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INTRODUCTION

“Bold environmental internationalism™ has
been used to describe Canada’s international
environmental diplomacy. This label may apply
to early Canadian initiatives in the area of ¢li-
mate change in the late 1980s but one would be
hard pressed to assign that label to the apparent
fumbling surrounding more recent Canadian

- diplomacy on climate change. The early bold-
ness was more rhetorical than substantive. Cana-
dian climate change policy has been both diffi-
cult to develop and to implement. While it will
be seen that a host of factors affect the develop-
ment and implementation of Canadian climate
change policy and that the domestic and interna-
tional are intertwined, the primary focus here
will be on intergovernmental relations. The cen-
tral question posed is: what affect have intergov-
ernmental relations had on Canadian climate
change policy from 1988 to the present?

In response to the question above this analy-
sis begins with a brief consideration of the broad
policy context. Any assessment of Canadian
climate change policy would be incomplete
without some understanding of the scientific and
international dimensions of the climate change
issue. This is followed by a description of the
broad federal objectives with a focus on the
emissions reductions targets and emissions pro-
jections. These targets and projections are the
most visible means by which to measure the
evolution of the policy. We then turn to the in-
volvement of the provinces in this area. The
penultimate section returns to the question
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above and analyses the impacts of the provinces
on Canadian climate change policy. Consistent
with Brian Hocking's observation that the prov-
inces “can materially affect the substance of
those policies and the capabilities available to
governments for the attainment of their objec-
tives in the international system™ it will be seen
that the provinces have affected Canadian cli-
mate change policy. And, while role and impact
of the provinces on foreign policy varies accord-
ing to the issue it is argued that, in the case of
climate change, intergovernmental relations
have had an impact on the substance of the pol-
icy, the ability of the federal government to im-
plement international conventions, and has af-
fected the coherence of Canada’s international
position and, credibility. It will also be seen,
however, that the federal government has bowed
to international pressures and that these conces-
sions have, in turn, affected intergovernmental
relations. More broadly, the case of climate
change offers us insights into the dilemma's
facing a federate state when dealing with com-
plex international environmental issues.

THE SETTING

One of the difficulties faced when dealing
with climate change is the uncertainty that sur-
rounds the issue. The greenhouse effect is ac-
cepted as a naturally occurring phenomenon
which maintains the earth's surface temperatures
at an average of 15 degrees Celsius and there is
little debate about whether greenhouses gases
(GHGs), both natural and anthropogenic have
increased in atmospheric conceniration or in
terms of emissions. The debate centres on ques-
tions of the timing of projected changes, im-
pacts, appropriaie responses and the costs re-
lated to those responses.

Critics argue there is no evidence that warm-
ing has begun.’ Incalculable feedbacks such as
the effects of water vapour, the role of clouds
and oceans, the melting of the polar ice sheets
and the capacity of forests to act as sinks are
claimed to be impossible to model. In the view
of one author, predictions about climate thirty
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years into the future are pointless. “Any oracular
knowledge of how, over the next quarter cen-
tury, the earth will respond to our presence lies
in the realm not of science but intuition”.* Such
criticisms express the views of the minority, but
they are important views nonetheless. Others,
though, argue that there is an international sci-
entific consensus that human activities affect the
global climate. The Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), a scientific body estab-
lished in 1988 and devoted to the study of cli-
mate change, concluded in its 1995 Second As-
sessment Report, that “there is now a discernible

human infiuence on global climate”.’

Scientific uncertainty about the timing and
magnitude of global warming is accepted but the
willingness or lack thereof to act in spite of the
uncertainty is a political decision. “The determi-
nation of what constitutes danger, while based
on science, is ultimately a political process”.®
Perceptions of danger have direct implications
for the selection of responses. In the case of
climate change there was some perception of
danger in the late 1980s, thus propelling the
issue onto the international agenda. The threat
of danger does not appear to have been sus-
tained. Danger, as will be seen, is defined eco-
nomically, not environmentally. Assessments of
cost are also defined economically, not environ-

“mentally. These perceptions of danger and cost

“underpin much of the debate surrounding cli-
mate change and when coupled with the remain-
ing uncertainty about the science it has meant
that international and domestic negotiations on
the subject have been quite divisive. Substantive
cooperation has been hard to achieve.

Climate change arose on the international
diplomatic agenda in the late 1980s. In June of
1988 a conference titled “The Changing Atmo-
sphere: Implications for Global Security” was
held in Toronto. The Toronto Conference, as it
has come be known, received a significant
amount of international attention because of the
presence of individuais such as Gro Harlem
Brundtland, Chair of the World Commission on
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Environment and Development. The event also
benefitted from good timing because the hot
summer of 1988 drew attention to the issue of
global warming. The most significant outcome
of this conference was its call for reductions of
carbon dioxide emissions reductions by 20 per-
cent of 1988 levels by the year 2005 were also
recommended.” This emissions reductions rec-
ommendation has since become a benchmark.

Following the Toronto Conference a series of
international meetings were held in rapid suc-
cession. Between 1988 and 1990 state leaders,
scieniists and non-governmental organizations
met in various fora in an attermnpt to build an
international consensus on climate change. In
1991 negotiations began on the Framework
Convention on Climate Change (FCCC), culmi-
nating in its presentation for signing at the 1992
United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development (UNCED). According to observa-
tions of one participant, the issue moved from
the international agenda to an international con-
vention in a speed that was unprecedented. But,
it was not a smooth process.

International diplomacy during this period
was anything but consensual. The Americans
and Europeans were divided. The Americans
remained resistant to a carbon dioxide only con-
vention, as was being advocated by the Euro-
peans. This conflict can be explained, in part, as
a division between the energy efficient and the
energy enthusiasts.” The United States and
Canada fall into the latter category, with the
second and third highest energy related per ca-
pita emissions of CO,, respectively, of all
OECD countries.” Energy enthusiasts are those
countries who view “economic growth and envi-
ronmental degradation as complementary” and
who see “suggestions to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions as being prescriptions for the reduc-
tion of industrial growth”.'

There were also divisions between develop-
ing and developed states and within the block of
developing states. Small island states were con-
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cerned about rising sea levels. Qil exporting
states, linking development and the environ-
ment, “feared the consequences of the introduc-
tion of energy taxes”.'! These states, energy
enthusiasts, stressed the link between world
economic growth and the debilitating impact of
proposed measures. “They went to great lengths
to minimize any specific commitments to emis-
stons reductions, avoid any reference to energy
and generally to delay the conclusion of an
agreement”.'* Developing states, as a group,
also stressed that the primary source of emis-
sions was the activities of developed states. This
concern was expressed in the principle of com-
mon but differentiated responsibilities, which
recognized the development needs of these
states.”

