
PROSPECTING THE DEPTHS 
OF OIL INDUSTRY POWER IN 
CANADA /18

BOOKS: WHY TECHNOLOGY 
FAILS IN AN UNEQUAL 
WORLD /43

THE UNRULINESS OF LAW: 
CANADA’S EXTRADITION OF 
HASSAN DIAB /37

CANADIAN CENTRE FOR 
POLICY ALTERNATIVES
MAR/APR 2017
$6.95



HELP US SHED LIGHT ON THE 
ISSUES THAT MATTER TO YOU.

(we’ve got some bright ideas)   

MAKE A DONATION Tax receipts are issued for contributions of $15 or more.

By e-mail

Mailed to my address

No Monitor, thanks

I would like to receive my
subscription to The Monitor: 

$25 $15 $10 Other ____
I would like to make a monthly contribution of:

$300 $100 $75 Other ____
I would like to make a one-time donation of:OR

I’ve enclosed a cheque (made payable to CCPA, or void cheque for monthly donation)

PAYMENT TYPE:

I’d like to make my contribution by: VISA MASTERCARD

CREDIT CARD NUMBER: 

EXPIRY DATE: SIGNATURE:

CONTACT INFORMATION

Name

Addresss

City        Province        Postal Code

Telephone            Email

Yes, I prefer to receive my tax receipt 
and updates by email.

Please do not trade my name with other 
organizations.

REGISTERED CHARITY #124146473 RR0001

Return this form to:
500-251 BANK ST. 

OTTAWA, ON K2P 1X3 

 Or donate online at:
 WWW.POLICYALTERNATIVES.CA(Required)

Contributors

Frank Bayerl
is a translator by trade and 
regular book reviewer at the 
Monitor.

Matthew Behrens 
is a freelance writer and 
social justice advocate who 
co-ordinates the Homes not 
Bombs non-violent direct 
action network.

Paul Bowles 
is a professor of economics 
and international studies at 
the University of Northern 
British Columbia.

Bruce Campbell
is the former executive 
director of the CCPA and 
2016 visiting fellow at the 
University of Ottawa’s faculty 
of law.

William Carroll 
is a professor of sociology at 
the University of Victoria and 
a co-director of the Corporate 
Mapping Project.

Shannon Daub 
is the associate director 
of the CCPA–BC and a co-
director of the Corporate 
Mapping Project.

Emily Eaton
is an associate professor in 
the department of geography 
and environmental studies at 
the University of Regina. She 
is the author (with Valerie 
Zink) of Fault Lines: Life and 
Landscape in Saskatchewan’s 
Oil Economy, and of Growing 
Resistance: Canadian Farmers 
and the Politics of GM Wheat.

Simon Enoch 
is the director of the CCPA–
Saskatchewan. He holds 
a PhD in communication 
and culture from Ryerson 
University.

Trish Hennessy
is the director of the CCPA-
Ontario.

David Hughes 
is an earth scientist and 
author of a forthcoming study 
on Canadian oil supply and 
prices to be published by the 
CCPA and Parkland Institute 
through the Corporate 
Mapping Project.

Elaine Hughes 
is a lifelong birdwatcher 
and an environmental 
activist in several non-profit 
organizations, including the 
Council of Canadians, where 
she chairs the Quill Plains 
(Wynyard) chapter.

Asad Ismi 
covers international affairs 
for the Monitor, specializing 
in the destructive impact 
of U.S. and Canadian 
imperialism, and resistance to 
it in the Global South.

Iglika Ivanova
is a senior economist and 
public interest researcher 
with the CCPA–BC.

Mike Lang 
is a research assistant with 
the Corporate Mapping 
Project and a PhD student 
at the University of Victoria. 
His research focuses on the 
political ecology of water and 
energy in B.C.

Marc Lee 
is a senior economist with the 
CCPA–BC and director of the 
Climate Justice Project.

Fiona MacPhail 
is a professor of economics 
at the University of Northern 
British Columbia.

Kate McInturff 
is a senior researcher with 
the CCPA and director of 
the Making Women Count 
project.

Julia Posca 
is a researcher with the 
Institut de recherche et 
d’informations socio-
économiques (IRIS) in 
Montreal, Quebec.

Susan Prentice
is a professor of sociology at 
the University of Manitoba 
and a CCPA-Manitoba 
research associate.

