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1. Explaining the turn to governance
· Not a new idea
· Traditionally in the domain of constitutional affairs
· Has become a big concern in the last 20 years
· Started in the 1970’s
· Governments were swimming in revenue, welfare state is growing, postwar period
· In the 1970’s, “crisis of the state” – economic downturn, oil shocks, stagflation sets in, government revenue falls, deficits set in, governments can’t meet obligations to citizens, citizens lose faith in government (cynical)
· Neo-liberalism, starts in 70’s, fully running in the 80’s – Ronald Reagan, Margaret Thatcher, Brian Mulroney (not as much)
· Taxes were being raised, but citizens were not getting better services…they point this out, get elected
· Cultural shifts, people becoming more individualistic (neo-liberalism)
· When fiscal crisis starts happening, governments feel pressure from above (globalization, leads to deregulation, free flow of money…becomes harder to control what is taxed…free trade also takes effect) 
· And below – regional identities, governments below start to pursue their regional interests
· Gulliver Effect –governments are too large to solve small problems, but too small to solve big problems (one country can’t solve problems of a deregulated financial market)
· Governance helps governments solve some of these problems…not a decline in state, but a transformation
· Governance represents flexibleization
· Quicker events (9/11, fall of communism)

2. Why governance matters
· How do governments do what they do?
· Allows us to see power relationally…helps us contextualize authority
· Helps us understand limits and possibilities of state authority
· Many themes
· 1. Process of rule – go from fixed forms to more fluid form
· 2. Emphasis on self-governing networks (governance is interested in connections between state and non-state actors (can be companies, individuals etc.))
· 3. Addressing social change
· 4. Many governance studies focus on erosion of state sovereignty (prof disagrees)

3. Understanding what governance is
· Governance is not the same thing as government
· Governance is about how people are governed (the guts of the state)
· Governance has become a buzz word in policy
· Government- a decision-making body that carries out and regulates the rules of the state…a formal and institutional process that operates at the state level to maintain public order and facilitate collective action
· Governance – concerned with the conditions for ordered rule and collective action (managerial tolls at the states disposal)…about the coordination of socio-political systems (how we are governed rather than why we are governed (process based))…governance is about steering, how they interact in different settings. We are concerned with how the state uses its resources to affect outcomes
· 1. Draws on actors beyond government - Ruling is not a top-down process (interest groups, constituents, party base…not just what state wants)
· 2. Governance studies how the states and societies interact with each other, how they shape one another
· 3. Complexity of the state - Governance recognizes the overlap between states and institutions…states are not single monolithic entities
· States are made up of multiple levels and institutions, all have their own distinct logics…sometimes they conflict, compliment, or contradict
· Eg. Ministry of transportation affects decisions in the ministry of environment
· There is analytical complexity
· 4. Governance looks at how societies self-organize…citizens don’t always wait for governments to act
· Eg. Advocates for childcare in Canada exist, even though government won’t implement it anytime soon
· Recognizes self-organizing principles of society
· 5. Sees the possibility of solving collective action problems without resorting to government - Governance recognizes ability of the third sector (voluntary sector) to solve problems (United Way, Salvation Army, Blood donation, Doctors without borders)
· 6. Governance studies outcomes.
· Final word…states still structure the processes of public services (food banks) and still make rules and regulations
· Is there a way to build effective governance? Yes
· 1. Simplify models and practices, reduce complexity, recognize actors interests will change
· 2. Provide for dynamic interaction in complex environments (these tend to be the norm rather than the exception)…provide flexibility
· 3. Build methods to coordinate actions…people have different ways of communication
· 4. Try to establish common role views…meta-governance, creates overarching rules for interaction (hopefully stabilizes actions)
· Reflexivity in governance helps create

4. Types of governance and steering mechanisms
· Governance is quite flexible, no single way to organize interaction
· 1. Hierarchies – vertically integrated organizations, associated with the state (bureaucracies) – governed by rules, one knows where one sits in the organization
· Advocates of governance say this is no longer a good way to govern, need actors to be more equal
· Critics see state as being hollowed out – core functions of currency, military remain, but other functions drift upward and downward (eg. EU)
· 2. Markets – allocate resources based on demand, good for coordinating multiple actors (cooperation is forced between suppliers, producers, consumers) even though they are individualistic
· 3. Networks – involves state and non-state actors, not always coherent…range from single issues groups to coherent policy groups (free trade groups single, coherent policy – health and education advocates)
· Move from government to governance has increased power of these networks (consultants)
· These networks can harden the state, become self-regulatory
· Eg. US healthcare sector – cannot have a sane discussion about healthcare, can never have public health care in US according to prof
· 4. Governance as communities – communities coming together to solve their own problems – communitarianism proliferates in 80’s and 90’s
· Faith-based welfare in US (sometimes out of necessity)
· Supposedly engenders civic spirit
· Problems: advocates tend to portray the state as a cartoon, view it as big and bureaucratic (naïve); many activists are selfish; typifies conflict as something bad (through disagreement solutions are found); as a result, can be less democratic (democracy is about skepticism); incorporate romance (sometimes organized out of desperation in poor communities)
· Steering mechanisms
· 1. Traditional authority (government is the only source of authority in Canada)
· Some groups become legitimate, others illegitimate (bank of Canada only discusses with bankers, not labour groups)
· 2. Governments encourage groups to self-organize
· 3. Cybernetics approach – government responds to environmental change, steering by government is minimal…government only involves itself to return to equilibrium
· 4. Policy instruments – sin taxes (on tobacco and alcohol) raise revenue, also reduces dependence on smoking and alcohol
· 5. Looks at role institutions play
· 6. Rational choice – self-maximizing…how do you ensure people involved don’t leave
· 7. Networks and policy communities – how non-state actors work with each other (these are not on the exam)

5. Being critical on governance
· Big problem is how it depicts the world before governance – world before governance was simple, everything hierarchical…now governments are passé, useless
· Post-war area was actually quite complex
· Was not unresponsive at all (Bretton Woods conference, relies on states to implement capital controls, welfare states involved much negotiation)
· Financial regulation, universal healthcare
· Governance tends to de-politicize problems, anti-political overtones; lays claim to universal social values
· No yardstick to know when governance is effective (always being modified)
· Ignores government (state must set the groundrules still of self-organization)
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1. Why should we study the state?
· State is often taken for granted
· 1. Political science always refers to the state.
· Politics revolves around questions of power. (state has power to tax)
· 2. State is always in your life. (regulates food, health care, drugs, schooling etc.)

2. The origins of the state.
· Explains why they do what they do.
· Distinctly European form of organization, developed slowly, exported around the world (colonialism)
· Why did they spread?
· 1. Exported through colonialism – independence movements want a state of their own
· 2. War plays a crucial role in the development of states – it defines borders (originates from 30 years war and the Treaty of Westphalia (on exam?)…bounds the whole idea of state sovereignty (state has absolute right to go about its business within state borders eg. State can choose its religion), stated that a states subjects must be loyal to the state where they reside, and no one else (even Church), subjects must abide by rules of the state
· Max Weber – legal rational authority (talking about this concept of allegiance) even when a leader dies, you are still loyal to the state…depersonalizes political rule…weber says the allegiance to individuals was a pre-modern form of authority (because it puts faith in the individual, not rational)
· Enabled states to survive – established state borders, must also be able to defend them
· Two types of sovereignty
· External sovereignty – ability to defend borders, not be invaded
· If you are able to maintain your existence, others are forced to recognize your borders…ensures other states can’t effect what goes on within your state…states without capacity to defend themselves are swallowed up
· Internal Sovereignty – you have the sole authority to make laws within your borders (war is important for this, because states must have a monopoly on violence within borders…organized crime will exist, but they cannot win a gunfight)
· Mercenary armies were disbanded, because states need absolute control
· Got rid of competition between lords and the king
· Violence can pacify populations
· State cannot be a state without internal sovereignty
· 3. Capitalism
· Canada was colonized partly because of the fur trade
· Productive ability – capitalism took off in 17th and 18th centuries…brings labour and capital together…owners can make workers produce more than what they need to produce to justify their wages
· What business needs, states need too (roads, canals, infrastructure)…these are also good for war, and controlling populations
· Capitalism contributed to the death of feudalism, which was a major source of competing authority (lord and king and church)
3. What do we talk about when we talk about the state?
· Features:
· States have governments (governments are not synonymous with the state)
· States are made up with a complex of institutions (not unitary actors)
· These institutions have competing interests (Health and Agriculture, want to promote business and public health during MAD cow)…only really work together during times of war
· Majority of these institutions are there to monitor your lives (but not necessarily intrusively)…monitoring tells states what is happening within their borders…cannot exert effective control if you don’t know what is going on (eg. Census)
· Tactics are developed to collect information…done to standardize the population (depersonalized forms of rule) and make them more governable…also helps to stabilize them (creates categories of people that states can act on)
· Essential for state formation
· External and internal sovereignty can be exerted at the same time
· Laws are only as strong as they can be enforced
· States must also create social infrastructure…creates a national imagination (I’m Canadian, nationalism)…when states resort to violence, there is a crisis of authority
· How legitimate is the state? Is population sees it as legitimate, good! If not, resort to violence
· States have representation (all industrial states are liberal-democratic)
· 1. American Revolution (1776)…establishes government by the people, for the people
· 2. French Revolution (1789)…states must represent the general will…all citizens must be equal (liberty, equality, fraternity) 
· States are all divided administratively (always some form of sub-national government…even unitary states (U.K.) have regional governments…these regional governments are responsible only for their region, and negotiate in that way)
· Narrow sense of the state – each level has own distinct responsibilities, and that is it
· Integral sense of the state – how various responsibilities are marshalled to occasion a particular outcome (health care in Canada)…decisions at one level of government have ramifications at other levels of government