Ultimately, these divisions, and the concern
that the US would not sign the agreement, re-
sulted in a rather vaguely worded framework
convention that represented the lowest common
denominator. The Framework Convention on
Climate Change includes an acknowledgement
that the concentrations of GHGs have been in-
creasing and that the majority of global emis-
sions originate with developed states. The un-
certainty surrounding the issue, “particularly
with regard to the timing, magnitude and re-
gional patterns thereof”" is noted. It also ac-
knowledges that cooperation is necessary but
that states have “common but differentiated re-
~ sponsibilities”."”® Article 4, section 2, sub-section
* (b) does provide a loosely worded and voluntary
target. Parties conumt themselves to the “aim of
returning individually or jointly to their 1990
levels these anthropogenic emissions of carbon
dioxide and other greenhouse gases not covered
by the Montreal Protocol”.!® Two important
points must be raised here. First, the FCCC ap-
plied only to Annex I countries, that is industri-
alized states. It did not apply the voluntary com-

. mitment to developing states. Secondly, there

- was no reference to implementation because
“many countries, both industrialized and devel-
oping, voiced concern about possible economic
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impacts that could result ...[and therefore] the
claboration of any implementation strategies
was left to fall within the competence of the
national governments”.!” As an international
instrument it did not provide much pressure for
states to meet their commitments.

The FCCC came into force in March 1994. In
earty 1995 the first Conference of Parties (COP)
was held in Berlin, the main objective of which
was to review progress on the commitments
made under the Framework Convention on Ch-
mate Change. At Berlin it became obvious that,
largely because of perceived economic costs,
emissions reductions had proven difficult to
achieve for many states, including the United
States, most members of the European Union
and Canada.'® It was concluded that progress
was inadequate and therefore parties to the con-
vention adopted the “Berlin Mandate” which
called on states to aim for a legally binding pro-
tocol by the third Conference of Parties in
Kyoto, Japan in 1997. En route to the Kyoto
meeting, the American administration under Bill
Clinton reversed the position of the previous
Bush Administration and came out in support of
a legally binding protocol. While the divisions
between the US and the EU remained, with the
EU demanding more substantive reductions than
was acceptable to the US, there was a broad
commitment that a legally binding protocol was
necessary. The developed states remained di-
vided but nonetheless adamant that they should
not be forced to reduce their emissions.
Ultimately, after considerable tension, a proto-
col was negotiated at the last minute.

CANADA'S INTERNATIONAL
OBJECTIVES

Gengerally, Canadian policy on climate
change has been characterized by a recognition
that climate change is a problem and one that
has anthropogenic sources. The federal govern-
ment has also appeared to embrace the precau-
tionary principle. This principle espouses taking
action to combat climate change regardless of
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the remaining scientific uncertainty. Further-
more, a commitment to some variation of sus-
tainable development is also apparent. The fed-
eral government has also promoted equity and
faimess in relations with less developed states
while at the same time trying to ensure that de-
veloped states are part of any international con-
vention and protocol on climate change,

In keeping with the desire to include devel-
oped states in any international convention the
federal government has consistently emphasized
the need for collective action to combat climate
change and the action had to be institutional-
ized. In events leading up to the Rio conference,
Canadian delegations maintained strong support
for formal international legal instruments, par-
ticularly a framework convention. Since Rio, the
emphasis has been on negotiating a protocol that
includes commitments for all industrialized
states and preferably includes developing states.

The reasons for this emphasis on collective
action are numerous. First, there 1s an awareness
that global problems demand global solutions.
Second, collective action and a commitment to
multilateralism is a consistent part of Canadian
foreign policy. More practically, Canada pro-
duces only 2 percent of the world's carbon diox-
ide and unilateral initiatives will have little long
term impact on mitigating the consequences of
global warming. Canadian policy makers worry
that preventive action, and particularly unilateral
action, will undermine Canadian trade competi-
tiveness. As such, it was essential to have as
many states as possible committed to the same
action therefore levelling the playing field some-
what.

Another consistent objective is a desire that
international conventions focus on net emissions
as opposed to per capita emissions. If we focus
on net emissions, Canada is viewed as a rather
insignificant part of the problem. The United
States, on the other hand, produces
approximately 22 percent of the world's carbon
dioxide emissions. Adopting measurements
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other then net emissions casts the Canadian
contribution in quite a different light. Canada is
portrayed as an energy enthusiast.

Perhaps the most visible and contested objec-
tive of Canadian climate policy is its emissions
reductions target. In the early stages of this is-
sue's life the objective was to establish a target.
Following the ratification of the FCCC in 1992
the objective shifted from development to im-
plementation. The development and implemen-
tation of this policy objective has been difficult.

The establishment of the reductions target at
the federal level has been fraught with confu-
sion since the late 1980s. In late 1989 and early
1990, the Minister of Environment, Lucien
Bouchard publicly toyed with the idea of a CQ,
only conunitment. Bouchard indicated that “we
believe there is a need to stabilize CO, emis-
sions at their present levels as soon as possi-
ble™."” In April 1990, the Globe and Mail re-
ported that “Canada will propose specific targets
and deadlines this fall for tackling carbon-diox-
ide emissions that threaten disastrous climate
change”.? Yet, prior to the 1990 Bergen meet-
g a U.S. memo was leaked to the press. It was
stated that “Canada will support the United
States in an attemnpt to thwart a proposal by six
European countries to stabilize carbon dioxide
emissions at current levels by the year 2000".!
Accused of collusion with the United States,
Mr. Bouchard denied that “Canada has agreed to
join the United States in blocking an interna-

tional effort to limit carbon dioxide emission”.??

The significance of these statements is that a
CQ, only target would have placed Canada in
the European camp of emissions reductions
targets which would have put Canada signifi-
cantly out of step with the United States which
at that time was leery of any kind of target. Fur-
ther, it is suspected that this was a unilateral
initiative on the part of Bouchard who wished to
signal his displeasure with events surrounding
the Meech Lake Accord.
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Canada formally adopted a comprehensive
stabilization commitment in the December 1990
Green Plan where it is stated that the objective
is “to stabilize emissions of CO, and other
greenhouse gases, not covered under the Mon-
treal Protocol, at 1990 levels by the year
2000.”* A comprehensive commitment includes
carbon dioxide and other gases such as methane,
nitrous oxide and ozone. Such a commitment, in
the view of policy makers, allows the Canadian
government the flexibility to deal with the gases
that can be most readily reduced. Therefore, if
Canada is able to reduce methane more easily
than carbon dioxide then they may do s0 and
still be true to their international commitment.