Eli Remington 
is a PhD student in the 
department of law and 
legal studies at Carleton 
University. He is interested 
in the overlap between 
law and mental health, and 
more recently with how 
notions of risk play into 
the management of such 
populations.

Keeanga-Yamahtta Taylor 
is an assistant professor in 
Princeton University’s Center 
for African American Studies, 
and is the author of From 
#BlackLivesMatter to Black 
Liberation.

This issue’s books section is 
curated by Octopus Books, 
a community-owned anti-
oppressive bookstore in 
Ottawa.

Vol. 23, No. 6
ISSN 1198-497X
Canada Post Publication 40009942

The Monitor is published six times 
a year by the Canadian Centre for 
Policy Alternatives.

The opinions expressed in the 
Monitor are those of the authors
and do not necessarily reflect
the views of the CCPA.

Please send feedback to
monitor@policyalternatives.ca.

Editor: Stuart Trew
Senior Designer: Tim Scarth
Layout: Susan Purtell
Editorial Board: Peter Bleyer,
Kerri-Anne Finn, Seth Klein, Kate 
McInturff, Erika Shaker, Emily Turk

CCPA National Office:
500-251 Bank St., Ottawa, 
ON K2P 1X3
tel: 613-563-1341 
fax: 613-233-1458
ccpa@policyalternatives.ca
www.policyalternatives.ca

CCPA BC Office:
1400-207 West Hastings St.,
Vancouver, BC V6B 1H7
tel: 604-801-5121
fax: 604-801-5122
ccpabc@policyalternatives.ca

CCPA Manitoba Office:
Unit 205-765 Main St., Winnipeg, 
MB R2W 3N5
tel: 204-927-3200
fax: 204-927-3201
ccpamb@policyalternatives.ca

CCPA Nova Scotia Office:
P.O. Box 8355, Halifax, NS B3K 5M1
tel: 902-240-0926
ccpans@policyalternatives.ca

CCPA Ontario Office:
10 Dundas Street East,
P.O. Box 47129, Toronto, 
ON, M5B 0A1
tel: 416-598-5985
ccpaon@policyalternatives.ca

CCPA Saskatchewan Office:
2nd Floor, 2138 McIntyre Street
Regina, SK S4P 2R7
tel: 306-924-3372
fax: 306-586-5177
ccpasask@sasktel.net

Michael George Haddad
This month’s cover artist is 
an illustrator and graphic 
designer based in Ottawa. 
His work has appeared in 
WIRED, Fortune, Bicycling 
Magazine, Reader’s Digest 
Canada, Brownbook, Monocle, 
the New York Times, the 
MIT Technology Review, and 
regularly in Ottawa Magazine.

The Monitor is a proud member of 
Magazines Canada.



ON THE COVER

The Corporate 
Mapping Project /18

A committed team of investigators, collaborators 
and advisors is shining a bright light on the 
fossil fuel industry and its links to power in 

Canada. Project co-directors Shannon Daub and 
Bill Carroll give us a snapshot of what they’ve 

uncovered, with articles by Marc Lee, Emily 
Eaton and Simon Enoch, Fiona MacPhail and Paul 

Bowles, Mike Lang and David Hughes. 

March/April 2017

BEHIND THE NUMBERS
Right-wing populism  

at the B.C. polls
Iglika Ivanova  5

Time to tackle systemic  
racism in Quebec

Julia Posca  6
Manitoba needs more  

centre-based child care
Susan Prentice 

NAFTA renegotiation and 
deregulation in  Canada

Bruce Campbell  9

IN THE NEWS
Two views from  

the Women’s Marches
Kate McInturff and  

Keeanga-Yamahtta Taylor  14

FEATURES
Extradition and the security 
policy review: The sad case  

of Hassan Diab
Matthew Behrens  37

President Death:  
Duterte’s murderous war on drugs 

in the Philippines 
Asad Ismi  41

BOOKS
Bob Hughes on how technology 

“turns toxic” in an unequal world, 
and reviews of Maude Barlow’s 

Boiling Point and Sarah Turnbull’s 
Parole in Canada.  43

PERSPECTIVES
We should be building a 

sustainable economy as if our 
survival depended on it 

Donald Shaver  47

Note from the editor 2 | Letters 3 | New from the CCPA 12 | Index 17 | The good news page 36