4. Managing the public sphere.
· How do states do what they do?
· Bureaucracies (everything is a bureaucracy) Max Weber said it is a feature of modern societies…said:
· 1. They are hierarchies, you know where you stand
· 2. Salary professionals
· 3. Everyone is treated the same (race does not determine who gets into university)
· 4. They are rational
· 5. Bookkeeping (all have a paper trail, or are supposed to)
· These are all elements of an ideal type of bureaucracy
· What do bureaucracies do?
· They make policies – trying to achieve a specific goal or outcome of some sort (policy is always political)
· Bureaucracies will have political appointees
· Max Weber said about bureaucrats: they are the master of politicians (they are there for a long time, have very specific knowledge, are permanent, supposedly impartial
· Bureaucratic language tends to be mystifying (because of a specific form of knowledge, resulting from being involved for a long time)

· Exercise a monopoly over knowledge
· Policy Making: multiple departments within bureaucracies (ministries of labour)
· One task is to ensure workers are safe, employers respect labour code
· Must respect owners because we live in a capitalist economy
· Bureaucracies are supposed to be neutral
· They do not always follow rules, as rules can lead to inefficiencies…can also lead to political scandals, then they turn back to following the rules
· Bureaucrats must report to ministers regularly…this effects their absolute independence…must always try to satisfy minister
· Usually a top-down approach, but sometimes bottom up
· “line function” – people at the bottom of the chain are on the frontlines, know what is going on
· Eg. BSE outbreak in U.K. – people out in the frontline told people higher up to look out for mad cow disease
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1. Evaluating the public sector
· Criteria for the public sector changes…right now health care effectiveness is defined as wait times
· There is no such thing as a public sector bottom line, no competition…states do not go under (Greece will still be there if it defaults)
· Public sector is there to provide certain services and goods
· Government’s job is to ensure services are given to citizens
· Government’s act for MORE THAN economic reason (education, military, police, health care etc.)
· State has a responsibility to promote the public good
· Government can spend without an immediate expected return on investment (have finite resources)
· How do you measure effectiveness of programs? (wait times may go down, but so may sanitation standards)
· Resources wasted in public sector are answerable to public, private sector is not
· Public sector is legally accountable, also accountable in legislature
· All citizens are equal, governments must act as such
· Enormous complexity within the public sector…policy goals, organizational goals, some agencies must report to others

2. Defining the public good
· Policies are a political act…elections are a contest over what the public interest is
· What the public good is is inherently ideological
· How should we allocate resources?
· Governments must tax in order to spend
· Taxation policy (promotes or chokes investment)
· Regulatory policy (sin taxes etc.)
· Public ownership (what they own must be in public interest)
· Governments must work with business groups, labour groups, the media, individuals
· Public good changes over time
· The concept of the state being central in the public interest originated during WWII (showed state can effectively allocate resources for a common goal)
· In 80’s conception changes again (taxes going up, services not)
· During Chretien era, deficit cutting was supported by the public
· Fiscalization of politics – defined what the public good is…good public policy is cheap public policy…fundamental shift in public policy…also defines what the relationship between states and citizens is
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1. The agenda during the rise of governance
· Budget concerns in the 80’s emphasized the need to be thrifty – money enables public sector to do their jobs
· Whenever there is a crisis, change will be made in the public sector
· States cannot be separated from their societies…pressure the public sector feels comes from citizens
· Four questions public sectors are asked:
· 1. Do we maintain the system? – should rules and regulations be tightened or loosened? – tinkering
· 2. Do we modernize the system? – empower low-level managers, encourage citizen participation
· 3. Do we marketize the system? – do we subject the public sector to the competition of the private sector?
· 4. Do we minimize the administrative system? – by transferring out tasks, or contracting, to the private sector? Or wholesale privitization?
· All questions driven by budget concerns

2. The rise of new public management (a theme throughout the course)
· Budget concerns lead to rise of NPM
· Left and right agreed to there was a problem in the public sector, but that it was still needed
· Ideas that win out are the ones presented with the greatest simplicity
· Governments pushed ahead with NPM because it was simple
· NPM looks at what the proper role of government activity is
· NPM determines that governments should be run in a more business-like manner
· Inject government with an entrepreneurial spirit
· In NPM literature, citizens become consumers (assume people are mostly concerned about money)
· Rise of the new right – anything not subject to market discipline is bad
· Voters accepted this, as taxes and services were going in opposite directions
· Buzzwords introduced – efficiency and accountability
· Public sector should move away from rules to results, as rules take away creativity
· Money spent managing people is wasted, money spent on program outcomes is useful
· NPM took root in Anglo-American countries and Scandinavian countries (we have more liberal traditions, laissez faire)
· Emphasis on accountability created more layers of accountability
· Shift to a post-bureaucratic paradigm
· Client service oriented
· NPM changes over time
· It was seen in full in Canada, both under Chretien’s re-organization and in provinces (get rid of overlapping bureaucracies)
· LCBO is a good example of NPM
· When NPM is implemented:
· 1. You start to measure services, establish performance targets, find inefficiencies (essentially says you can measure government by cost)
· In bureaucracies, inefficiencies can sometimes be good Eg. Military must go into combat a certain way, follow regulations…in the end, the rules save lives
· Outcomes are not always easy to measure…government has no bottom line
· 2. NPM contracts out for advice, as they assume civil servants are out for themselves…also contract out services
· Railroad in Canada built by public-private partnership
· These partnerships can be good and bad
· In private sector, costs are smaller in short-term, costlier in long-term
· When gov’t contracts out, they get rid of the in-house expertise, and get rid of their capital stock…when contract renewal time comes around, companies can demand increased prices because government lacks the resources to take it back
· Bureaucrats are involved in redesigning bureaucracies
· NPM gave greater clarity over who did what, streamline decision-making
· NPM is about public sector renewal…bureaucracies must change with the times
· Public sector must track and retain talent…if there is greater insecurity through cuts, people will not view it as a stable job
· NPM discussed what measures government should take after cutting deficits (Chretien, Clinton)

3. Internal changes to the environment
· Change in political culture – shared attitudes and beliefs citizens hold in regards to government
· Post-materialism – shift from collectivist values to individualistic values
· Material concerns are not salient anymore…as these concerns decrease, moral concerns increase
· Attention is turned to environmentalism, job satisfaction etc. – occurred because people were better education and better off
· Citizens are more aware of global issues
· Cultural cleavages are developed around objective differences (race, language, geography etc.)
· These things do not matter unless you are aware of them (social class never became important in North America)
· Groups must organize to put pressure on others
· Public sector now has increased demands placed on it, trying to satisfy all different groups – must respond to individualism
· Charter of rights and freedoms outlined individual and group rights, courts become an important factor in public sector
· Individualism gives rise to new debates – NPM is supposedly all about responding to individuals interests
· Leads to a political culture less and less deferential to authority, people do not buy what the government is telling them…leads to demanding of a different policy process
· There is a concern that territorial concerns will be overridden by other concerns or binding agents (religion etc.)

4. New layers for public administration and governance
· Affects how public administration is carried out
· Governments must take rights talk more seriously, UN declaration of human rights
· Reflects a triumph of the individual and of individualism
· Canada must consider international trade regimes (NAFTA etc.)
· Private credit agencies govern what you are doing (Standard and Poor credit rating)
· With globalization, people are more aware of global affairs
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1. Understanding the parliamentary system: executive – legislature relations
· All industrialized countries have parliamentary systems except U.S.
· Executive is drawn from the legislature – makes them fused
· Means that executive is not popularly elected
· PM becomes PM by being the leader of the party with the most seats in parliament (not correct)
· Primus inter pares – first among equals
· Heads of state usually seen as being above politics (Queen – Governor General)
· They tend to lack any substantial powers, largely ceremonial
· They still can use their powers to push politics in a certain direction – cannot make particular policy statements
· Executive and legislature are dependent on each other for survival
· Executive must enjoy confidence of legislature…legislature has the power to bring executive down
· Executive is responsible to the legislature…principle of responsible government
· Legislators have an interest is seeing the government stand – want to be part of the executive
· Party discipline holds this all together
· Party Whip ensures party discipline