The comprehensive stabilization target was
established by the Mulroney government and
committed to in the FCCC. And, as will be seen,
it appeared that this lacked provincial support.
In spite of an apparent commitment to the To-
ronto target in the Liberal’s Red Book of 1993,
a comprehensive stabilization commitment re-
mained the official Canadian target until events
leading up to the Kyoto meeting. Generally,
more ambitious emissions reduction targets such
as the Toronto target have been viewed as re-

. quiring further investigation prior to any Cana-
dian commitment.?* Further, while attempts
appear to have been made at building a consen-
sus on some degree of reductions, domestic
support from numerous quarters has not been
forthcoming.

For example, emissions reductions positions
have been constantly subject to interdepartmen-
tal rivalry and cabinet infighting. Prior to the
signing of the FCCC the Department of Envi-
ronment (DOE) and Energy, Mines and
Resources (EMR - now Natural Resources
Canada or NRCan) squared off over climate
change policy. When international negotiations
began in 1991 the Department of Foreign Af-
fairs and International Trade (DFAIT), (at the
time the Department of External Affairs and
International Trade), led the international nego-
tiating team. They saw their role as balancing
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competing positions. “There are departments of
government which have quite different views on
the problem and somebody has to, somewhat
independently, ensure that these get balanced
into what the Canadian position is.”?* Consistent
with many of the long standing principles of
Canadian foreign policy “more assertive and
confrontational interventions™® were not fa-
voured by DFAIT. The tensions identified here,
and particularly between DOE and NRCan have
not been resoltved.

At the heart of this issue, for all orders of
government, is economic viability. Even after
the 1992 commitment was made the stabiliza-
tion target was challenged on the basis of eco-
nomic viability. A 1993 EMR (now NRCan)
Standing Committee Report indicated that “if
Canada finds that this goal is not economically
attainable through domestic action, it should be
permitted to satisfy its international obligations
through a concerted overseas effort.”?” In con-
trast, evidence presented to the Environment
Standing Committee casts a different light on
cost assessments. In one report it was argued
that cost-effective measures could be used to
reach the Toronto target with net benefit in en-
ergy savings between $100 billion and $150
billion.”® These debates over economic viability
reaffirm the importance of competing defini-
tions of cost in the development and implemen-
tation of Canadian climate change policy and
show us, as noted previously, that danger has
been understood largely in economic terms.

The interdepartmental divisions,
supplemented by federal provincial conflict
resulted in a policy based on the lowest common
denominator and a policy that was insufficient
to meet the 1992 commitment. Yet, going into
the Kyoto meeting Canada proposed that devel-
oped states reduce greenhouse gas emissions by
three percent below 1990 levels by 2010 and an
additional five percent by 2015.% By the end of
the Kyoto meeting the Canadian delegation
agreed to a six percent reduction of carbon diox-
ide and other greenhouse gases at 1990 levels by
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the years 2008-12.*° The Canadian national
commitment was part of an approach adopted by
industrialized states, which was noted above.
However, this infernational position, like the
position taken in 1992, lacked provincial sup-
port. On 12 November 1997 the MM stated its
position as follows: “it was reasonable to seek to
reduce aggregate greenhouse gas emissions in
Canada back to 1990 levels by approximately
2010”.%! This ten year extension of the 1992
FCCC commitment was not the Canadian posi-
tion in the international arena. This will be dis-
cussed further in the next section.

THE PROVINCES

The provincial involvement in the interna-
tional realm can be understood as the protection,
and projection, of their interests. In the case of
climate change the most obvious interest being
protected is constitutional. This said, the protec-
tion of economic interests is also a significant
component of the story. But, it is the constitu-
tional dimension that explains a key source of
provincial power in foreign affairs and it is here
that we begin our examination of the provincial
role in climate change policy. The Constitution
Act, 1867 does not explicitly assign power to the -
federal government in the area of foreign affairs,
nor does it explicitly exclude the provinces from
international activities. This absence can be
understood if we consider that the colonies did
not have independent foreign policies and there-
fore it was not an issue at the time adoption of
what was then the British North America Act.

Federal and provincial rights and obligations
in the area of foreign affairs have, thus, been
somewhat contentious. Three court cases in the
1930s established the basic terms of engage-
ment. The central issue in all three cases was
whether or not the federal government had the
right to implement such treaties that affecited
provineial interests. First, the 1932 Aeronautics
Case was fought over federal involvement in the
area of civil aviation. “The federal government

.argued that it was implementing an intermational
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convention signed...by the British Empire. The
Judicial Committee concurred”.* This allowed
the federal government to invoke section 132 of
the BNA Act which permitted implementation
of an Empire treaty, in spite of provincial juris-
diction.

The second significant case is the Radio Case
of 1932. The federal government had signed an
international agreement on wireless broadcast-
ing and the provinces opposed the federal gov-
ernment's claim to jurisdiction in this area. Sec-
tion 132 could not be used to protect the federal
interests as it was not considered an Empire
treaty. The JCPC ruled broadcasting was not
specifically assigned to the provinces and Ot-
tawa had the rights to implement under the re-
sidual powers of section 91.

The extension of federal powers was
constrained by the ruling in the third case, the
Labour Conventions Case of 1937. It was ruled
that “the federal government could not enact
legislation in an area explicitly given to the
provinces under section 92, even if it was de-
signed to fulfil obligations under an interna-
tional treaty”.*

It remains generally accepted that the federal
government has the right to negotiate interna-
tional agreements, but the 1937 ruling does limit
their power to implement such agreement. In the
context of climate change this is particularly
important because actions to mitigate climate
change directly affect “the development, conser-
vation, and management of non-renewable re-
sources in the province, including forestry and
hydroelectric facilities”, all of which are areas
under the exclusive jurisdiction of the
provinces. As will be seen, this division of pow-
ers has affected the development and implemen-
tation of Canadian climate change policy.

