
Political sci is divided into 4 subfields. 

· International Relations (relationships between states, but branches out to global affairs  such as peace) 

· Political thought (major philosophers, questions about justice etc) 

· Comparative politics (domestic politics in countries other then canada)

· Canadian Politics (similar to comparative politics due to domestic politics, it is a distinct in Canadian field due to our nationality. Its hard to study canadian politics without taking into consideration of international standards at all) 

Scholars studying Canadian Politics are placing it in a comparative perspectives. Canada has peculiar characteristics which makes its government different.

Comparative term reflects the reality that scholars will study Canada their whole life. They get drawn to other countries that are similar. This is how Canada manages their cultural difference. 

The 1867 Constitution 

Prelude to confederation. Territories of Canada were first found by french, until the british conquest of 1759. British authorities had various tactics of those who are french canadian. Attempts to assimilate and create a more homogenous population that would result in protestant and english speaking. Lord Durham to investigate problem of the two raises and assimilate then french canadians to english speaking. The British Crown had an acknowledgment of french canadians so changing them would be difficult so instead agreed to allow them to be Catholic and speaking french (1774). (1840) Premisses of Lord Durham assimilation is the way to go. Although the two canada’s were connected in 1840 bicultural still was pushing for Durham theory. They were separated into an upper canada and lower canada. 1791 constitutional act. In societies that are divided has the main problem of who is the leader. Before, it was one person from each group to represent the country. Dual Prime ministership, which can be difficult to experience. If one says no, then nothing moves forward.

Political deadlocks in act of union. Having two different communities in one union must create a vito to respect the other. There needed to be another form of political organization to satisfy the ambitions of both different communities. At the same time, they were ambitions of creating economic opportunities in a new land, unification to create markets. 1861 Americans had a civil war to push towards creating a unification. United Canada would be stronger then divided. 

Outlined in readings and notes, very important to why canada and Canadian politics was created:

1) political deadlocks

2) desire to create a market

3) american threats

Way states were constructed with a strong central government. 

Federalism were constructed with two governments. Only two places, USA and Switzerland. USA was closest to canada but was fighting a war over slavery but also about federalism. South USA argued that since the state had their own federalism, they could continue with slavery. North argued that it should be band and was on an national level. Only after the civil war, state rights had limitation, federalism became closer to centralized. 

John A MacDonald favoured centralism. French canadian leaders were opposed to centralism, they argued that they wanted a state where they make a choice of religion, language etc. because they were different from lower canada and nova scotia and new brunswick. Canada would become a Federation but would also be centralized. 

BNA Act 1867

The intention was to create a centralized federation. The Federal government would be more powerful then the provincial. The division of powers, article 91 and 92 which lists powers of both governments. It is important to realize that what was important then may not be important now and vise vera example health care, education, welfare. What was deemed important was trade and commerce, banking, printing money, defense, international relations, justice system (federal government). There were very few concurrent powers in the BNA act, but incase of conflict, it was assigned to federal government. 

P eace

O rder

G ood government

Theres something here that potentially to open the doors quit wide for the federal government. The intervene in the case of POG. 

There are two clauses which give the federal government respectively of reservation and allowance. Exercised by the govern general allow the federal government to completely disallow a provincial federation or suspend it. It hasn’t been used in over 100 years. Quickly appeared despite the written word, Provinces were not going to take it. No formal amendment has removed it from the constitution. 

Lieutenant governors, who are appointed  by the federal government, they are meant to be an agent by the federal government in the provincial government. 

*What were the constitutional signs canada was meant to be a central-federal government ?*

The Evolution of Canadian Federalism

What is federalism? 

Division of powers. Federation is a state where there is a constitutional division of powers. Not in the sense that there is a division of powers, but that these divisions are written down in a constitution. Anything not written in the constitution can be changed. Changing the constitution takes the support of the federal government and a significant number of from provincial government. Cannot unilaterally change the government. Division of sovereignty. We can see the states are sovereign meaning there word is final . In federation sovereign is divided because the constitution outlines power is spilt. 

Federation v Federalism

Writers on federalism argue federalism is a approach to governing and is a political philosophy which consist in balancing unity and diversity. You can have federations and unitary state but the nature of federalism can be different from one federation to the other. In canada we take provincial power very seriously and balancing is very important. In the USA post civil war it is more about the unity and interdependence. 