2. The executive in Canada: It’s features, roles and responsibilities
· Executive in Canada: sets priorities, makes decisions, resolves crisis, sees that policies are implemented
· PM is head of executive – called Cabinet in Canada
· Constitution does not mention Cabinet or PM – it is a convention
· GG is advised by privy council (PM + Cabinet)…GG acts on advice of the privy council
· Only current MP’s can advise GG, but 
· Cabinet forms when: 1. GG calls on winning party to form a government
· 2. The leader becomes the Right Honourable
· 3. PM advises GG to make appointments to cabinet
· These recommendations become ministers with a portfolio, become responsible to government, parliament, and Canadians
· British tradition of individual ministerial responsibility (stand up to parliament and answer
· 4. PM can recommend junior ministers, not always allowed to fully participate in Cabinet
· Once sworn in, Cabinet exercises full authority over state
· Choosing the cabinet – must take into account Canada’s social complexion, provincial representation, talent
· PM looks for veteran MPs – bring a wealth of experience, make PM look good…if inexperienced, look bad
· PM puts competitors in Cabinet (Chretien in Martin)
· In cabinet, principle of ministerial collective responsibility (cabinet solidarity) – cabinet members must support all actions (publically) of PM, otherwise resign
· Debates in Cabinet are confidential, not subject to freedom of information act
· In Cabinet, there are no votes taken…PM sits back and observes, can intervene (end of discussion to support a decision, or to end a discussion)
· Not all ministers are equal in PM’s eyes
· Present a united front for:
· 1. political necessity
· 2. Must make citizens feel the executive is strong, can take action
· PM may appoint senators or common citizens (expected to run as soon as possible)
· All parties have internal ideology differences
· If an MP is only one from a region, they are guaranteed a seat in cabinet
· Can create resentment among veteran MPs
· Proportional balance between francophones and Anglophones, men and women (more recent)
· Religious representation used to be important, now not so much
· Visible minorities, aboriginals not well represented in cabinet
· 

3. Defining Cabinet’s issues: The role of the Prime Minister
· Principle of primus inter pares is false
· 1. By virtue of being governing party, PM has his fingerprints all over party
· 2. PM has exclusive power of picking cabinet – will generally reflect PM’s preference
· 3. PM chooses size and structure of decision making
· 4. PM can also appoint top officials (clerk of Privy Council etc.)
· 5. Only one who can advise GG about exercising executive powers
· 6. Chief communicator for the government – domestically and internationally
· Domestically, the PM is more pronounced than ever before – because of decline of political parties…executive is becoming more isolated from the general membership – increased concentration of power in head offices
· Television is prominent now, must have a prominent PM to appear on it
· Must consider how PM is seen by voters (living embodiment of government)
· Must develop a repore with public (Chretien and Martin deficit fighters, Harper strong during recession)
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4. Federation
· Ottawa negotiates with provincial capitals
· Federal initiatives must always satisfy provincial demands
· Defining federalism: a set of governing institutions where political authority is divided between two or more levels of government (and where this divide is constitutionally guaranteed)
· Each level has its own powers, gives them legitimacy
· Constitutionally defined powers can often be vague
· Federalism reflects Canada’s multiple identities
· Federalism strives to strike balances
· Relationships between governments…supposed to be balanced and not a hierarchy
· Contradiction of federalism: recognizes difference absolutely…perpetuates differences within federal state
· All things essential to nation-building were given to Ottawa in 1867
· Section 91. Peace, order, and good government
· Reserve power – Ottawa can declare a piece of legislation passed provincially void if it disagrees with it (never been used)
· Anything deemed nationally important could be legislated federally (federal declatory power)
· Senate always appointed by Ottawa

5. Understanding the Role of Departments and their types
· Government departments are the workhorse of government
· Do a number of things:
· 1. Administer past and present programs (departments, when overhauled, will always retain some old elements) – the norm is continuity rather than change
· Programs always serve constituents needs
· Eg. Canada Pension Plan – creates a group interested in preserving Canadian pensions
· Incremental change – current administrative practices always rooted in the past
· 2. Develop Policy – department will know a policies strengths, weaknesses, who will be served, limits and potential of what will be proposed
· They are informed because they keep records
· Must have discussions with provinces, international agencies
· Must gather information (institutional memory)
· Ministers and top bureaucrats will often disagree (during long form census)
· Departments must report to a whole host of agencies
· Talk to other departments who could be effected
· Differences within departments – service departments and support departments
· Service departments are the most visible – provide direct services to client groups (fisheries and oceans)
· These departments are popular with Canadian public, but not the most influential
· Support departments are most influential…provide support to the government itself (administrative, policy support) Eg. Department of finance, treasury board
· Tend to be smaller than service departments
· Tied to the national capital region
· All departments are multi-layered (minister at the top, deputy, senior department officials, middle managers, frontline workers
· Hierarchies can break down – geographical dispersion, differing interpretations
· Crown agencies are an important part of government – relatively independent of government – not subject to same accountability of departments (CBC is independent)

6. Departments and their structures – the role of the deputy minister
· Deputy minister is head of executive organization – responsible to minister, but also to PM
· Deputy minister tries to make minister look good (especially in eyes of PM)
· Keep minister out of trouble – make sure department is well-run – deal with problems immediately – maintain good communications
· Deputy minister is relatively insulated – owes primary responsibility to P.M.
· Assisted be associate deputy minister and assistant deputy ministers
· Assistants have specialized portfolios (top-level specialists)
· Assistants have their own assistants who supervise work that gets done within the department
· P.M. appoints deputy ministers on advice of Clerk of Privy Council
· Deputies are always from the civil service (tend to be in their fifties, transferred from department to department every three or four years)
· Deputy minister provides non-partisan advice (how to run the department, strategic direction) – very difficult to do (must take into account how department functions, also governments policy directions)
· Deputy minister’s experience provides basis for their advice
· Ministers refrain from meddling in affairs of civil service (know their limits as a non-expert) and will focus on strategic initiatives
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1. Role of DMs continued
· Minister focuses on political goals
· DM’s don’t always give good advice, have their own political goals (Bob Rae didn’t put in his own deputy ministers, gave him bad advice)
· DM’s only switched when PM’s switch or when PM feels it is absolutely necessary
· Whenever there is a clash between minister and deputy minister, DM always leaves
· DM’s have the least job security
· DM will resign if they have misgivings about an incoming government
· General trend – majority of deputy ministers stay on when a new government comes in

2. How the Cabinet decides the decline of DMs and the rise of senior officials and the PM
· Up until 60’s under Pearson, cabinet made decisions under the departmentalized cabinet systems…decentralized – each minister responsible for their department
· Under that system, policy-making was incremental and somewhat reactionary…little longterm planning, no coordination between ministries
· DM’s were very important under system
· Bottom-up policy-making…expertise from below crucial
· DM’s became known as mandarins because they were so necessary
· Pearson introduced institutionalized cabinet…lasted until Kim Campbell
· Established priorities of planning committee…P and P established 5 areas that would define the term of the government
· Established cabinet committees – each responsible for creating government recommendations for action in a broad field…1. allowed ministers to talk to each other, provided a greater variety of information
· 2. DM’s no longer the gatekeepers, become more responsible to ministers
· P and P only committee chaired by PM
· Trudeau introduced central agencies into the mix, take a more technocratic approach to problem solving…becomes more rationalistic (introduces more scenarios, and hypothesizes about their outcomes)
· With central agencies, more people get involved
· Finance department gives the macro-economic outlook, becomes powerful because everything costs money
· PMO has own partisan interests
· Treasury board – does micro stuff, microeconomic advisor to the cabinet…looks at internal departmental budgets
· Treasury board must approve every part of a budget
· All this enhanced the power of senior officials, as they are present in all these departments
· Privy Council helps do a revenue stream
· Client and interest groups sometimes included
· Once senior officials agree on a course of action, they produce a memorandum to cabinet – it is a policy proposal that must be submitted to cabinet for approval
· Once memorandum is approved by minister, it is then sent to PC office, then sent to relevant planning committees
· If it is rejected, privy council sends it back with suggestions for reworking
· Ramped up strategic prime ministership…PM determines issues that will define their term in government
· There are several problems – it is time consuming, with more actors there is an increased chance of conflict and/or chaos
· Treasury board and finance almost get to set the agenda
· Clashes of planning, make long-term planning tough
· Institutionalized cabinets supposed to be rationalistic, turns out most decision-making done on the fly
· Minister’s success determined by being able to navigate these channels successfully
· This lasted until Kim Campbell, where a command mode emerges
· This was entrenched under Chretien
· Campbell reduced the size of Cabinet, number of cabinet committees
· Replaced P and P with the operations committee
· Chretien gets rid of the operations committee…now no real central committee
· Chretien reduced the personnel of central agencies
· Chretien created a horizontal style of decision-making, where each member fully participates
· Introduced expenditure and management system – sought to enhance efficiency of government systems – supposed to let departments implement plans on their own
· Expected ministers to be more independent, use their own authority
· Introduces court (or core?) government – PM monopolized key strategic matters in hands of a few powerful officials (included Martin)
· Key reason for this shift was deficit reduction
· Under Martin, democratization was encouraged in the decision-making process…tried to make executive more transparent (sponsorship scandal)
· Problem – minority government…Martin had to use an iron fist
· Harper minority went further than Martin…now every decision flows through the PMO
· In era of court government, cabinet gets bypassed more and more
· Important decision made in PMO, at first ministers conferences, international conferences
· Problem with court government – no real check no PMO getting their way
· General trend over past four decades – PM makes a general policy announcement, people scramble to implement it
· Central agencies now have a huge amount of power
· Finance and treasury board are two smallest departments, most powerful ones
· Since 1970’s, PCO draws up mandate letters for ministers…outlines PM’s agenda within your department
· PM hires clerk of the Privy Council
· For exam, be able to define the outline of how this has evolved, the logics behind them, and the consequences