The provinces became active on climate
change shortly after the 1988 Toronto Confer-
ence. In response to the recommendations aris-
ing out of the Toronto Conference Canadian
Energy ministers established the Task Force on
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Energy and the Environment. The task force
produced two reports which were published in
August 1989 and April 1990 respectively. In
March 1990, Canadian environment ministers
called for the development of a national action
strategy to combat climate change. This direc-
tive resulted in the November 1990 Draft Na-
tional Action Strategy.

A product of Energy and Environment minis-
ters, the Draft National Action Strategy pro-
posed “a strategic framework for a national ac-
tion strategy to be undertaken jointly by govern-
ment and all other sectors of the economy in the
context of the current state of scientific knowl-
edge about the issue of global warming”.** The
strategy calls for a carefully defined and institu-
tionalized process for addressing the problem of
climate change. “The agreements should also
establish the institutional arrangements that will
be used to manage implementation of the agree-
ments...””* This diplomatic language was a sig-
nal to the federal government that provincial
jurisdiction in the area of implementation was
not to be ignored. Provincial prerogative was
being flexed.

It was stated in the Strategy that the limita-
tion of greenhouse gases should be comprehen-
sive in scope and that Canadian policies must be
set in an international context “recognizing that
taking certain actions out of step with other
nations would have little impact and could jeop-
ardize our competitive position internation-
ally”.*® A flexible strategy recognizing regional
differences is also advocated. This is the Cana-
dian version of the common but differentiated
responsibility principle which was included in
_ the FCCC. Limitation measures, it is argued,
will vary from region to region and any national
measures must take into account “specific char-

acteristics of regional economies™?’
These recommendations are parallel to the

policy outlined in the Green Plan. Broader prin-
ciples included in the Strategy such as collective
action, flexibility and a comprehensive strategy
are congistent with the federal objectives
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discussed in the previous section. The Green
Plan section on climate change is even identified
as the National Action Strategy on Global
Warming.”® This suggests that consultations
with the provinces which took place during the
development of the climate change section of
the Green Plan* had an impact on the Green
Plan. At the very abstract level of broad objec-
tives there is a commonality between the prov-
inces and the federal government. However, this
commonality did not extend to specific commit-
ments.

A striking difference between the 1990
Green Plan and the 1990 National Action Strat-
egy is the commitment to stabilization. The dis-
cussion of the limitation of greenhouse gas
emissions in the National Action Strategy in-
cludes a reference to federal international com-
mitments. The federal government's commit-
ment to stabilize CO, and other greenhouse
gases at 1990 levels by the year 2000 is
acknowledged but provincial support for the
commitment is less clear. The reference to the
commitment in the National Action Strategy,
which is also the commitment in the Green Plan,
is followed by a statement that indicated that
“this is a national target and does not pertain to
specific regions or sectors™.*®

What is intriguing here is what is not said. It
is not obvious that the National Action Strategy
either recommends or supports this emissions
reductions target. In the section of the strategy
that more fully discusses targets and schedules
the wording on the emissions commitment is
reiterated. Cooperation between the federal and
provincial governments is stressed. “The federal
government, the provinces and territories must
work together if such goals are to be achieved.
Targets must also be realistic and achievable”.*!
This suggests that provincial ministers were
leery of the stabilization commitment and that
the federal government entered the international
arena without a firm commitment from the prov-
inces on an emissions reductions target, let
alone specific strategies for reduction.
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The provinces were consulted during the
FCCC negotiation process. To support the inter-
national negotiators two consultative commit-
tees were established. The first was the Climate
Change Convention Advisory Committee
(CCCAC) which had a membership composed
of representatives from affected federal depart-
ments, as well as industry. Environmental
groups were largely absent. The second was the
Provincial-Territorial Advisory Committee
(PTAC). PTAC was “structured so that each
province would be represented by a dual delega-
tion from its environment and energy
departments”.** Tt was designed to keep prov-

-inces informed of the negotiations and to pro-
vide for their input. Central to the advice pro-
vided by this committee was that Canada should
seek a comprehensive approach to emissions
reduction, an approach which was adopted by
the Canadian negotiators. According to Bruce
Doern this committee was the least active of the
two advisory committees. “The committee was
not as active as its industrial counterpart be-

~ cause key energy provinces such as Alberta
wete exercising pressure through ministers and
departments, and because the impact of CO,

‘emissions reductions varies greatly among the

provinces”,*

Provincial representatives also functioned as
advisors to the Canadian delegation to the Inter-
governmental Negotiating Committee for the
Framework Convention on Climate Change. For
example, a representative of the Alberta Minis-
try of Energy was advisor to delegation to the
first and second negotiating sessions. A member

" of the New Brunswick Department of Environ-

~ ment attended the fourth negotiating session.* It
‘must be stressed that the provincial representa-
tives functioned as advisors and not full part-
ners. International negotiating positions are sub-
ject to cabinet approval, not the approval of
advisors or advisory committees.

Following UNCED the domestic institutional
structures for discussion pertaining to imple-
mentation were established. In 1992 the Cana-
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dian Ministers of Energy and Environment ap-
proved a new “Comprehensive Air Quality
Management Framework for Canada”. The
Framework recognizes the need for cooperation
between the federal, provincial and territorial
governments on air issues. The right of the fed-
eral government to negotiate international agree-
ments is protected but there is also a commit-
ment to consult the provinces “including the
opportunity where appropriate for the direct
provincial/territorial representation on Canadian
negotiating teams”.* The inclusion of the phrase
“where appropriate” is significant because it
protects the right of the federal government to
function as the sole representative of Canada in
international agreements and gives them the
flexibility to determine when consultation is
appropriate.

The Comprehensive Air Quality Manage-
ment Framework institutionalized federal-pro-
vincial collaboration. This collaboration serves
numerous purposes. On a superficial level, it is
recognized that cooperation is necessary to en-
sure the preservation of a healthy environment.
Another explanation for this framework is juris-
dictional. No one jurisdiction is solely responsi-
ble for the emissions*® but more importantly, the
federal government cannot take actions that
infringe on areas under provincial jurisdiction
and therefore this cooperation is necessary if
international commitments are to be met, with-
out the use of federal unilateral measures, such
as carbon taxes.