TABLE OF CONTENTS



2

Note from the editor

Stuart Trew

Path of least resistance

T
HE WHEELS ARE falling off the 
Trump bus and it hasn’t even 
left the garage. Two weeks into 
his presidency, Trump’s senior 
security advisor, Mike Flynn, 
was forced to step down for 

alleged security reasons. The admin-
istration’s top choice for labour sec-
retary, a fast-food CEO who oppos-
es paid sick leave and the minimum 
wage, had to withdraw his nomina-
tion for lack of Republican support. 
Then, the second choice candidate to 
replace Flynn turned down the post 
citing “personal and private” reasons. 
This was just after Trump claimed his 
“administration is running like a fine-
tuned machine” during an unusual 
solo press conference that one Fox 
News anchor referred to as “crazy.”

We could chalk up the chaos to in-
competence, pure and simple. But 
that would downplay the threat 
Trump poses (to his country and the 
world), and does not give credit where 
credit is due. Resistance —from the 
courts, lawmakers, journalists, from 
within the government, and most im-
portantly on the street—has thrown 
Trump off kilter, to the point bookies 
were in mid-February offering 10/11 
odds he will be impeached before his 
first term is up. Popular movements 
have responded with force, recog-
nizing in Trump the same autocrat-
ic tendencies of a Viktor Orban, Re-
cep Tayyip Erdoğan, Vladimir Putin 
or Rodrigo Duterte (see Asad Ismi on 
page 41).

The resistance is fuelled by a list of 
outrageous executive orders. One of 
them—a ban on entry to the U.S. for 
people from several majority-Mus-
lim nations —triggered an immedi-
ate, powerful backlash. Judges led 
the legal charge, first by preventing 
the government from removing, then 
guaranteeing legal recourse for, im-
migrants detained as a result of the 
order, and finally by staying the or-
der completely for seven days. Act-
ing attorney general Sally Yates was 
fired for telling Justice Department 
lawyers not to defend Trump’s travel 

ban. Democratic checks and balanc-
es appeared to be working.

But as the Economist worried in ear-
ly February, the courts can only do so 
much. The White House’s army of law-
yers ballooned under Obama’s watch 
to include 50 people “whose task is to 
find legal cover for whatever the presi-
dent wants to do.” Ban Muslims? Make 
it look like a security measure. Make 
torture legitimate? If George W. Bush 
could do it, Trump will find a way. “If 
Mr. Trump assumes the right to order 
the execution of American citizens 
suspected of terrorism or to try some-
one on the basis of evidence that the 
state will not divulge, he will merely be 
following the example of his predeces-
sors,” the Economist wrote.

Thankfully, there is an even strong-
er check on executive overreach than 
the courts. Outside airports across the 
U.S., thousands of people protested the 
Muslim ban. On February 16, a gener-
al strike, called “A Day Without Im-
migrants,” shut down businesses and 
emptied classrooms in what one organ-
izer compared to a U.S. Arab Spring. On 
March 8, women will also go on strike 
as a follow-up to the 3.2 million-strong 
Women’s Marches in January (see Kate 
McInturff and Keeanga-Yamahtta Tay-
lor on page 14). On April 22—Earth 
Day—scientists and “anyone who be-
lieves in empirical science” will march 
on the capital to protest Trump’s deni-
alist deregulation agenda.

This is where the real power lies—in 
the potential for coming together in a 
united front against racial, gender, en-
vironmental and economic injustice. 
It is possibly the only silver lining in 
an otherwise foreboding Trump era.

Prior to Prime Minister Trudeau’s 
February trip to Washington, D.C., 
there were questions whether he 
would emulate Theresa May (flat-
ter) or Angela Merkel (antagonize) in 
his dealings with Trump. The media 
consensus suggests Trudeau found 
a diplomatic middle ground — de-
mure enough to not threaten the 
Canada-U.S. trade relationship, firm 
in asserting Canada’s different val-

ues when it came to immigration. 
But does this appraisal let our gov-
ernment off too easy?

According to news reports, Trudeau 
and key ministers were prepared to of-
fer support for the U.S. on missile de-
fence and cybersecurity as payment 
for Trump leaving Canada-U.S. trade 
relations intact (see Bruce Campbell 
on page nine). Just before the meet-
ing, Public Safety Minister Ralph 
Goodale introduced preclearance 
legislation (granted after years of 
negotiations with the Obama and 
Bush administrations) that will put 
gun-wielding Homeland Security 
agents in some Canadian train sta-
tions, with extraordinary rights to 
detain and question people. Defence 
Minister Harjit Sajjan has reported-
ly stalled a decision on where to de-
ploy peacekeeping troops until he’s 
had a chance to consult with U.S. of-
ficials. His parliamentary secretary, 
John McKay, told media “the voices 
of those who…want to see us more in-
volved militarily are actually going 
to be respected” in the budget, sug-
gesting a hike to military spending, as 
Trump has demanded of NATO allies.