3. The role of federal structures on decision-making
· How federalism is practiced effects how decisions are made
· First type of federalism in Canada – classical federalism (up until 1930’s)
· Things of national importance went to the federal government (currency, military etc.)
· MacDonald assumed that provinces will always be dependent on Ottawa
· Ontario’s stance has traditionally been for itself…Ontario led the charge for classical federalism
· Classical federalism meant that powers were strictly determined
· In 30’s, this ended
· Government levels were not getting along during depression
· _____ commission said that federal government could spend on provincial matters
· WWII proved federal government can organize things on a grand scale
· Cooperative federalism emerged
· Green book – Ottawa assumed responsibility for some areas
· If provinces want money, they must follow certain standards
· Ottawa retained control of tax fields
· If you opt out, provinces will receive some monetary compensation
· Some flexibility built into system…50 cent dollars…Ottawa would share 50 percent of costs of certain programs
· Quebec was the lone objector, due to church and business interests
· Key feature of C.F. – main agenda set at first ministers conferences
· Most concerns are about money and funding programs
· After 1960’s, competitive federalism emerges
· Main reason is the Quiet Revolution in Quebec
· Quebec embarks on a modernization project that excludes Ottawa
· Quebec wants a greater share of tax revenues, greater independence
· Levesque says English and French conceptions of federalism cannot co-exist (French see it as a partnership…when it no longer works, you leave)
· Wealthier provinces start to resent equalization
· Provinces got stronger in post-war era thanks to feds, but began to adgitate for greater control of policy matters
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Federalism continued
· OPEC oil shocks in 70’s pit provinces against each other, West against the feds (NEP)
· Provincial-centric views butt heads with Ottawa – competitive federalism over money
· Mulroney starts constitutional federalism in 1984 to address constitutional concerns of Quebec and the West
· Ends NEP, governs Canada as a collaborative union
· Meech Lake opened up new divisions in Canada
· Main problem – English and French conceptions about federalism
· After Charlottetown fails, avoid the constitution altogether and govern Canada as a collaborative
· Politics becomes fiscalized
· In 2006, Harper ushers in open federalism – respects provincial jurisdiction
· Fiscal imbalance must be dealt with
· In reality, Harper has been more centralized

1. Understanding hiring and firing in the public sector
· Gov’t is largest employer in the country
· Largest expansion of government took place in the 60’s and 70’s…WWII showed government can be effective
· Hiring done on the merit principle for federal civil service
· Back at confederation, hiring was based on patronage
· In 1880’s, merit principle is taken somewhat seriously
· Gave minister full authority over who to hire in their department
· 1908, Laurier passes Civil Service act – recognizes merit principle
· Act only affected jobs in Ottawa…everywhere else still patronage (Ottawa was 1/6th of federal employees)
· WWI changes this because of the lack of merit in public officials
· Civil Service Act of 1918 applies to all civil service, makes them based on merit
· Public Service Commission – nurture, promote, and maintain a professional civil service free of partisanship, and provide Canadians the highest quality of service
· Patronage still exists today (senate appointments, judiciary) – but merit still must exist
· Merit is needed to avoid bad appointments
· PSC has all their positions subject to jobs classification, which govern salary
· Job classifications are excessively general
· Staffing takes a long time because system is rules oriented…often agencies avoid public advertising for a position
· Personnel managers often have predispositions towards who they want to hire…system is subject to manipulation
· There is sometimes a need to upgrade skills…training and development tends to be undervalued because the benefits take years to show up
· Merit – is it best or most qualified candidate? If it is the best, people start to inflate your credentials. Best qualified – must have x, y, and z
· Public sector based far more on merit in public sector than private 

2. Representation in the public sector I: bilingualism and biculturalism
· How representative should civil service be?
· Public sector must comply with policies that are mericratic and equitable
· French and English must be represented in the public service
· Pearson established Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism
· Two founding races would have an equal role
· Ottawa should be a bilingual city
· Quiet Revolution points out lack of French speakers high up in civil service
· Glasgow commission endorsed idea of making a civil service career attractive to French Canadians
· 1969, Official Languages Act, entrenches bilingualism and biculturalism
· Treasury Boards Official Languages program - Gov’t must serve citizens in official language of their choice, work in the official language of their choice…Ottawa commits to operating in both languages
· 1982 Charter recognized Canada’s cultural duality
· Today, Francophones are over-represented in the civil service (French Canadians are more bilingual than English Canadians, better able to compete for jobs)
· 60% of jobs in federal civil service are just English essential, 40% bilingual, small portion French essential
· Does increased representation mean Ottawa is responsible to French Canadians? Do French Canadians recognize the efforts Ottawa has made? How does this affect English Canadians who don’t speak French/ the West?
· English still dominates Federal Civil Service – French language training for English only speakers is inadequate

Continued on October 18th, 2011
3. Representation in the Public Sector II: Equity
· Vertical Mosaic by John Porter – highlighted how protestants dominate
· Once white males are in power in the civil service, they continue to hire “their type”
· Women used to be generally low paying jobs, still somewhat are (secretaries)
· Employment equity tried to be introduced
· Historical injustices should be recognized…minorities contributions recognized
· 1977 Canadian Human Rights Act prohibited federal institutions from discriminating (it is legislation, not part of the constitution)
· CCRF 15.2 – prohibited court challenges against employment equity laws
· Concern is that people will only be hired because of skin colour…actually works in tandem with the merit principle
· 1979 Davignon Committee studied diversity in the civil service…found representativeness so lacking that merit principle should be suspended to right past wrongs
· Abella Commission agreed, led to employment equity act of 1986 – amended in 1995 to entirely formalize process of employment equity in the civil service
· Treasury board and ??? responsible for employment equity
· Results of employment equity:
· Women still hold vast majority of secretarial duties, underrepresented in executive positions…but still better in public than private sector
· Lots depends on age…women in their 30’s have a better chance of being promoted than 50’s and 60’s
· Aboriginals have been somewhat integrated, are actually overrepresented in federal civil service BUT tend to be in jobs with lower education and skill requirements
· “women’s work” has been traditionally undervalued…women are gaining parity, but only because men’s wages are dropping
· Section 7 of Human Rights Act endorses pay equity

4. Labour Relations in the federal civil service
· Majority of public sector workers are unionized…represent half of total unionized workers
· Until 1967, federal employees were not allowed to unionize
· Public Service Staff Relations act changed this, gave right to unionize and engage in collective bargaining
· Public sector can negotiate less than private sector (merit principle is not up for debate)
· Act restricts certain classes of public servants from bargaining…executive managers lose a lot of protection
· Power of designation – certain public sector workers cannot strike (police officers, anything an essential service)…now includes 40% of bargaining units
· These units go to binding arbitration, which ends up costing government more
· Back to work legislation used with increased frequency
· Led to permanent exceptionalism – temporary measures governments take in collective bargaining turn permanent
· Still cite inflation, but economy is much improved now
· Chretien legislated postal workers back to work in 1997
· 2003 Public service modernisation act – gave human resource managers ability to hire qualified workers increased, took away some red tape
· Increases likelihood of grievances being filed against employer
· 2008, Flaherty says he will get tough on public sector unions to control deficit…promises to implement controls that were already in place
· Air Canada employees locked out of work by their employer, legislated back to work…historic decision
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1. Revisiting New Public Management
· Gained traction in 70’s and 80’s
· Critics of bureaucracies tend to rely on straw man arguments
· First case in U.S. in 60’s – Barry Goldwater – campaigned on principle of bringing private sector principles to public sector
· 1. Run gov’t like a business
· 2. Focus on outcomes that can be measured
· 3. Ensure politicians focus on policy making, managers focus on policy implementation
· 4. Organize around horizontal lines to encourage entrepreneurship

2. Critics of NPM
· Public sector has different logic than public sector, cannot be run like each other
· Critics DO NOT argue against efficiency in resource use
· Public sector is there to provide economic goods no matter the economic circumstances (always want police, postal service delivery to remote communities)
· Even Margaret Thatcher didn’t touch health care in Britain
· Governments are there to provide order, so we can go about our daily business
· Fails to account for organizational complexity of governments
· Private sector is also complex (banking system)
· Public sector is somewhat slower, but it has legal and political restraints (human rights legislation, taking into account common goals) that private sector doesn’t have
· Public sector must consult with its unions and clients

