountable 1o their legislatures: they
cannol he accountable 1o others. Hence, governments may exchange
imformation, bargain, cajole, persuade, threaten, and even agree an an
mtergovernmental conference, but they cannot bind each other.

Yet there are reasons to helieve that collaboratve federalism will reman
a featire ol the scene in the future. One s that Canadiuans consistently rate
cooperation among their governments as an impovtant ohjective:
collaborative federalisim in Canada emerged in part in response to that
demand. Another is that earlier approaches based on lederal leadership
and i1s use ol the spending power are no longer as [easible as they once
were. Indeed, Ouawa, recognizing that the game has changed, has made
commitments sharply limiting its [reedom to actin the old ways. A third is
that the achievements of collaborative federalism—the AT and the Social-
Union Framework Agreement chief among them—=make it more likely that
the procedure will be followed in the Tuture. There is now some momentum
behind the approach. Federal and provincial oflicials report that SUFA is
increasingly being factored into the calculations of public administrators
and interest groups. A fourth reason is that the provinces and territortes
have learned that they can make significant progress by setiing their own
agenda and working among themselves, The inter-provincial dynaumic is a
counterpoint to the lederal-provincial relationship that classically defined
intergovernmentalism in Canada. The institutionalization of the Annual
Premiers Conference and ministerial councils adds administrative muscle
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e this development, A flth reason is that govermments have found tha
they can achieve accommodations through collaboranon on substantive
pohiey that are nmpossible (o achieve in the consttitonal foranm.

Morve generally, the evolunion of the Canadian federation over the Last
Fonn decades hias been substantially defined by two powertul forees: nation-
binlehing 0 Quebec and province-building elsewhere, Both lorces have
Wi o major impact on the government of Canacka aned ies ability to call the
uergovermnmental shos. Although it has by no means been o zero-sum
came, the maturing of provincal governments has altered the balance ol
power within Conlederation and has redefined the nuanner iy which Otawa
can seck o achieve s objecnves. Collaboranve Tederalism s logically
o the broad development of Conlederation durng the last four decades,

To say that collaborative federalism is likely 1o he o leature of
intergovermmental velatons i the furare s not 1o sav that i will be the
oty game in rown, Many of the things that mater most 1o Canadians—and
thevelore 1o the Tederal govermmene=tall broadly within provincial
jurischeton. Provinces often act quite mdependently of cach other, and
when there is coordination or parvallel policy development, immay he a resaly
ol the need to respond tosimilar problems or pressures, o sumply emulation
al others” examples, rather than the result of explicit discnssion and
dgrecment. To the extent thar Otiewa's hreedom ol action s constrained
when it enters into collaboration with provinces, i will seek other approaches
where s abiliy 1o act will be unimpeded. Forexample in the futime. Ottawa
might exploit every opportunine to take imitiatives in the social-policy field
viae the tax system or by means ol direct grants to individuals and
organizatons. An example ol the first, using the taxosystem, is the Child
Tax Credit, although this inmtiative was the product af federal-provineial
cooperation: an example of the divect grant approach s Ortawa's
Millennium Scholarship Fund, a controversial nndertaking, paricularly in
Cuebec, While the pursuit of these alternatives does not. ol conrse, permil
O to avord all political controversy it puts i in a frecr position in which
(S capacity to act is pot subject o the will of dhe provinces. Otawi will
collaborite when it feels it has to: so will the provinees,

CONCLUSION

Collubavative federalism alsao needs (o be set m the larger context af
multilevel governance in Canada. Tt will become inereasingly necessary o
look to the role of local, territorial. and Aboriginal governmenms and then
imtertface with provincial. national, and imternational instiiutions. This artiele
has lollowed a standard Canadian pattern: mumcrpalities have not igured
preatly in our analysis. This is so not only because mumcipalities have no
imdependent constitutional status, but also because provinees tend 1o control
the structure and powers ol local governnments tnghitly, robbing the very
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governments that are closest to the citizen and the most involved with the
quality of their daily lives of much of their potential dynamism and vitality,
This has occurred at a time when cities and city regions are the centers of
economic and cultural innovation, are increasingly multeultural, and, in
many cases, arc increasingly linked o national and international networks
rather than to their provincial hinterlands. En riching democratic
multigovernance must involve them,.