Centralization and Decentralization in federal systems

French Canadian scholars believe that canada is centralized. What labels exactly which is which. There is no one single answer. 

Forces of Change

The governors parties and ideologies. Canada is now governed by a party that believes strongly in strong central government and provinciality. 

The context and international crisis’ typically favour federal governments. 

Social change in believe at a citizen level. In certain eras there ideology changes for one to the other. 

Changing the constitution is the most obvious way. 

In the early days there was an effort in the provinces to curve the balance of power. “the period of provincial rights movement”. The idea put forth is that the canadian confederation was a pact. it was originally four entities to create a state without evolving themselves into that state. The Ontario government was starting to considering federalism in Canada. Created this think tank called the Mowatt system. Ontario fought against the power of the federal government in order to create balance. After the BNA act was a political opposition towards some of the most centralized structures such as the reservation. Important to say that in a sense the best ally of canadian provinces was a legal institution resting in the council of London. Canada did not at this time have a supreme court therefore when the two levels disagreed, the case was sent to a judicial committee in London where decisions were made. Legal experts argue over all, there is a clear pattern for the Judicial committee of the privacy council favouring provinces. 

Crisis, especially of international nature, tend to serve the centralized government because in times of crisis you need the government to act decisively instead of laterally.  In times of crisis, federal government can make the argument legally and political that they are higher power to make judgement. EX during the great depression the provinces were broke but the federal government had the money. They had some ideas about welfare and would fund them to start them. Some provinces disagreed but the federal government had the upper hand. Right after world war two was the starting point of the display of how powerful the federal government. In the 1960s there is a push back. Its the quiet revolution in quebec, quebec argued that they have a special responsibility to care for the minority in the country and need power assumed by federal government. Provinces argued that education and health were also their responsibility. Constitutionally speaking fell in provincial level. 

In the Trudeau years (1968), literature tells us that the push was more centralized. there was a sense of justice that all canadians be treated equally. required a strong roll from the federal government. Constitutionalized rights, freedom, and equality. 

In the Malrooney years, there is a different view of federalism. A strong and united Canada was better served satisfied provinces.

Harper year, has a very specific label. harper gave a speech in Quebec about open federalism. Stated that he wanted to come back to the original division of power giving the provinces a lot of power. He argues the federal government will stop intervening in fields that are of provincial matter. Federal government will become responsible for things like defense, justice, marco-economics, Arctic sovereignty. 

Intergovernmental Relations 

In theory federal systems separate spheres of jurisdiction. There are basically two basic ways to think about organizing intergovernmental relations: Interstate and intrastate federalism model

Intrastate- relies on a role of the second house. To create a second house where you give rep to confederate state. In USA every state gets a seat in the senate, this creates federal legislations. From this point of view, they can interact with the main house (lower house) on a basic equal to equal basis. In this model, both levels act on federal central institution. Canadian federation does not have this model. The Canadian Senate cannot veto legislation. Although there is a provincial representation, but mainly Quebec and Ontario. There is no way for provinces to speak proficiently. the way Canada has engineered intra federal relations is the idea of having meetings between federal and provincial government. There is also the concern of getting what your province need. 

Ministers meetings are a network of communication without services. They meet frequently throughout the year. Ministers meetings are a network of communication within civil services.

Fiscal Relations

In a centralized unified state, the government takes a majority of the tax dollars. In a federal system it is more complicated, The power to raise revenue and the responsibility to have services placed by the federal government. Government has responsibilities for government services that are very expensive. Fiscal imbalance in Canada the government takes 50% of all revenues collected in the country but programs to finance the country are healthcare and education which are provincial responsibilities. Provinces don’t have enough money so the federal govn’t needs o transfer money or else there was be surplices. Vertical transfers: Transfers of high to low, federal to provincial, which help province fund things that are expensive like welfare. Federal systems have two type of transfers. Conditional Transfers: give the money with specific responsibilities which the money is used for. Specifically laid out, giving directions on how to use the money. Non conditional transfers give the province more freedom with a large sum of money. In Canada, transfers are mostly unconditional. 

There are two block grants that are transferred from fed-prov. 