3. NPM in Canada
· NPM took root in an environment where business was good and government was bad
· 1979, Lambert commission focused on spending in government departments, critiqued public sector managers as if they were in the private sector, suggested a massive overhaul of the bureaucracy…report largely ignored
· Bureaucracies are more likely to evolve than to be completely revised (evolution vs. revolution)
· Trudeau in 1983 implements productivity improvement program, takes of some of Lambert recommendations…focused on how to streamline government
· Mulroney comes to power, sets up a ministerial task-force for program-review
· Recommends introducing business ethos into public sector
· Fails because most departments justified their expenditures
· Increased ministerial authority and accountability
· Had to produce memorandums of …?
· Departments could sponsor conferences, tap into knowledge external to the public sector
· Departments could also tender competitive contracts
· Departments could carry up to 5% of their budgets over to the next fiscal year
· Increased the size of bureaucracy – made ministers outline their roles
· In the end it failed, departments saw that others who introduced it became less efficient
· Mulroney then introduces PS2000…sought to decentralize power, empower managers
· Ten task forces are established to analyze a different part of the public sector
· PS2000 fails because central agencies fought with departments over the idea of letting the managers manage
· Two issues emerged:
· 1. Under Mulroney, there was a top-down approach to managing, no consultation with line managers at all – they became
· 2. Al-Mashat affair – Muhammed al Mashat comes to Canada after Gulf War…he was Iraq’s ambassador to U.S. in the war…media said managers authorized it, Mulroney agreed and threw them under the bus, even though it was legal to let him in – basically discouraged innovation because Mulroney got credit for good ideas but they got flak for bad ones
· Largest restructuring of public sector done under Chretien – done under program review
· Between 95 and 99, program review wanted to reduce personnel…reduced it by 17% by turning some agencies into crown corporations and encouraging some others to retire
· There still was an expectation that departments would do more with less
· Government unloaded all ports that were not of strategic importance (ports not making money)
· Deficit reduction guided Chretien’s logic
· Quiet crisis emerges in public sector (1997) Clerk of PC concerned about the impact of cuts on the public sector
· Public service being denigrated, not a good job, losing talent
· Private sector goes hunting for employees in the public sector
· La Releve acronym – initiative launched by PC office to reenergize public sector…still influenced by principles of NPM…wanted to flatten hierarchies, improve service delivery
· Under La releve, Chretien said you had to implement service standards that performance would be measured against…departments must show a 10% improvement in customer or client satisfaction
· Did manage to streamline some things (passport application, telecommunications helped a lot)
· Led to leadership network…brought together managers to discuss and exchange information
· This information exchange helped to stoke creativity, learn from other mistakes
· This is a form of participatory management, and it was viewed cynically by the public sector because it tends to be a way to get people to do more work
· Budget cuts were ad hoc, departments had to follow everything said by Chretien and Martin…fell short on the empowerment, OK on everything else
· Martin comes along, focuses first on service delivery by turning to telecommunications technology
· Set up management accountability framework in response to sponsorship scandal
· Increase scrutiny of finances
· Harper comes along, introduces reforms based on accountability…will talk about this another day

4. To what extent has NPM penetrated the public sector
· Most reforms have been present at micro and meso levels through alternative service delivery
· Means privitizing a service, deregulating it, privatize it, devulg? A service (send to to lower levels of government)
· Privatisation idea fell off with Walkerton when people died
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2) Understanding “accountability” and “ethics” 

Gomery was the flash point but this was a 3 decade thing. 
Wanting to avoid conflict of interests 
Accountability: We expect officials to be liable to the decision they make
Did they follow procedures 
Did there decisions hold substance
First form is what is called objective accountability 
Rulers and regulations of channel, obligation, communication of government 
Second Subjective responsibility 
Are the decisions responsible 
Just because its legal doesn’t make it right
They are formal lines of influence and control that must be followed 
Informal they have rules to follow in how they act between other actors.
3 parts of gov accountability 
political responsibility: chain of command/ scrutinize the government
the minister does hold the technical power of the department (even though the PM does at the end)
the civil servants are there to assist the minister in there agenda.
Ministers have a grip on the entire department. But in reality is that they have a grip on a very tiny part of the department. 
Also most decisions are made without the ministers knowledge but in any case the minister takes the heat of any problems.
Even from predecessors mistakes. And when things go wrong often it means resignation from cabinet, or he or she will answer to parliament and not resign. 
At discipliner system will kick in to determine which civil servant made the mistake and discipliner action will take place.
But it is not always so easy to figure out who made the mistake. So you will have so many officials involved in a decisions (up to 100 at times)  
Ministerial responsibility is lax as it is very rare that a minister actually resigns 
The only way this happens is if a minister does something really major (Bernier) 
However the British system is way tougher on ministers 
Legal Responsibility: administrations rules
Respecting the rule of law and follow the rules of administration laws
And the courts are a check in this by making sure bills drafted are in line with the law (charter)
Courts can not over rule “injustice” decisions 
The courts will always send it back to Parliament not directly overrule it or make a law.
But these laws are just routine stuff (boring)
Social responsiveness: decisions that are made are going to be reflective of boarder values, needs, interests.
Are decisions meeting a substantive need is the question that needs to be asked.
Here is the problem though. This is very subjective. Whereas the first two are factually defined.
This is so as it depends on the ideology of the party in power so it is very subjective.
Especially as this is a very regional thing too.
Holding the civil service accountably:
This is usually done through public hearings 
But this isn’t that prevalent as it is only done for highly specialized agencies (CBC)

3) Efforts to make the public sector accountable

Access to Info. Act 1983 
 Exempts defense, cabinet meetings, personal business, and the point is that a lot of things are exempt under this act. 
So it is pretty vague and the government can use this to there advantage. 
Another thing you have to pay to see public information the is duped “free” and costs depends on how high the information is on the governments “scale” 
The whole principle was to attempt to open up government and that decisions made be made public thus you would have a more socially responsible government. 
If you make 
Go to the info. commnionseer (make an appeal) and the desions is just a recommendation 
Next step after getting rejected again is to go to the federal court of Canada. 
So how much freedom is there under this? 
Attempts have been made to open this up but these have all fallen by the waste side
Ombudsmen: they oversee government department. So they take peoples compliments and they have the authority to intevesgate the department. 
However they have NO legal power to revert a descions on the department.
They are available for a variety of agencies but mostly just for crown agencies.
And the argument is that there are other departments to carry out the same tasks.
But the provinces actually have more ombudsmen then the feds. 
 So at the end of the day these offices aren’t impartial and have no authority thus NO POWER.



4) The Sponsorship Scandal, Gomery, and the Federal Accountability Act. 

It was the sponsorship scandal that brought Accountability back in the public spotlight
The sponsorship program was there to promote Ottawa’s profile at a cabinet retreat by the Grits but there was no structure made.
The PMO’s chief of staff was the head of the Unity Program and this was a problem that it is 
Another problem was: Chuch Getate is the civil servant in charge of this but he is from public works taking orders from the PM rather then the minister (breaking the rules)
The Culter working under Guyta brings up the fact that there are irregularties in the way contracts are being handed out and he is demoted.
The Privy Council also raised concerns on the fact that this was never formalized. And there is 0 ministerial responsibility here and the PM’s signatories determined where the money went. 
Contracts weren’t tracked probably 
Guytea is now ruled by Galiona who is the minister of public works but it should be the DM giving the orders to Guytea.
Another problem was it was all partisan based desions and it was also a kickback scheme to give money to Grit Firms
Chreatian refuses to kick Galiona out of caucus or cabinet
And Galiona was appointed to an ambassadorship to Denmark as an exit.
Shealia Fraser releases a report on the irregulators  
The Gomery Comission comes out of this 
It says that cabinet is off the hook for this as it is being run out of the PMO
Recommendations:
1) Sign clearer responsibility to civil servants and and politicans 
DM and senor officials should have there responsibilities outlined explicitly 
Terms set for DM’s 
Register of lobbistys needs to report to parliament.
This was in line with harper’s Tories 
Leading to the creation of the FAA
To some extent the act did fall in line with the Gomery recommendations
Made sure that the Sponsor 
Strengthen the made the appointments more fair, ethics commissioner, lobbyist rules, and the access to info. act (never happened as new exemptions were added and ministers could refuse)
Parliamentary Budget Officer was promised to be created: to provide info. on finances.
However its independents is questionable.  
2) It focused on the role of the exec. In the Gomery rec. 
And this was Gomery’s main concern
He asked why we have a reasonable government but why aren’t we using it?
No one was taking responsibility for the scandal
Strengthen the parliamentary committees 
The power between the exec. and parliament was not balanced and needs to be rebalanced 
Gomery saw this as a way to make true responsible government. 
As Ministers will be hold to account. 
Legislatures have a greater say under this (if adopted)
And Canadians would now know who is responsible for what. 
And the funny thing about Gomery is that he was realistic as he knew these recommendations would fall to the waste side. 
As people would forget about it.
The cause of the sponsorship scandal was the centralization of the PMO which is still there. 
The bigger problem is how do you legislate this decentralization of power? 
Until this is found out something like this will happen again.
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1. What is Political Economy?
· Came about by accident
· Modern economics tends to portray all economies as the same…all contain rational actors who make cost-benefit analysis
· Treats politics are interfering with ideal economic outcomes
· Politics does affect how markets function – to an extent
· Some economics departments still explore issues of economics – institutional economists seek to understand how political institutions shape market outcomes
· In its best form, political economy concerned with four things:
· 1. How resources are distributed across a society – according to Marx, economies shape our social systems – to understand we must look at power relationships between groups of people
· Political economy concerned with social class – main determinant of social well-being
· Social mobility is not as high as people think in capitalism
· Rates of social mobility tend to be highest in socialist countries (Sweden more than Canada more than America)
· Traditional elite analysis – tends to miss the relationships of people without power…power relationship between classes says a lot about the society
· Must consider producer groups – capitalists tend to all be treated the same…they have commonalities, but also compete amongst one another (both businesses and sectors)
· Economy is incredibly complex, many sectors tied together – can exorbitantly charge for imports, tower building and auto makers both rely on steel
· Class analysis comes under attack in the 1980’s
· 2. How does the state obtain resources for itself?
· States need money to carry out their activities
· A strong economy is essential to rule effectively
· States tax wages, profits, and consumption (strong economy helps this to happen with little effort)
· Greeks and Russians don’t usually pay their taxes, government can’t throw everyone in jail
· In capitalist states, business interests are already inscribed in policy
· Tax burdens now are falling on immobile capital (workers), mobile capital (finance firms) is less taxed because it can move away
· High tax rates can be used to promote investment within society
· Sweden taxes profits pretty high, but if profits are invested domestically you get generous write-offs
· Tax cuts do not lead to investment, companies just bank the profit
· 3. Contradictions
· New problems always popping up in the economy – eg. Everyone concerned with productivity, which results in fewer workers in a firm, and higher unemployment (car factories now compared to in the 50’s)
· Within competition – more firms, means there are lower rates of profit
· New problems emerge whenever there is innovation
· 4. Extra-economic factors in capitalism
· Capitalism requires social relationships outside the market for it to survive
· (in early 20th century, women did housework for free while men worked)
· Housing prices are affected by having a park nearby, but parks are not commodified
· Schools are free because economy needs societal literacy