It would be misleading to suggest that the
Comprehensive Air Quality Management
Framework is simply evidence of a collabora-
tion. The agreement also meets the need of ra-
tionalization. It adopts an integrated approach to
air issues which is deemed “less costly and more
environmentally effective”.*” It also provides an
opportunity for the harmonization of policies
which aids in the development of a more cohe-
sive and coherent infernational position and
reduces overlap in the domestic arena.
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The Framework established the National Air
Issues Steering Committee (NAISC) and the
National Air Issues Coordinating Committee
(NAICC). The Air Issues Task Group of the
Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environ-
ment (CCME) was subsumed under NAICC and
while substantial funding is made by the CCME,
NAICC has its own secretariat and does not
report through the CCME. Both the steering
committee and the coordinating committee are
co-chaired by representatives of the energy and
environment departments. It also established the
Joint Ministers Meecting (JMM) of ministers of
energy and environment. It is through this vehi-
cle that the “national consensus™ on climate
change has been developed.

But the “national consensus” has been diffi-

- cult to develop. At the November 1993 meeting
of Ministers of Energy and Environment, offi-
cials were charged with the development of
response options. An assessment of diverse
types of measures was prepared and provided to
the JMM at their November 1994 meeting in
Bathurst, New Brunswick.”® Federal Environ-
ment Minister Sheila Copps went to the
Bathurst meeting with the intention of achieving
what she called a “massive commitment beyond
the voluntary approach”.” However, as
described in the Western Report she was unsuc-
cessful. “Successfully fighting off the jurisdic-
tional raid, Alberta argued that voluntary indus-
try initiatives could achieve real reductions at
far less cost™.* Only voluntary measures would
be considered by Alberta.

Similar difficuities faced the Federal Minis-
ter at a February 1995 meeting of Canada's envi-
ronment ministers. This meeting was to consider
the final drafting of Canada's National Action
Program on Climate Change (NAPCC)} which
was to be submitted to COP1. The influence of
those provinces committed to only voluntary
measures was felt at the meeting. “Alberta and
its powerful fossil fuel industry have lead a
strong enough fight for purely voluntary cut-
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backs to force all legislative measures to be
31 51

dropped from the plan”.

The plan was presented as a national consen-
sus. Its emphasis was on voluntary, cost-effec-
tive strategies. “The National Action Program
must therefore emphasize actions that are cost-
effective, enhance employment opportunities at
home and maintain or improve Canada's com-
petitiveness abroad.””* This emphasis is
reflected in the strategies adopted in the plan.
For example, the Climate Change Voluntary
Challenge and Registry Program (VCR) is reaf-
firmed as an integral component of Canada's
program. The VCR is designed to encourage
business to voluntarily reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. A commitment to joint implementa-
tion, or the “sponsoring of actions to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in other countries
is also made. The assumptions behind joint im-
plementation is that the ultimate aim is the re-
duction of global greenhouse gases and there-
fore countries can sponsor activities outside of
their borders that reduce emissions in a manner
that is more cost effective than if they reduced
emissions at home. It is also assumed that spon-
soring states would get "credit” for their efforts
abroad. In spite of these efforts, the plan showed
that “forecasts predict that Canada's greenhouse
gas emissions could be in the order of 13 per-
cent above 1990 emissions by the year 2000.”**

The MM has continued to meet. In Novem-
ber 1995 the provinces and the federal govern-
ment tabled follow-up documents to the NAPCC
and met again in December 1996 to review com-
mitments. The outlook for significant reductions
was not promising. In spite of federal and pro-
vincial efforts to reduce the emissions of green-
house gases 1996 predictions were not promis-
ing. The 12 December 1996 statement of the
JMM indicates that “Ministers recognized that
current actions are not sufficient to meet
Canada's goal of stabilizing emissions at 1990
levels by the year 2000. Ministers agreed to
continue and strengthen effort to reduce green-
house gas emissions — and work towards stabili-

1153




10 Heather A. Smith Federalism and Environmental Policy Making

zation”.” Canada’s Second National Report on
Climate Change produced in 1997 also indicated
that emissions were continuing to rise.”® The
consensus crafted at Bathurst and articulated in
the NAPCC remained essentially unchanged in
spite of the predictions of rising emissions.
Canada was well off its 1992 commitment but
the provinces were disinclined to act more ag-
gressively. Therefore, as noted in the previous
section, in November 1997, at a meeting in Re-
gina, the JMM committed to a ten year exten-
sion of the 1992 commitment.

When the federal government agreed to the
reductions at Kyoto the response of the premiers
was swift. Many provinces expressed dismay
over the apparent unilateral actions of the fed-
eral government. Saskatchewan Premier Roy
Romanow is reported as stating “It’s an exampie
of the kind of confusion and stepping on each
other’s toes that this country doesn’t need”.”” In
the view of Manitoba Premier Gary Filmon the
“Kyoto deal doesn’t bode well for federal-pro-
~ vincial collaboration™”® According to Alberta
Premier Ralph Klein “it’s not acceptable, this
accord in no way reflects the Canadian position
‘that was established in Regina”.” Ultimately,
the provincial leaders, meeting in Ottawa shortly
after Kyoto meeting, got the federal government
to agree to a process that will review the impli-
cations of the Kyoto deal. This process will take
place before the Protocol is ratified by Canada.

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS

The previous sections outlined the evolution
of Canadian climate change policy and high-
lighted some of the tensions involved in the
development and implementation of this policy.
This section retumns to the question in the open-
ing section: what impact have the provinces had
on Canadian climate change policy?

The first and possibly most significant char-
acteristic of this issue to note is that the impact
of the provinces varies according to whether we

- are discussing international policy development
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or domestic implementation. The provinces
were consulted during the development of the
Green Plan and during international negotiations
but one should not equate consultation with
partnership. In the international realm provincial
interests were relegated to the status of stake-
holders; a status disliked by provineial actors.”

The federal government has consistently
protected its prerogative to speak for Canada.
This prerogative was institutionalized in the
Comprehensive Air Quality Management
Framework and any involvement that the prov-
inces were allowed in the international arena
was done in part to try to get provincial actors to
see “the bigger picture”. As indicated by a mem-
ber of the DFAIT when speaking of the subject
of provincial involvement the provinces are
involved “just so they can see the dynamics
internationally, that we're not just making up
something. It [the international negotiations]
would happen whether or not we're there, we
should be there and we should be impacting on
it. That requires the provinces to think not only
about their interests but about a wider inter-
est”.5" The ability and or willingness of the
provinces to see the wider interest was limited
and perhaps the expectation that they would do
so was naive given their “quasi-sovereign” sta-
tus in issue areas under their jurisdiction. Just as
the states in the international arena protect their
interests, regardless of the existence of environ-
mental commons issues that transcend bound-
aries, the provinces have worked to protect their
interests in the Canadian context. As a result,
the national consensus, like many negotiated
international conventions, reflects the lowest
common denominator.