CST (Canadian Social Transfer): used for social programs (welfare, educations etc)

CHT (Canadian Healthcare Transfer): used for strictly health care. Healthcare must be open to the public all the time and free to everyone. 

For things that are very specific there is no way to monitor how the money is being spent. No one wants to hire massive amounts of civil servants to do so either. Beginning in the 1990’s the federal government decided to eliminate a list. The biggest cuts were transfer to the provinces. 

Horizontal Transfers: are concerned with making sure that citizens of a state have access to public services of a similar quality across the nation. Federal systems because they decentralized run the risk where health care can be much better in one province then the other.  Most federal systems run what is called “equalization programs” (1987). There are some provinces that are wealthier then others. Formal objective of equalization which has been constitutionalized, says the federal government has a responsibility of an equalization program so that Canadian provinces in all provinces has access to public services of comparable quality. This excludes territories because they have territory financing (TTF) which runs equalization to the north. 

Equalization figures out a financial capacity for each province (what capacity to raise autonomous revenue) and accesses a financial capacity to each province. 

The Quiet revolution and the rise of the aboriginal peoples. 

In a way there are a pre 1960s and post 1960s quebec. Pre- quebec was very powerful and intellectual. The catholic church ran schools, hospitals, welfare, and other social aspect. Quebec was fundamentally informed by religion. Politically this translated into an attitude that stressed autonomy but without looking to fundamentally alter structures. National Union: basically wanted the province to be left alone. Quebec did not want to act in Canadian federalism at all. 

1960s Quebec changed dramatically, it was multidimensional. The major victim was the catholic church. Church was no longer seen socially needed, only culturally.                                                                                 

Two different political streams: Quebec liberal party, composed of new generation of well educated people who made the argument that the quebec society was behind and needed to catch up. The Quebec liberal party made the argument it needed more powers to be able to exercise power. 

Equality can only be fully achieved if they had access to all the powers they needed to become an independent state.

Aboriginal communities: with the indian act of 1876 still in act today setting a bunch of rules of what aboriginals could and could not do. Most aboriginal scholars argue what can be described by patriotic. 

Status Indians and non-status indians. Status indians are aboriginal who live on a reserve and have their name on a registry. Non-status indians are non registered indians and live off reserves. Both have different political voices. 

In the 1960s something changed. Chrietchien and Trudeau came to the conclusion that the greater inclusion of aboriginal peoples require the full integration of canada’s society. They should become canadian citizens like everyone else. They were shocked when aboriginal came out against the white paper. The white paper suggested they would be treated like every other canadian and the culture was going to be lost. Following the white paper, there was a trigger of mobilization in the aboriginal communities; they wanted to be addressed constitutionally. 

How are political actors in Canada viewed in federalism?

- Quebec sees Canada as a constructing federalism as two or three people game and as equal groups.

· Canada is made up of 10 provinces that are equal. In Trudeaus view, he preferred a design for the country where each province should have a similar status and pattern and a symmetrical viewing. From this view of the country, one province is as legitimate of power as another. A lot of canadian constitution powers  come from the clashing.

· The issues of Centralization and decentralization/Symmetry and asymmetry. It is important to consider either canada is a formation between three types of people or not.  If you support the three people idea, then asymmetry is something that you agree with. 

· quebec wanted to support its own pension plan, making this canadas first contact with asymmetry during the quiet revolution.

· Beginning in the 1960s, you begin seeing more asymmetry coming into Canada

· 1979 quebec demanded a role to immigration selection.

· 1990s labour market draining, again quebec wanted more control.

· Share-cost programming: were programs that were a way to design and create programs by were the federal government would say “i want to do this to the provinces, and if you also want to do this you only have to pay half”.  Attractive to provinces because the federal government was funding half of it but based on some conditions. “The right to opt out” where provinces would get the 50% and spend the money but if they did not like the conditions they had the right to “opt out”.

Specific policy issues: 

The environment: the environment is a shared jurisdiction but the federal government has the upper hand on decisions (ie Chritchien went to the kyoto accord which provinces did not agree with

- the environment is not written in the constitution, and is not a priority because some provinces would lose.

- provinces have different approaches to global warming because it depends on what resources they carry. 

- Liberal government has aggressive targets but conservatives has more distant targets. 