2. Policymaking, political economy, and the state
· Hard split between public and private is not really there…the correct division between the two is always a political question
· Laissez-faire economics in 19th century believed state is not responsible for employment, should only provide means to ensure contracts are enforced
· Socialism at the same time said state does have a role
· The debate has left a mark on us – there is an enormous amount of planning that goes on in our economies today (public utilities – hydro, water)
· Businesses like the stability of pricing that public utilities provide
· States always provide markets with a constitutional framework for action which market actors need
· Cannot legalize trust, but it is crucial for markets to function (consumers must trust the product, producers must trust other firms it contracts out with, supply chains)
· State usually plays a less direct role in markets, use institutions to steer
· Markets are never spontaneous, only give off the appearance
· Private property requires a deed…state is not present at a transaction, but you still sign something
· Markets must be politically and socially legitimate
· Caffeine is politically legitimate, cocaine is not
· Children mining coal used to be legitimate, no longer is
· How markets are conceptualized is historical as well
· Governance suggests that there is never a single site that regulates economies, must take apart states to see how they interact with themselves
· Farmers are powerful in Saskatchewan, not as much in Ontario – will exercise a greater influence on both politics and the economy
· Governing economies effectively is mostly trial and error
· Varieties of capitalism approach – there is no single way to govern an economy…economies can always be oriented in different ways
· Two ideal types of capitalism:
· Liberal market economies (Canada, U.S., U.K.) – tend to focus on short-term financial returns, labour market flexibility, let open markets steer investment decisions
· Firms generally operate under shareholder capitalism, shareholders dictate when workers are hired – effects the demand for labour
· Does not make sense to train people for the long term when you will only be focused on the short-term
· Strict divide between public and private sectors
· State’s role tends to be a neutral arbiter who enforces contracts and protects property rights
· Coordinated market economies (origins in Bizmark’s Germany, who tried to build up state industry to wage war…found support in leftist European parties)
· Goal is to use public power to regulate capitalism to avoid extreme highs and lows, but private sector is still important to social stability
· Institutions are used to steer investment, firms cooperate with each other, have long-term outlooks (PEAK associations formed to exchange information among producers)
· Stakeholder capitalism means strong interdependence between firms (particularly banks)
Continued on November 8th, 2011
· Corporatist arrangements (not corporations) – relationships between the state, business, and labour…state mediates negotiations
· This sets wages by industry or occupation
· Result in pacts instead of contracts
· Pacts include wages, price of a product etc. – their overarching aim is to make labour more productive
· More flexibility in labour markets for business in liberal market economies than in coordinated market economies
· Businesses in coordinated market economies must invest in labour for the long-term
· Neoliberalism gained traction in the 1990’s, but before that people favoured the economies of Japan and Germany that were doing well
· There are always debates about the benefits of both
· Globalization effects both types of economies (WTO, EU, NAFTA)
· It is suggested that economies will converge, but that is not actually happening
· Differences within countries make this impossible (type of government system, history etc.)
· Has led to the return of ideas…debate between Keynesianism and now monetarism (keeping inflation low, controlling money supply)
· Ideas win out over others because of how they are presented (simple wins!)
· Politicians diagnose the problems in simple terms, want to solve them in simple terms

3. Canadian political economy and policymaking
· State projects – the ends of a policy or outcome
· State strategies will effect these (how state goals are achieved)
· Pluralism – the state is a neutral arbiter, actors within society compete with each other
· Political economy sees that there are imbalances within power
· State intervention in Canada has proceeded along minimal state lines
· State action in Canada is about creating and steering markets (John A’s first national policy – put up tariff walls, built a railroad…unsure how this is more an example of liberal market economies but it is???)
· Canadian state intervention in the economy is higher because of the staples approach – Harold Innis suggests that because of Canada’s dependence on raw materials, a shortage of capital was created
· Raw materials are not worth that much, real value comes from adding value to resources
· Canadian state must take action to facilitate resources to other nations
· Canada’s biggest companies are mining companies, forestry etc.
· NEP was an example of state action
· American business has a big influence on our economy
· Ford plants in Oshawa etc.
· Our small and medium sized enterprises are set up to service American businesses (branch plant economy) visible in oil sands, now retail sector
· As a result, we have low rates of innovation (RIM is very rare in Canada)
· Canadian business community tends to be lazy, no interest in expanding outside of Canada, only exploiting domestic market by isolating it
· Most of our economic policies up to the 60’s were done with the U.K. in mind, then with the Americans
· Regionalism plays an important role in determining economic policy
· Each province has their own regulatory regime, own economic orientations
· Division of powers makes things tougher – makes it difficult to enact a national regulatory regime
· Each province has a different relationship with the United States (Ontario wants a weaker dollar to export more, West wants different policies to help develop extraction)
· Canada’s class conflict tends to be played out in workplaces, only come up during provincial elections
· Canada has always had a large middle class, farmers, small and medium business owners tend to have the biggest impact on policy
· Immigrants have a role
· Aboriginals play a fundamental role in policy-making
· When Canada was “discovered”, there was a great deal of respect between Aboriginals and Europeans due to fur trade…once that ended, start to become exploited
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1. Understanding Budgets
· Budgets in general represent what goes on in societies (politics in democracies revolve around where resources should be allocated)
· Budgets should be seen as an expression of the country’s priorities
· Government needs money to function…run daily and implement policies
· Budgets are fiscal policy, two aspects of it:
· 1. Taxation – revenue process asks how we generate money to fund new and existing programs
· Revenue sources come in various forms…taxation, service charges, duties, borrowing
· 2. Expenditures – institutional goals and financial requirements are set
· PM and finance minister prepare budget with help of finance and customs and revenue agencies
· These two agencies present revenue-raising proposals
· Ottawa must consult with officials from other provinces, and other departments within Ottawa
· Finance holds pre-budget meetings with leading business, labour, and social groups
· Budget usually delivered in late February/early March
· Revenue side usually gets the most attention
· Expensiture side – officials from every department involved, assisted by cabinet committees…these committies are assisted by PMO, PCO, Treasury Board
· There are fights between spending agencies (department of fisheries) and guardian agencies (finance and treasury board)
· Once this is done, a main estimates outline is presented to parliament…outline estimated spending for every department and agency
· Debates over budget are much more substantial in minority parliaments because failure to pass a budget means government dissolves
· Expenditures show what the priorities of the government
· There are actors beyond parliament that ensure the public purse is being respected (auditor general, interests groups, media, other groups)
· Expenditure budgets act as a list of financial intent…allows superiors in departments to have control over how their money is spent
· Senior managers are expected to evaluate how effectively their resources are being used
· Once a department gets money, audits begin (departments audit themselves)…audits measure expenses in light of pre-established criteria
· Auditor general is an officer of parliament…nominated by PM, confirmed by parliament…ten year term or ends if they turn 65
· Office of the auditor general has extraordinary independence…audits agencies, SOME crown corporations, the territories
· AG’s undertake an attest and compliance audit…looks at whether transactions were done with proper authority
· Office releases reports quarterly to parliament…offers recommendations to improve financial management, but cannot legally compel any department to change practices
· Most reports report that respecting public money is the norm, but we focus on the exceptions of massive waste
· Role of AG has changed a lot since the 70’s…1977 the office was givern the powers of comprehensive auditing
· what looks wasteful over a one year period may not be wasteful after ten years (gun registry)
· AG raises questions about democracy because they are unelected
· There are political flair-ups between AG and government…AG has no legal rights to cabinet documents, governments sometimes don’t like what the AG says
· Public accounts committees…another part of the budget process…committee in the HoC that reviews and analyzes AG reports, provide recommendations for reforms…one way to ensure parliament has oversight on spending…chair of this committee is always a member of the opposition, but the committee itself is representative of the house