While in Europe, immediately after 
his official visit to Washington, Prime 
Minister Trudeau was described (and 
framed his own government’s prior-
ities) as a counterpoint to Trump. It 
may look that way in Berlin or Brus-
sels. But from this vantage point, the 
government appears to have fallen 
into a typical holding pattern for Can-
ada: keep the wheels of the presiden-
tial bus moving—no matter the pos-
sible costs to privacy and human se-
curity—for the sake of business as 
usual at the border.

As Trump plans to deregulate Wall 
Street, repeal environmental checks 
on the oil and gas sector, lower cor-
porate taxes and make immigration 
even more restrictive, Canada will 
need its own broad-based movement 
to stiffen the federal government’s 
backbone, so that it might become 
a real counterpoint to Trump when 
and where resistance is needed. M
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Le�ers

Not afraid of Clinton, 
but opposed
As a feminist I am sick and 
tired of being told that 
Hillary Clinton lost because 
she was a woman (“Who’s 
afraid of Hillary Clinton,” 
January-February 2017). 
Her lack of appeal to voters 
was not just “personal,” it 
was legitimate. This woman 
is a war-mongering, out-
of-touch member of the 
neoliberal elite! She’d have 
out-Thatchered Thatcher!

Yes, I’d have preferred 
someone “nicer,” “more 
likable,” “more relatable” 
(of either sex). And of 
course they’d have to have 
more than just likability 
going for them. Clinton 
is no feminist. She fully 
backed her husband’s war 
on the poor, when “welfare 
as we know it” was 
eliminated in the U.S. Who 
needs welfare? Women 
and kids. That high-heeled 
cartoon mentioned in the 
Monitor article should have 
shown Clinton stomping on 
a mother and child.

In 2009, she told Egyptian 
media “I really consider 
President and Mrs. Mubarak 
to be friends of my 
family.” She laughed about 
Gadhafi’s gruesome death 
in a Russia Today interview 
(“we came, we saw, he 
died,” she said). At home 
she showed no empathy to 
people in the U.S. industrial 

heartland who have lost 
their jobs or are threatened 
with job loss; she took 
these working class votes 
for granted in the election.

I am glad I did not have to 
make the choice between 
Clinton and Donald Trump. 
I think many people just 
didn’t vote or voted Green. 
Others may have voted for 
Trump as a protest vote, 
never dreaming he’d get in. 
Many black and Hispanic 
Americans had their right 
to vote stolen. Yes, it would 
be good to have a female 
president of the U.S.—just 
not this one!

Anne Miles, Gibsons, B.C.

Tone down TPP 
rhetoric
I have just tried to read 
your cover feature, “A Look 
Inside the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership” (November-
December 2016), and am 
finding that you spread too 
much worry, blame and 
anger. A recent article in 
the Globe and Mail [by Dr. 
Travis Bradberry] said this 
kind of thing is bad for our 
health, plus I think it leads 
to the election of people 
like Donald Trump. I think 
your excellent researchers 
should present both 
sides of an issue and then 
suggest win-win solutions.

Specifically, your 
presentation of the TPP 
issue was drama pure and 
simple. Please see how 
many emotional words are 
used. I am tired of terms 
like elites, Big Pharma, big 
corporations, workers (as 
opposed to employees) and 
anti-democratic being used 
like they establish some 
fact. From reading pages 
15 to 22 I did not see that 
the TPP was “big, menacing 
and stands no chance of 

improving the Canadian 
economy or sparking global 
growth.”

I think that you (the 
Monitor) are an important 
part of our democracy. I 
hope you will see the need 
to present less divisive 
writing.

Doug Malloch,  
Powell River, B.C.

Liberalism  
and inequality
Your last issue was very 
good, with excellent 
articles on the current 
obscene level of inequality 
in Canada. You should 
always make clear that 
inequality of wealth and 
income is the direct result 
of economic liberalism, 
which causes a flow of 
wealth from the general 
population to the top 1% 
and especially the top 
0.1%. This is a normal 
consequence of this 
ideology unless there are 
adequate redistribution 
systems to correct it.