- the federal gov’t has the power to sign treaties with foreign states, but if these treaties fall into areas of provincial constitution jurisdiction, then this treaty can only be implemented by the support of provinces. This was the case of kyoto treaty.

1) - federal gov’t was confident that them and them alone were responsible for free trade, provincially (mainly ontario and manitoba) had the right to say no. Ontario and the united states are closely connected so free trade could be seen as good, but also seen as a great way to make money.

Security regulations: 

- Canada is one of the few federalism where provinces regulate stock trade, but now thought that was more efficient to have a federal regulation of security.

- Alberta and Quebec do not like this and took it to court.

2) - BC’s position is that federal regulator is a good idea but will fight against the federal govt anyways because if the courts find in favour of fed gov over the prov, this opens the door to other types of decisions that will favour the fed govt over the prov. (fighting against the principal of the issue over the actual issue).

Social and Health Policies: 

- the reality, the federal gov’t does very little when it comes to health, and only really funds 20 cents of every dollar.

- intergovernmental dynamics: fed govs would love to give more transfer in regards to health care but can’t (expensive)- Canada Health act. Federal gov’t have the CHA on their side

- the provinces want more money and predictable long term funding. 2004 Paul Martin wanted to fix and boost health care funding with an increase of 6%  for 10 years, which was the estimate for health increases. This was easy due to the era of budget surpluses but will end in 2014. However, no one really knows if this is going to happen but provinces support this idea.

- healthcare is a problem where most provinces agree on, they all want more money for funding.

3) Two politics actors

Pierre Trudeau: to make Canada a more just society, and this was done by working with the notion of rights, believed Canada needed a charter of rights that needed to be written into the constitution. He wanted to constitutionalize a charter of rights that would solidate Canadians and would protect their rights and there freedom. 

· The goals of quebec gov were to decentralize canadian federalism and the idea of constitutionalizing some type preposition to make themselves more distinct and reflected “quebec vision” of the country. This went against the idea of Trudeau and making people less equal.

· 1972 The big trigger was the win of the BQ. The first decision the federal gov’t was to participate on the referendum of separating Quebec. Pro: the primer , and against: Trudeau. 

· fairly decisive results (60 n- 40 y). Trudeau then started working on amending Canada’s constitution. This is were the problem really starts

· 1982 Trudeau shares his idea of Constitutional rights and freedom. Provinces are reluctant, mainly Quebec. 

· The 1867 Constitution had no rules of how to change it. Trudeau says since provinces dont have support, he’ll pull a referendum in order to see if citizens wanted one. So the provinces took the federal gov to supreme court. Can the federal gov unilaterally change the constitution on its own? The court says yes so Trudeau goes back negotiating the problem. After this he had support of 9/10 provinces and proceeded to make the charter. Patriating the constitution meant making it their own and no longer a british law and could be changed by Canadian gov. This also sparked the act of creating rules on how to change the constitution.

· The only problem was only one province did not support the change, Quebec. Quebec feared that the new linguistic legislation that the charter could be used to strike down these laws. Fear #2 was the CCRF would serve to centralize Canadian federalism.

· Quebec took gov to court again saying they cannot enact constitutional change without  full support from all provinces. Supreme court said 9/10 is enough. 

· 1982 Canada got the constitutional act, which included the CCRF and a formula for the Constitution and the recognition of aboriginal rights. All ten would be bound to this, even though Quebec did not sign.

Quebec’s 5 minimal conditions:

1) Opting out of shared cost programs. The quebec government wanted the right to opt out. 

2) guaranteeing 3 Quebec judges in the Supreme Court judges and provincial input into Supreme Court nomination.

3) constitutionalizing Quebec's powers over immigration 1979

4) veto on constitutional change. Veto is the right to say no.

5) Recognition of Quebec as a distinct society

The parliamentary system is a system of government (the way to structure a relationship between the executive and legislature). 