2. Making and delivering budgets


3. The evolution of budgetary decision-making
· Incremental line budgeting: take the previous years budget and add costs of a growing society
· Often middle managers wrote these budgets, would send them up the chain of command
· Performance budgeting – different in that efficiency evaluations start to be built into the budget process…look at financial inputs and outputs
· Planning programing budgeting systems – introduced by Pierre Trudeau…links strategic thought to organizational activity, then actual spending decisions
· PPBS is different because it recognizes the need to link…something?
· Under PPBS, system is more complex…A - ? B – for new initiatives in the process of being assessed and X –( money allocated for low priority items) budgets
· These budgets encouraged officials to think in the long term, and think systematically
· Problem - Finding out what priorities are depends on comparative rankings, these always vary…often what determined whether you got money was how influential your minister is in cabinet
· PPBS ran into problems with long-term planning because you cannot predict certain things (economic collapse)
· PPBS shifted power into the hands of senior officials…they were calling for more central planning…left out middle managers
· Other departments and agencies are made more conservative
· Creates a lot of resentment towards central agencies
· Leads to more bureaucratic infighting
· 1979, Joe Clark becomes PM…he changes PPBS into policy and expenditure management system: PEMS added political and administrative decision making to the decision making process…ministers now have an enhanced role
· Allowed for forecasting revenue and expenses in Ottawa
· Funding delivered in the Envelope by funding committees
· Strategic overview reviewed government objectives, looked at alternative means of pursuing developmental goals
· PandP was able to evaluate each department, enabled finance to draw up a multi-year fiscal plan
· Each department also had to produce a multi-year operational plan which assesses a departments long-term planning objectives over a three year period
· Each department also had to produce a budget year operational plan
· All this had to be done in consultation with the treasury board
· PEMS only focused on spending, but in fact it had little effect on spending
· It is a CUMBERSOME PROCESS
· Caused finance and the treasury board to begin to exert enormous influence
· Some decentralization did occur under PEMS, but it was inconsequential
· Under Mulroney, greater centralization was injected into the system
· By the early 90’s, system comes under stress because of Ottawa’s budget situation, became clear that PEMS could not control finances when it is designed to control spending
· EMS (expenditure management system) worked like the PEMS but was designed to control finances
· Under this system, no more B and X budgets…everything fell under A
· Introduced departmental business plan: provides a three year perspective on the departments objectives given its current funding
· In 2007, Harper introduced the New Expenditure management system (not many differences, but they are important)
· All government spending is regularly reviewed over a four-year cycle
· Strategic review process was introduced, focuses on the economy of the public sector
· Departments Must: 
· 1. Must increase effeccctiveness
· 2. Must focus on your core roles
· 3. Meet the priorities of Canadians
· You must go to a third party to be reviewed
· Once the review is done, lowest priorities lose 5 percent of funding, and highest gain 5 ercent
· IMPORTANT…not much of this section will be on the exam

4. The turn to debts and deficits
· The gap between revenues and expenditures
· Your either borrow or cut spending (since taxes are already set out)
· Deficits occurred regularly in the 70’s in Canada – economic crisis
· Since the 70’s, economic stagnation has been the norm (unlike the post-war era)
· Canada’s debt situation was not unique
· Deficits are problematic for two reaons:
· 1. To finance debts you must borrow money, and you must service that debt
· 2. Deficits can act as a drag on the economy in the long term (increase interest rates
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4. The turn to debts and deficits
· Debts are sustainable to 100% of GDP
· Real turn to deficits was done under Brian Mulroney…he says he will deal with the deficit, but he didn’t
· He at least stabilized deficits...made sure debt didn’t outpace GDP growth…couldn’t do more because there were economic problems in the 80’s
· When first elected he had to deal with low commodity prices, Ottawa had to increase support payments to the West
· Crisis then switches to the East, recession of the early 90’s…revenues in Ottawa fall
· Another factor that Mulroney had to deal with was the Bank of Canada’s high interest rates
· Political climate was tough…failed Meech Lake Accord, Charlottetown Accord’s failure through referendum, implementation of GST
· Introduction of the Goods and Services Tax did somewhat improve the deficit situation…it replaced the manufacturer’s sales tax (a hidden tax) that was paid for at a wholesale level, whereas GST was paid by everyone
· 1993 was the year that the deficit was actually tackled under Liberals…Liberals tried to tackle the deficit by growing the economy, or promised to
· Once in office, they listened to finance officials who told them to make deep cuts
· Economic growth would occur once the deficit was eliminated
· Mexican Peso crisis of 1994…Wall Street Journal says same thing could happen in Canada if practices aren’t changed, as they present the Canadian and Mexican economies the same way
· Polls showed Canadians supported deficit reduction…but when actually presented with choices they said social programs should not be cut
· 1995 budget is when budget started to be slashed
· Entire world was facing the same problems as Canada

5. Eliminating the Deficit
· In 1994, program review was started…it reviewed all government spending with the exception of transfer to individuals and other levels of gov’t
· Second phase of program review involved decreasing spending on defence, foreign aid and affordable housing, with all gov’t departments receiving a 3.5% cut
· Oversight of program review was eventually all transferred over to the treasury board
· Outside of program review is where the biggest cuts took place
· Transfer payments to other levels of government received the biggest cuts
· Public debt remained the largest expenditure of Ottawa, but transfer payments fell from second to fifth
· Ottawa creates the Canada Health and Social transfer, which was not as generous to the provinces as the EPF and CAP…provinces were not consulted
· There was no overarching plan behind deficit reduction…cuts were dictated without due consideration
· By 1998 the deficit is eliminated…but it was not because of cuts to transfer payments
· Economic growth helped Canada go back into surplus
· Liberals took money from the Employment Insurance fund and turned it into general revenue
· 1990’s growth was fueled by a weak Canadian dollar and booming American economy
· Total expenditures only decreased in 1997, and returned to 1995 levels in 2001
· Multiple policy options were on the table…Saskatchewan reduced their deficit by increasing their taxes
· In Ontario, Tories decreased spending and taxes
· 
6. The post-deficit era: dealing with surpluses
· Questions were being asked…what are cuts doing to the public sphere?
· Once surpluses returned, the public lost faith in market like they had lost faith in government
· Main debates were between left and right…left wanted social programs, while right argued for tax cuts and paying down the debt
· Priority in post-deficit Canada turned to spending, but the fiscalisation of politics remained entrenched
· Little was done to remedy to remedy the provinces debt situation
· 2004 budget had the most liberal spending because Liberals needed the support of the NDP
· 2004 budget was Ottawa playing catch-up…New Deal for communities
· National Day Care program was investigated
· 2006, Harper in with a minority government…promised greater spending restraint, represented right-wing perspective on surplus management

7. The post-surplus era: Dealing with deficits
· Prime culprit of deficits was economic meltdown
· We are put into deficit because they are no longer buying our stuff
· When recession hit, Canada was in a much more favourable position than others
· Response to the deficit was quite miserable in 2008, there was no policy on stimulus projects
· Most of the agenda was based on ideological reasons (reduced funding of political parties)
· Threat of a coalition government caused Harper government to change course and pursue a Keynesian style of response (economic action plan)
· Harper government promised to protect transfer payments
· Future generations will only have to pay for spending now if the spending is a one-off
· Spending on infrastructure benefits tomorrow’s generations as well
· Harper’s government is not entirely to blame for deficit
· Austerity measures during a recession is not a good plan…business sector, household sector, government sector are the spending sectors…if government sector implements a policy of austerity, nobody in the economy will increase spending
· We do not know what steps will be taken to curb the deficit
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1. What are the interest groups and what do they do?
· Political parties are the traditional representatives of public opinion, but other interests can be represented
· Interest groups have a bad reputation for being “special interests”
· They are seen as interrupting the relationship between citizens and the legislators
· They form out of two things:
· 1. Social change – groups reflect those changes
· 2. State activities – when new laws are passed, constituencies are created (pro and anti free-trade)
· Interest groups must represent some public interests
· Three types of interest groups:
· 1. Protected group – look after members interests, form along professional or occupational lines…sometimes neighbourhoods (trade unions, business associations, industrial organizations etc.)
· 2. Promotional bodies – advocate ideas, identities, policies and values…difficult to separate from protected groups, there is some overlap
· 3. Fire brigade groups – based on issues that come and go (free trade groups)
· How interest groups act politically depend on timelines they are working with
· The goal of interest groups is to raise issues and negotiate with governments
· Insider groups – people with good social networks, issues tend to revolve around very technical issues (oil sands groups currently)
· Outsider groups – have no access to government, can be purposely excluded, or consciously choose to remain outside of the political process…instead choose to protest (national day care program advocates right now)
· How interest groups get policy through:
· Political opportunity structures – how interest groups find points within the state to penetrate
· Public consultations can help get certain views out there
· Opposition parties can try to advance certain positions
· Public opinion can influence public policy
· Interest groups can engage the level of government that is most receptive to there ideas
· International coverage from different organizations can bring attention to local issues by shaming politicians
· Who are the other interests groups that are competing? Do they have more resources, do they have good or weak arguments

2. The role of interest groups in public policy-making
· Policy-making is an inherently political act
· State is a central player in policy-making, but not always the dominant player (states and societies shape each other)
· Interest groups develop around particular issues
· Policy networks emerge – a subset of actors whose interests are similar
· There has been a shift to networking among interest groups as policy issues become increasingly complex
· Interest groups have begun to employ a greater number of researchers and experts
· Policy communities – grouping of government agencies who are concerned with a particular policy field (day care advocates prior to Harper)
· Not all policies are open to pressure (notably monetary and fiscal policy)…groups are consulted on this, but the scope of discussion is limited
· The amount of pressure that can be placed on government depends on how strong that government is? Can the government generate its own information (knowledge access)? Competence of ministers?
· International interest groups – can help more local interest groups make connections with each other…UN often calls on interest groups to present on an international stage (womens and indigenous networks across borders)
· Interest groups are becoming more expert-driven, with scientific issues integral to the policy-making process
· Can lead to decision-making by experts…”rational” wishes may go against majority wishes…engineers may not take morals into consideration (GM foods…it may be safe, but is it ethical?
· Pluralists see the state as a neutral arbiter, but sometimes interests are already prescribed within states…states already know they have to keep the economy running, already take business interests into consideration