In The Spirit Level: Why 
More Equal Societies 
Almost Always Do Better, 
Kate Pickett and Richard 
Wilkinson showed that it 
is the level of inequality, 
not the absolute level of 
prosperity, which correlated 
negatively with crime, 
health, violence, education, 
social mobility, etc. We 
need a policy of correcting 
inequality. The articles in 
the Monitor showed some 
methods of doing so: more 
progressive taxation, fewer 
loopholes, closing offshore 
escapes, establishing basic 
income, etc.

We need to ask why no one 
is doing enough to reverse 
inequality. Knowledge is 
not sufficient. I want a full 

discussion of the obstacles 
and how to overcome them. 
Of course one obstacle is 
the control of the major 
parties by economic-elite 
lobby groups. Another 
is that most politicians 
believe in economic 
liberalism, and that GDP 
growth solves all problems. 
Even the NDP is afraid to 
tackle inequality directly 
due to an obsession with 
electoral success. There 
is some variation in the 
parties’ attitudes to civil 
liberties, but when it comes 
to economic beliefs they all 
have the same message.

Inequality is bad for 
everyone, including the 
1%. It is also an obstacle to 
economic performance. It 
is the false consciousness 
of the wealthy (but don’t 
ask them to fix it). We need 
to advocate for a policy 
of reducing the obscene 
level of inequality and to 
describe practical means 
for correcting it. It may take 
a long time, but it must be 
done.

Don Kerr, Collingwood, Ont.

A longer take on 
the idea of a basic 
income
In her article from the 
January-February issue of 
the Monitor on the idea 
of a basic income Armine 
Yalnizyan asks if we are 
better off when we have 
more income or need less 
of it. I think the answer is 
that it depends.

It depends on how much 
income a person has, how 
secure it is and how it’s 
delivered. “We” are not all 
in the same boat—some 
of us have good incomes 
and forms of basic income, 
others don’t.
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Governments provide 
both income transfers and 
public services and there 
is no denying that public 
services are a bargain, for 
individuals and society. 
There is also no denying 
that there are problems 
in the way the market 
operates. This doesn’t 
mean people need freedom 
from the market; we all 
need freedom to act in 
the market, to participate 
socially and economically, 
and to combine income 
with services to meet our 
daily and lifetime needs 
and priorities. The key is 
finding the combination 
that works for everyone in a 
rapidly evolving world. The 
status quo is a recipe for 
divisiveness and disaster.

People with insufficient 
income are excluded from 
most of what the market 
offers that enhances our 
lives. Further, not all income 
transfers are alike. Barriers 
to the market are extreme, 
with social assistance 
income that is too little and 
contingent on intrusive 
rules that constrain time 
and freedom. Meanwhile, 
people with poor, 
precarious employment get 
almost no income or service 
supports that some on 
social assistance can access. 
There is no service solution 
to these underlying 
problems in the structure of 
income insecurity. Broad-
based public services are 
essential but not sufficient.

There is a threshold of 
income, security and 
dignity that must be met 
in order for public services 
to truly benefit all of us. 
That is why a basic income 
is foundational. It is well 
known that income, not 
health care, is the leading 
determinant of health 
and well-being. There 

is also evidence that 
after reaching a level of 
affluence a great deal 
more income doesn’t add 
much to well-being. Fairer 
distribution is what makes 
a difference.

Just as not all income 
transfers are alike, neither 
are all services. We 
have too many costly, 
overstretched downstream 
services that result from 
lack of income and the 
stress of insecurity. The 
list of government and 
non-government services 
ranges from food banks 
and emergency rooms to 
mental health services and 
countless small programs 
cobbled together through 
enormous amounts of 
time and administration 
to help those with miserly 
incomes. Yet the supply of 
services is still inadequate 
to match the need.

Every one of us manages 
complex needs and 
contingencies on a day-to-
day basis for which services 
are not appropriate or 
feasible: lost gloves, stolen 
work tools, burnt meals, 
flat tires. When we have 
income, these kinds of 
things are annoying and 
inconvenient, but when we 
have insufficient income 
they can lead to crisis. 
Income stability helps us 
manage daily complexity, 
plan for the future and 
avert crises.