That the lowest common denominator has
been accepted means that there are some areas
of agreement, but the areas of agreement are
very broad-based principles. Recommending
collective action or calling for flexible
responses are principles upon which the prov-
inces and federal governments agree but they
also provide room for considerable interpretive
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licence. According to Brian Wynne, the greater
the room for interpretative license, the weaker
the practical implementation.®* This observation
applies to both the international and the inter-
governmental levels. A specific target, such as
stabilization, is open to less interpretive license
and, as a result, has been subject to considerably
more debate.

One explanation for this broad interpretative
licence is found in the different perceptions of
the relationship between climate change and
economic impacts. Alberta, for example, equates
increased emissions with economic growth. The
Alberta progress report submitted to NAICC in
1995 states that Alberta's CO, emissions grew
15 percent between 1990 and 1994. This growth
in emissions parallels the 15 percent growth in
the Alberta economy. Continued economic and
population growth are expected to add pressure
on Alberta's emissions.®® In addition, Alberta
produces approximately 27 percent of all of
Canada's carbon dioxide, with only Ontario at
higher net emissions at approximately 32 per-
cent.* Thus, Alberta's position as champion of
voluntary initiative can be understood as finding
its source in the belief that voluntary actions are
the most efficient and are more likely to
improve economic competitiveness than more
severe regulatory measures which could hurt the
Albertan economy. B.C.'s Greenhouse Gas Ac-
tion Plan is critical of the voluntary approach
taken by the Canadian government and rejects
the link between economic output and emissions
growth that underpins the Albertan assessment.

“Reducing provincial emissions is not inconsis-
tent with maintaining economic growth”.* B.C.
- can take a more proactive approach because its
emissions, at 8.9 percent, are considerably lower
then those of Alberta and the B.C. economy is
not as dependent on coal, oil and gas.* Thus,
just as in the international realm, where states
can be divided into energy enthusiasts and en-
ergy efficient, we find that regional economic

- differences are clearly significant determinants
of provincial positions.
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The shallow national consensus is also a
reflection of the fact that throughout the period
under scrutiny different provincial premiers
attempted to present themselves as the champi-
ons of competing environmental philosophies
likely with their respective electorates in mind.
In addition, competing views of federalism,
particularly related to the right of the federal
government to present the “Canadian” position,
infuse the interprovincial relations.

For example, one finds competing claims of
environmental leadership. In Meeting the Chal-
lenge of Climate Change the government of
Ontario presents itself as a Ieader in pollution
prevention and energy efficiency.”’ The govern-
ment of British Columbia has attempted to dis-
tinguish itself from the other provinces arguing
that it is the only jurisdiction committed to the
stabilization of greenhouse gases by the year
2000.% In contrast, for example, Ontario is
“committed to assisting Canada meet national
climate change objectives”.®” While a specific
commitment is notably absent from the Alberta
documents, Alberta's 1995 progress report pres-
ents the province as the champion of the volun-
tary approach.” The federal government has
also claimed a international leadership position,
although more so during the time of the
Mulroney government.

Related to the point about competing visions
of federalism, one finds both calls for more de-
cisive action as well as calls for restraint. A
joint statement by the Ministers of NRCan and
Environment calls on “other governiments in
Canada — the provinces/territories and munici-
palities — [to] demonstrate leadership”.”' Former
B.C. Minister of Environment, Lands and Parks,
Paul Ramsey looked to the federal government
for leadership. “Our efforts in B.C. will however
be limited unless the federal government vigor-
ously Icads on a national emissions reduction
strategy”.” The Clean Air Strategic Alliance of
Alberta, in its 1994 recommendations to the
Alberta government voiced its opposition to
federal unilateralism. In a section discussing the
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development of a climate change strategy by
consensus the report states that ““the federal
government should not adopt a unilateral na-
tional sfrategy or unilateral measures™.” The
Alberta position can be seen as the result of
federal independence in international negotia-
tions, the arms-length treatment of the provinces
during the international negotiation phase, and
concern about economic impacts, noted above.
It represents an attempt to constrain federal ac-
tivism at the international level and to ensure
that the positions negotiated through the JMM
are the “Canadian” positions, as claimed by
Ralph Klein after the Kyoto meeting. Who
speaks for Canada is a contentious question and
one that informs the divisions between the two
orders of government.

Intergovernmental relations had a further
impact on the substance of the policy. As indi-
cated in the discussions of the Bathurst meeting,
the federal minister wanted a “massive commit-
ment”. A massive commitment was not forth-
coming. The substance of policy has been af-
fected by the ability to get agreement on only
voluntary actions such as the Voluntary Chal-
lenge and joint implementation, Voluntary ac-
tions are seen as efficient and cost effective.
They are also the only kind of actions that
would be supported by the Alberta government.

- Joint implementation has received considerable
support from both the federal and provincial
governments. The reason for this support reveals
the entangling of the international and the do-
mestic. Canada produces only two percent of the
world's carbon dioxide net emissions. Through
support of joint implementation projects Canada
can be seen as supporting intemational initia-
tives while at the same time removing some of
the pressure to reduce emissions domestically.

The impact on the substance of the policy
was that only voluntary measures could be nego-
tiated. Voluntary measures have contributed
significantly to the inability of the federal gov-
ermment to implement the 1992 FCCC commit-
ment and without stronger measures in the fu-
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ture, the likelihood of the Kyoto commitment
being implemented is low. But, the relations
between the provinces and the federal govern-
ment have affected more than the federal ability
{o implement.

Canadian climate change policy lacks author-
ity and legitimacy. Climate change policy is
continually referred to as a "living issue” and is
thus subject to ongoing negotiations. This is not
necessarily a problem because the science of
climate change is constantly evolving and hence
the understanding of the issue is subject to
change. But it is not the evolution of science
that explains this lack of authority, but, rather,
the independent actions of the federal govern-
ment. Brian Wynne speaks to this point: “poli-
cies which are seen to have been negotiated
without real cohesion, and with continual con-
flict over underlying boundaries of political
legitimacy, are unlikely to enjoy a high Ievel of
authority and credibility amongst the diverse
groups whose commitment 1s necessary to make
such policies work in practice”.”™ The lack of
authority 1s further affecied by the mterdepart-
mental rivalry identified in the section on fed-
eral government objectives.