[n addition, Canada is experimenting with yet other institutional forms
outside the traditional tederal-provincial-municipal framework. Canada'’s
northern territories are acting more and more like provinces than federal
protectorates. The creation of the new territory of Nunavut, its population
made up largely of Inuit people, is Canada’s first full de Jacto experiment
with Aboriginal self~government. Aboriginal peoples elsewhere in Canada
are also seeking to define their own models of sell-government. They too
will become players in a multigovernance world.

Finally, Quebec has been a relatively minor character in the development
ol collaborative federalism, With the sovereignist Parti Québécois in office
tor much of the period under review (from 1994 to the present), it has
been a limited and reluctant participant. There are signs, however, of a
translormation in politics and attitudes in Quebee. The sovercignty
movement is currently in retreat. There appears to be a deep public fatigue
with the perpetual debate on the national question, dominated by hard-
line sovereignists on one hand and by hard-ine federalists on the other.
This is encouraging an as yet inchoate scarch in the province for a fresh
political discourse.”™  Many thought that the federal government’s 1996
relerence of the question of Quebec secession to the Supreme Court of
Canada™ and the passage in 1999 of the federal “Clarity Act” outlining the
lederal government's approach 1o a possible secession bid would arouse
nationalist sentiment, but this did not occur. Finally, in the federal election
on 27 November 2000, the sovereignist Bloc Québécois (BQ) won fewer
seats than it had in either of the other two previous electoral contests it had
partcipated in (38 seats in 2000, as compared to 44 seats in 1997 and 54
seals i 1993). More significant, perhaps, was the fact that the federal
Liberals in 2000 received a higher proportion of the popular vote in Quebec
than did the BQ (44.2 percent as compared to 39.9 percent).

This raises the possibility that Quebec may re=engage in a federalist rather
than a sovereignist discourse, particularly if the federalist Liberal Party of

TAdain Dubue, asenior editorial writer for Memtreal's Fargest daily newspaper, La Presse, wrote i series
o eight edittinialy exploving this issue entitled “Réinventer notre avenir: Des idées por sortr du ol
s {"Resinventing oure Future: Ideas for Getting Out of the Dead Faod®y. Reprinted as "We Must Break
Phis Vicious Circle,” Policv Options, [une 2000, pp. 8-28 See alse Gilles Paguet, Oublier le Bevelution
frameudlle: Pour wne Nowvelle Socialied (Montreal: Liber, 1999 s Jean-Loc Migud, Flateme of déclin o uéhe:
Hiterrs ofv ler sivolittinn fravgradle (Montveal: Editions Varia, 19949 Michel Venne, vd. Peser ln Nettaent srueddeonse
(Montreal: Edinions Quebec—Amernigque, 2000).

" Reference fe Secesston of (Juebee, | 1998] 2 S.C.R: 217, Sece also, Peter Leslie, “Canada: The Suprene
Count Sets Rules tor the Seeession of Quebec,” Prblin: Fhie forvrnal of Federaliom 29 (Spring 19949): 185.151,
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Quebee under Jean Charest wins the next provineial elecion. and o the
lederal Liberals can overcome their deep distrust of their provineial
counterparts. I Quebecers do opt tor the bean risgue of Tall participation in
the collaborative system, and il its provinaal parimers are prepared to accepd
that this may result i a substantal element ol asvmmetry or “varable
geometry,” then the collaborative model will take on added impulse.

Strong forces push lora further elaboration of the collaborative model-
the relatively even balance of federal and provincial power and status, the
high degree of mterdependence among governments, the desire lor
administranve ethoreney and clarmy, and the mrerests ol ciuzens m the
collective ability of governmments to meet then necds, Yet much of the logi
ol Canadian lederalism stands in the wave The lack ol a unilving natonal
party system, the lack of mobility of officials and polincians between the
two levels, the compention 1o gain credit and avoid blame, the importance
ol remonal and ideological divisions among governments, and the imeqguality
i wealth distribution among the provinces=all these push toward an
adversarial relationship. As Canada enters the new millennium. these
opposing forces remain in contention. Collaboraove federalism does not
Lave its own internal dyvicanic. o will grow, or not only insolar as it meets
the needs of federal and provineial elites, and thenr constituents, as they
face the challenges ol the new millennim. Tt is now part of what Donald
Smilev deseribed as the federal “condiion™ m Canada. ™

" he Fedverad ¢ andsbran am et  Poaomnos MG H Byversen, THST
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