· In a parliamentary system there is always a dual government. The head of gov is the politician (Prime Minister). The head of state is position that is above politics (Queen).  By comparison to the USA, there is only one position of executive power (president). In parliament, fusion of executive and parli power. To be an executive, you need to be a member of the legislator rep. To be prime minister or minister, the executive involves himself and his cabinet or apart of the senate. In the USA, the pres is not a part of house of reps just like the house of reps cannot be pres, there is a definite separation. Key to a parliamentary system is a responsible govt. Means gov’t can only govern if it enjoys the confidence of the house. The gov in a parliamentary system needs backing of 50% plus 1 members of a house. Means two things, the first is that in anytime, the house can ask the question of confidence and members can be asked to vote on it, and if less then 50 says yes and majority says no, they the govern can no longer govern. Executive also has the power over the house. The head of government can at any time dissolve the house and tell parliament its over. 

· We as voters do not vote for government, we vote for parliament. once parliament has been elected, then its that parliament that decides upon a government. Voters lose control in the process of government creation.

· minority government is when the governing party controls less then 50% majority is opposite. 

Parliament: makes law

Executive: doesn’t make law. Makes policy. Reform the penile system. Head of State (governor general) is apart of the executive. Used to facilitate government formation. The power and the executive have changed. Parliaments are different then what they used to.. The role has decreased, especially in the situation of minority government. 

More and more prime ministers have gone with the advice of the elected people, the ministers, and cabinet. There has been a centralization in government. 

-Public policy decisions are contributed to a cabinet. Always take personal responsibility. As a minister you are associated with the decisions made while you were in cabinet. cabinet solidarity: if you disagree with a policy thats about to be favoured by cabinet, you can argue against it all you want then you need to show solidarity or resign.

collective response: whats attributed to the gov is attributed to the other ministers. 

-Ministerial responsibility: ministers are responsible for departments. If something goes wrong, it is the ministers responsibility. There needs to be someone political who will answer, and it needs to be clear who it is.

-In canada we have a principle of neutrality. Even the highest ranking civil servants can serve either a liberal or conservative or NDP etc. The role of public service is to speak truth to the power. Rule of bureaucracy is to be neutral help. 

· theories on public admin tell us that public service should society. Public service should be represented equally. representation was a big concern with trudaeu (french canadians).

· They can serve an agenda setting function. Big projects come from the executive.  

· ministers are on top but some of the most important people in ottawa are the deputy ministers.  

· directors followed by director general flowed by a direct. those are management, non unionize civiil service. 

· Central agencies. The first two are about money and the last one is about government agenda. the treasury bored securtaryia: its where you need to go if you need to free up some money. it is important because you want to make sure your project is coherent with government agenda. 

· The top civil servant is called the clerk of the Privy Council. 

· bureaucracy is neutral there can be changed on the Privy council.

· one of the controls on the bureaucracy the executive does through ministerial responsibility. The department needs to respond to the ministry. from time to time civil servants can be called to the house. 

How is public policy made? 

Three steps to the policy 

agenda setting: (problem definition) what an issue or problem is, is not self evident. Who does agenda setting, as a societal component of liberal democratic, you have all kinds of associations trying to make their issue Canada’s issue. They need to be labelled as problems, then address them. 

policy formulations: once something is on the agenda, there will be an attempt to formulate to address the problem. bureaucrats are central to politics. Politicians are about representation. 

Politicians are the ultimate decision maker (although may not be the expert). What they pass will shape policy. 

Policy instruments: distinction between public spending, taxation (not used as a tool by increasing), regulation, symbolic responses. 

The principle of independence 

· neutral abortraries 

Rights and regimes. 

1867-1960 Parliamentary sovereignty. the conservative party thought it would be good to make a bill of rights for canadians. Theres not one legislation that set out rights until the canadian bill of rights. It bound only the federal government, not provincial. Just an ordinary regular law. This was not good enough for Trudeau because it did not provide strong protection from fed and prov government. Charter would be hard to change and protect everyone. 

Notwithstanding clause allows a parliament to bypass a charter clause if there is a majority vote in parliament, the reason for this was the compromise of 1982. Provinces originally did not like the charter of rights, so they asked for a clause that would shield some of their legislation from the clauses in the chart. it only applies to some. 

what defines us as canadians is that we live in a liberal democratic country where our liberal rights are protected, everyone is a barrier of rights. 

Liberal Party

Natural governing party. 

Chretien: no to war, clarity act. 

Clarity Act: he and the liberal party think it was possible for quebeckers to vote for a majority. 

NDP Served to protect a social democratic system nationally. Also governs lots of provinces. 