Finally, the legitimacy of the JMM-
statements are called into question when we
consider statements made by former Alberta
Energy Minister Pat Black in 1994 who said that
while Alberta agreed at the Bathurst meeting of
Energy and Environment Minister to study both
voluntary and regulatory measures, “there's no
point in looking at anything but voluntary mea-
sures™.”” Any possibility of moving beyond vol-
untary measures, a possibility suggested in nu-
merous intergovernmental documents, is denied
by the Albertan Energy minister. Therefore, the
attempts to work together to foster a national
consensus seem at best shallow, and at worst,
disingenuous.

The substance of climate change policy and
the authority of the policy have been affected by
intergovernmental relations. And, while the
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ability to implement has been constrained, the
evidence suggests that the federal right to nego-
tiate international conventions has been pro-
tected. The provinces are unable to determine
the setting of international positions. Whether
the federal government felt impelled to act or
choose to act contrary to the domestic consen-
sus, on not one, but two occasions, is subject to
speculation but what is clear is that the relative
independence of the federal government during
the FCCC negotiations and again at Kyoto re-
sulted in a position that lacked broad domestic
support.

In order to understand the behaviour of the

federal government in the international arena we

‘need to consider the FCCC negotiations sepa-
rately from the Kyoto negotiations. We need to
do this because the international dynamic al-
tered over the almost ten year period and be-
cause the political party in power has changed.
Some of the explanations for international activ-
ities remain the same but one should not assume
complete parallels.

Four factors explain the behaviour of the
‘Mulroney government that resulted in the 1992
commitment. First, the right of the federal gov-
ernment to function as Canada's international
representative is carefully guarded because it
ensures a role for the federal government in the
environmental arena, which is otherwise domi-
nated by the provinces. Moreover, the depart-
ment of Foreign Affairs, which leads interna-
tional negotiating teams is mandated with the
external representation of Canada. The credibil-
ity of the Canadian international position would
be viewed with some scepticism if it was not
united. Second, and directly related to the first
point, is the fact that the federal government was
aware of some of the provincial concerns early
in the process. Alberta, and energy interests
- lobbied during the Green Plan development to
ensure that bold actions were not taken. If pro-
vincial interests were completely integrated info
the Canadian position it would undermine the
- apparent international activism of the Canadian
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government. This leads us the third reason for
independence. In the late 1980s we witnessed an
infernational “greening”. State credibility dic-
tated that Canada, the beld environmental inter-
nationalist, should be part of this “greening”.
Prime Minister Mulroney's statements on cli-
mate change also indicated a rather progressive
position. While there was a tempering of the
declaratory statements, to a more moderate posi-
tion, by 1990, with the federal adoption of a
stabilization commitment, by keeping the prov-
inces at arms length the federal government
ensured the maintenance of an image of leader-
ship. Finally, recognizing the potential conflict
associated with its independent actions it may
be argued that the federal government pursued a
policy, aware of the lack of domestic consensus,
with the hope of using the international commit-
ment as leverage to bring the provincial interests
on side.

The Mulroney government committed
Canada to the FCCC but it was the Chrétien
government that was left to implement the com-
mitment. Indeed, Sheila Copps appeared com-
mitted to significant reductions and by all re-
ports she was thwarted by the provinces in her
attempts to implement the necessary measures.
But we must not assume that the intergovern-
mental relations offer the full explanation for
the inability to implement. Arguments resting
simply on the claim that constitutional limita-
tions bind the federal government can function
as a smokescreen for government inaction.’

The need for provincial involvement does not
tie the hands of the federal government entirely.
The federal government could implement an
incremental tax on motor fuels — an option
raised in the response options document of
1993. But such actions would likely be greeted
with little enthusiasm. Not only would this route
be seen as another version of the National En-
ergy Program by Alberta, it would likely sit
poorly with the general electorate. Therefore,
we must distinguish between ability to imple-
ment and willingness to implement. Certainly,
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the federal government is constrained but it does
have options.

It is rather curious that the federal govern-
ment waited until shortly before the Kyoto
meeting to break with the “national consensus”.
A series of federal ministers decried Canada's
unfortunate position of being unable to meet its
international commitments but it was not until
leaving for Kyoto that Minister Stewart stated a
Canadian position. It would appear that prior to
Kyoto that not only were many provinces disin-
clined toward regulatory measures, but in fact,
there was an unwillingness on the part of the
Chrétien government to implement the 1992
commitment. Three factors must be considered
in order to understand this unwillingness.

First, Canada was not the only state unable to
reach the stabilization target. The United States,
too, has been unable to meet its target. Canadian
climate change documents have consistently
emphasized the need for multilateral action. If
states take common actions then no one state is
disadvantaged. This is particularly important in
the case of climate change where debates on
economic impacts have been divisive. The inter-
national dynamic was such that it is not func-
tioning as a strong incentive for Canada to take
unilateral action. Unilateral initiatives would
likely have returned Canada to a international
leadership position, but such behaviour was
seen as having the potential to adversely affect
the Canadian economy.

Second, even though Canadian representa-
tives expressed concern about the inability to
meet the 1992 commitment, Canada did not
function in the international arena like a state
committed to meeting its commitment. Rather,
Canada, at COPI in Berlin and COPII in Geneva
in 1996 was part of a coalition of states known
as JUSCANZ (Japan, US, Canada, Australia,
New Zealand). JUSCANZ was seen as compli-
cating the negotiations with demands for emis-
sions reductions by more advanced developing
states and until COPII was seen as having an
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implicit coalition with oil-rich Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC). The
coalition between OPEC states and JUSCANZ
appeared to break down at COPII over the IPCC
Second Assessment Report. Regardless of the
condition of the JUSCANZ coalition, one can-
not ¢equate Canadian behaviour with that of a
bold environmental internationalist.”

Canada's infernational position, however, is
consistent with the general foreign policy orien-
tation adopted by the Chrétien government. Ca-
nadian foreign policy, in general, has been un-
dergoing a shift. There is a movement away
from broad internationalism to & more focused,
fiscally responsible orientation that has been
called managed internationalism. One of the
characteristics of managed internationalism is
the high priority given to trade competitiveness
and domestic economic well-being. This empha-
sis 1s reflected in 1994 government statement
titled Canada in the World, which identified as
one of Canada’s main foreign policy objectives
the “promotion of prosperity and
employment”.” Given this emphasis one may
argue that there is a general unwillingness of the
federal government to take actions which will
affect Canada's economic well-being, regardless
of the provincial positions. But, provincial posi-
tions support this orientation. Differences at the
level of intergovernmental relations may in fact
obfuscate a deeper commonality of purpose.