3. a) challenges to interest groups: New social Movements
· Membership within interest groups is on the decline…rise in new social movements that are not organized along bureaucratic lines
· NSM groups are anti-state, tend to be counter-cultural
· Use unconventional political methods…focus on protests and activism, are concerned with moral concerns
· These tend to be made up of well educated, middle class members…they do not target the ballot box

b) Challenges to interest groups: deliberative democracy and citizen engagement
· In the 80’s there was a greater shift towards citizen engagement…rests on government and citizens have a dialogue
· Some principles:
· 1. Free and open dialogue (reciprocity) rather than citizens just stating their preferences
· 2. Public reasoning – the claims must be justified
· 3. Transparency – citizens know why governments are doing what they are doing
· 4. All citizens have an opportunity to participate, and citizens who are directly affected especially get a voice
· We have a tradition of deliberative democracy in Canada (royal commissions hold public consultations
· Experts and researchers are often at the table due to complexity issues
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Mackenzie Valley pipeline inquiry (berger enquiry), first public deliberation in Canada in the 70’s…took views of individuals who were not normally part of the discussion
· Judge Berger went to different communities to investigate local views on the pipeline
· The Judge said that land claims issues in the communities must be settled before the pipeline can be built, reflected response of local Aboriginals
· 80’s – citizens suddenly love citizen engagement…focus was on breadth of participation, not on the depth (successful consultations were determined by number of participants, did not consider the dialogue)
· Mulroney set up the citizens forum on national unity in wake of the failed Meech Lake Accord – a series of townhall meetings held across the country…people used it as a forum to complain, had no impact on national unity
· Recent example – Barack Obama’s townhall meetings on healthcare were just a lot of shouting
· 90’s uses citizen engagement to take experiences into consideration, greater moves towards shutting out experts – reduce the perceived dissatisfaction of citizens
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4. How much more democracy?
· Was done in the belief that the citizenry would become more active
· Designed as a supplement to representative government
· It allows for a discussion of values
· Governments at least tried to be more open to their citizenry
· Results: citizens don’t have much interest in citizen engagement
· Governments blame citizens, do not evaluate why citizen engagement doesn’t work
· Citizens are very cynical of these engagement processes
· Often citizen engagement forums ask what people think of a set policy, not what they want the policy to be
· Reports made citizens views overly simple, lots of one liners
· Engagement became professionalized…run by consultants or communications experts
· Deliberative democracy loses steam if citizens feel they are not contributing
· How representative are the views of participants of the wider community?
· Localized issues can have far-reaching consequences
· Policies to be discussed tend to attract those most interested, which is a small slice of the community
· Citizen engagement has hurt interest group membership
· Professionalized interest groups now have elitist leaders, do not consult their base as they are required to provide reports
· They are seen as providing knowledge external to government
· A gap still exists between what governments deliver and what citizens expect them to deliver
· Governments are trying to reform citizen engagement through parliamentary and electoral reform
· Heavier emphasis on MP’s talking with constituents…but this hasn’t materialized
· The time requirements for engagement are beyond the scope of most citizens

1. What is the Welfare State?
· Not easy to define
· High levels of spending do not always correlate with a welfare states generosity
· A welfare state is about citizenship…the collective provisioning of goods and services that offers a leveling effect
· Capitalism is a class-based society
· Social class one is born into effects the goods and services you can access
· Economies of scale – resources are pooled, making them cheaper on a per-person basis
· Markets can provide a lot of what we associate with the welfare state, but at a higher cost
· Three ways welfare states work:
· 1. Citizens get cash transfers (EI, social assistance, guaranteed annual income, old age pensions, etc.)
· 2. Providing goods and services (health care, daycare in Quebec)
· 3. Tax credits or deductions ($5000 a year is tax-free to encourage people to save)
· Welfare states have a tendency to de-commodify labour by:
· 1. Welfare states improve solitary between workers, do not have to undercut others (minimum wage, automatic health benefits)
· 2. When you decomodify, you have less dependence on the market?????
· Unemployment is not caused by laziness but by market downturns
· Welfare states tend to have less unemployment

2. The emergence of the Canadian Welfare State
· Prior to the post-war era, welfare state in Canada was minimal (look at what is a provincial responsibility)
· Tests would determine if you had a work ethic, begging was prohibited, charities were left to handle poor populations
· First welfare state measure in Canada was after World War I, it was for war veterans to reintegrate into the economy, provide assistance for the wounded, and help widows and families
· The amounts and level of distribution were not very generous
· Great Depression, there were no social supports
· Municipalities were the only ones providing social assistance, but lacked sufficient resources
· Mackenzie King refused to do anything about it, R.B. Bennett comes along and provides assistance to the provinces to help their own municipalities
· Turned to public works employment, which was given out at subsistence wages…municipalities had to pay 50%
· Eventually shifted to direct relief, which was closely monitored
· Rise of the CCF brought up ideas about dealing with the depression
· Introduced the idea of unemployment insurance, Bennett was against it but the banks wanted it, so he caved in
· Bennett eventually introduces the New Deal…unemployment insurance, minimum wage, health insurance, grants to farmers, old age pension grants
· JCPC strikes it down because all these things were in the provinces jurisdiction
· After WWII, W.L.M.K. did not want to return to depression economics, became committed to building a welfare state
· Created the Rovel-Searwalk? Commission to investigate what caused the depression…they said we needed to reform inter-governmental relations, aka reform federalism
· Federalism must eliminate provincial disparities
· During WWII, King is provided by a committee with the Marsh report
· Endorses a comprehensive social welfare program, which must be coupled with maintaining high levels of employment
· King campaigns on a lot of the ideas generated by the CCF
· King puts up a veterans charter, puts in family allowances…after the election he did not put in his promises
· Keynesianism helped develop the welfare state, permeated federal bureaucracy
· Provinces experimented on their own with welfare programs…Saskatchewan implements universal health care, soon followed by Alberta and B.C. 
· Ontario eventually implemented their own, forcing Ottawa to do the same
· 1963 really develops universal health care…Liberal minority government, NDP demands that Ottawa support a national health insurance scheme
· Royal Commission on Health Services (Hall commission)…says Canada should have universal health care
· There was a great deal of provincial resistance (provinces wanted it determined by how much money you have, only the poor get universal health care)
· Financing health care – Hospital and Diagnostic Services Act, Medical Care Act were funding our health care system
· In 77, established program financing replaces these two acts, designed to control costs
· Based calculations on 75-76 per capita federal contribution to the provinces based on an escalator of a three year measure of GDP
· To get money, all provinces had to ensure health care was distributed
· 1966 Canada Assistance Plan…provinces required to help people in need (means tested program)…Ottawa paid 50% of all provincial costs, also set national standards (welfare rates had to be high enough to meet basic needs, provinces needed an appeals system, two more…)

3. Decision-making structures of the Canadian Welfare State
· JCPC decision that struck down Bennett’s New Deal
· Two ways to handle the welfare state:
· 1. Change the constitution to allow feds to have control of provincial jurisdiction
· 2. Makes deals with provinces and Ottawa
· Three ways to manage:
· 1. Classical federalism – whoever is responsible for a manner in the constitution takes care of it
· 2. Shared cost federalism – Ottawa pays a share of provincially administered programs, provinces must accept the terms that Ottawa sets out
· There is negotiation built in here, but sometimes Ottawa can act without negotiation
· 3. Joint decision federalism – two levels of government must agree on anything that happens
· 

4. Welfare State retrenchment in Canada
· Canada Health Act prohibited patients from being charged at the point of access…Ottawa defines itself as the defender of national health care
· Since then, retrenchment has occurred (wholesale reform of the Canadian welfare state)
· Old Age security and Canada pension plan are different…Old age security is transformed by Ottawa (or attempted)…Mulroney tries, Chretien takes it a bit further
· Family allowance – every household with a child got a certain amount of money no matter your income, this was ended
· Under classical federalism, the most drastic cuts to Employment insurance occurred…employment insurance is now obtained at a regional level
· With reforms to EI, social costs of unemployment went to the provinces
· With joint-decision federalism, changes to Canada pension plan were limited…there are electoral consequences
· Social democratic governments were not willing to see benefits reduced
· In 80’s, federal government reduces the amount it is transferring to the provinces
· Most important change: 96-97 fiscal year…feds cut provincial transfers, roll EPF and CAP into Canada Social transfer (provinces were not consulted…this should be shared cost federalism)
· In the CHST there are the most dramatic cuts…richer provinces start to agitate for going it alone
· Rae then Harris are proponents of this
· In exchange for decreased funding, Ottawa has become more flexible (some are concerned that this could result in an attack on universality)
· Provinces start to restraint health care spending, sometimes restraining it below inflation…there is a real slow corrosion to our health system
· Provinces are de-insuring marginal services (physio-therapy, eye doctors)…becomes more expensive because people do not get immediate treatment, go back into public system
· In 1999, all provinces sign social union framework agreement which sought federal-provincial cooperation on providing a social safety net…feds must agree with provinces