However, international events preceding
Kyoto affected the federal position, at least on
the surface. In the lead up to COPIII the U.S.
declared its support for a legally binding proto-
col. In early October 1997, Prime Minister
Chrétein, embarrassed that the June 1997 five
year review of UNCED commitments by
Canada's failure to meet the FCCC commitment,
stated that Canada would commit to emissions
reductions and in November 1997, he stated that
Canada would do better than the United States
who have committed to stabilization of GHGs at
1990 levels by 2008-2012.” The JMM state-
ment of that same month that indicated an agree-
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ment to seek to reduce GHGS back to 1990 lev-
els by 2010 did not fully support the Prime Min-
ister's ambitions and thus on 1 December 1997,
the Minister of Environment, Christine Stewart,
announced that Canada's position at Kyoto
would be for industrialized states to seek a 3
percent reduction of GHG emissions to 1990
levels by 2010 with further reductions of 5 per-
cent by 2015. Ultimately, and as noted in the
section on Canadian objectives, Canada commit-
ted to reduce GHG emissions from 1990 levels
by 6 percent by 2008-2012,

Explaining the Kyoto commitment reveals
some parallels to the 1992 commitment but also
at least one significant difference. Again, the
federal government protected its prerogative to
give expression to the Canadian voice interna-
tionally. Second, and also similar to 1992, if the
federal position had been the one articulated by
. the MM Canada would have lgoked like an
international laggard. The JUSCANY coalition

o had, to a degree, broken down and Canada had

to maintain some international credibility. The
only way to do so was to agree to a reductions
commitment. Third, the interest of the Prime
Minister did have an impact. His desire not to be

“embarrassed internationally helped the reduc-
tions policy get through cabinet. Finally, per-
haps there was hope that the international com-

- mitment would force the provinces to see the

wider picture,

The most important factor is that there may
- be little cost associated with the commitment
made at Kyoto. Entry into force is questionable,
“This Protocol contains a so-called double-trig-
ger, which requires not only a certain number of
~ ratifications, but also a certain percentage of
emissions for the entry into force. As a result,
the United States in effect has a factual veto™.®
Getting the Protocol through the United States
Senate is going to be difficult for President
Clinton given the unanimous adoption of the
Byrd-Hagel resolution that indicated that “the
Senate would refuse to ratify any treaty that did
- not contain commitments to limit greenhouse
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gas emissions for developing countries™.®' The
Kyoto Protocol does not bind developing states
to emissions reductions. For Canada, this means
that a commitment allows a state that would
otherwise be labelled a laggard to save face in
the international arena while at the same time
ensuring provincial leaders at home that no ac-
tion will be taken on ratification until it is rati-
fied in the United States.

The irony of this whole situation is that in
spite of efforts to protect international credibil-
ity it is unlikely that other delegations at Kyoto
were unaware of the very public difficulties
Canada has faced in the attempt to present a
coherent international policy. International
crebility on global environmental issues unques-
tionably has been damaged and this has implica-
tions for the place of Canada in future interna-
tional negotiations. Domestically, the sense of
betrayal felt by the provinces, whether it is justi-
fied or not, will make future intergovernmental
relations more tenuous. This is not the first time
the federal government has acted in a manner
disliked by the provinces on an environmental
issue and it will likely not be the last time. This
pattern does not bode well for our ability to deal
with complex international environmental prob-
lems.

SOME CLOSING THOUGHTS

Clearly, the provinces have had an impact on
the substance of climate change policy, on the
authority of the policy and on the credibility of
Canada's position in the international arena. At
the same time, the federal government is willing
to make international commitments without the
necessary domestic guarantee for implementa-
tion when it is seen to be in our “international”
interest to do so.

It is also important to understand that the
discourse surrounding climate change policy
defines danger and cost not in terms of environ-
mental degradation, but in terms of negative
economic impacts. The importance of prime
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ministerial attention to foreign policy issues is
also clear as we see that international commit-
ments were made in part because of their per-
sonal expectations that Canada will function in a
certain way in the international arena. The argu-
ment here reaffirms Kathyrn Harrison's caution
against defining everything in terms of intergov-
ernmental relations, when other dynamics may
be at work. The impact of the United States on
the formation of our environmental policy is

“also evident, particularly when we focus on the

events surrounding Kyoto. As such, it adds an-
other element to the argument that we are envi-
ronmentally dependent on the United States.

. Finally, the paper reveals the way in which the

domestic and international are intertwined.

More broadly, the analysis above speaks to
the difficulty in achieving cooperation between
parties with divergent economic interests, com-
peting environmental philosophies and different
views of the respective obligations of different
orders of government. The outlook is not opti-
mistic, because as in the international arena, the
involved parties are slow to deal with the reali-
ties of environmental interdependence. Global
environmental issues such as climate change
defy arbitrary lines on maps that demarcate
states or provinces. Cooperation, at all levels, is
necessary if this issue is to be addressed and the
wider interest must be considered. The unfortu-
nate reality is that the tendency has been to wait
until an environmental crisis erupts before any
substantive action is taken. Perhaps more ex-
treme events such as the Manitoba Flood and
the ice storms that braced Central Canada in the
winter of 1998 — events that may or may not be

. related o global warming — will foster greater

awareness of the power of the environment. But,
the likelihood of a shift to a more sustainable
lifestyle and value system does not scem imme-
diately forthcoming and therefore, this working
paper will finish with a practical suggestion.

The relations between the federal govern-
ment and the provinces bear a striking resem-
blance to the relations between states at the in-
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ternational level. In addition, the demands for
economically efficient strategies for emissions
reductions are high both domestically and inter-
nationally. We can learn from some of the suc-
cesses at the international level and further in-
vestigate the potential for emissions trading
programs, joint implementation and sustainable
technology transfer within Canada. It may be
possible to implement Canada's version of the
“common but differentiated responsibilities”
principle in such a way that it is seen as a fair
and equitable arrangement by all parties
involved. These suggestions may have a ring of
naivate to some but given our present situation,
with emissions continuing to rise and any sense
of fair-dealing undermined, naive suggestions
are preferable to the status quo.
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