To explore how income 
and services could work 
together to achieve better 
outcomes we must look 
at the experience Canada 
already has with basic 
income—forms of income 
that are not conditional 
and judgmental. The CCPA’s 
work highlights that annual 
basic income for a low-
income senior is roughly 

$17,000; it’s about $15,000 
for a lone parent with two 
children (through child 
benefits, a significant, 
partial basic income) and 
a mere $500 for a single 
person aged 18 to 64. 
Meanwhile, abundant 
tax breaks flow to the 
wealthiest among us.

Seniors today are far better 
off than in earlier decades 
when destitution in old age 
was the norm. Evaluations 
of child benefits going 
to working-age parents 
also show good results 
in reduced incidence and 
depth of poverty, as well as 
positive health, education 
and employment outcomes. 
There is no indication that 
income increases to these 
families caused rents or 
other prices to rise such 
that the income left them 
no better off.

We have reasonable 
evidence, therefore, that 
expanding basic income 
makes sense from a 
pragmatic perspective. 
The Ontario pilot project 
Yalnizyan mentioned in her 
article will tell us more. 
The more glaring issue, 
however, is a moral one. 
What is the value basis of 
our society? Where are we 
going? How do we justify a 
wildly off-kilter pattern of 
income support that deems 
some people worthy of 
security, dignity and trust 
and enslaves others in 
misery?

My answer to whether we 
are better off when we 
have more income or need 
less of it is that some of us 
absolutely need more, and 
different, income. And we, 
then, will all be better off 
when we need less of it.

Basic income and 
public services are not 
alternatives to each other. 

We must improve both and 
will be best served if they 
are mutually supportive.

Sheila Regehr,  
chair of the Basic Income Canada 
Network and a former executive 
director of the National Council 
of Welfare.

Unfair criticism
Asad Ismi’s otherwise 
quite good look at Canada 
and the arms trade (“Does 
Canada really want 
to control its military 
exports?,” January-February 
2016) unfortunately picked 
up on Richard Sanders’s 
mostly fictitious, but 
perpetual, critique that 
“the mainstream peace 
movement seems to want 
to shy away from this 
central issue [of Canadian 
exports to the United 
States].” I am unaware of 
much truth in this view 
or that many agree with 
it outside of Sanders’s 
supporters. 

The irony, of course, is 
that the two other quoted 
individuals are from two 
of the more prominent 
member groups of the 
Canadian peace movement 
(Ploughshares and Rideau 
Institute), which have 
thousands of supporters. 
If you want to know where 
the political voices of 
that movement sit, see 
the signatory list to the 
Defence Policy Review 
statement coproduced and 
published in November by 
Group of 78 and Rideau 
Institute, and signed by a 
number of recognizable 
groups. 

Robin Collins, Ottawa

Send us your feedback and 
commentary: monitor@
policyalternatives.ca
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IGLIKA IVANOVA | BRITISH COLUMBIA

Populism, jobs  
and the B.C. election

A provincial election is coming 
on May 9. Thankfully, we hav-
en’t heard the drumbeat of hate 

and bigotry that dominated recent 
elections in the U.S. and other west-
ern countries. But we are seeing an-
other key strategy from the playbook 
of right-wing populism: the B.C. Lib-
eral party is promising jobs and pros-
perity for working class and rural vot-
ers even while championing policies 
that enrich the few and leave the many 
struggling with economic insecurity.

Despite the name, the B.C. Liberals 
have no connection with, and are de-
cidedly to the right of, the federal Liber-
al party. But both talk a good game on 
jobs and growth. The B.C. Liberals won 
a surprise fourth term in 2013, thanks 
in large part to Premier Christy Clark’s 
promise of a jobs bonanza, especial-
ly in rural and resource-dependent re-
gions struggling to recover from the 
2008-09 recession and the decline in 
forestry. Much of Clark’s plan hinged on 
resource extraction, namely the devel-
opment of a new liquefied natural gas 
(LNG) export industry. LNG processing 
and export facilities were supposed to 
be built on the coast to sell fracked gas 
from B.C.’s northeast region to Asian 
markets—at premium prices.

Even though the hoped-for invest-
ment in LNG did not materialize, the 
premier claims to have delivered on 
her promise, touting B.C.’s strong 
jobs performance in 2016 as proof. 

Indeed, job creation and growth are 
mentioned in every speech and media 
appearance by Clark and members of 
her government. And on the surface 
the news sounds good: in 2016, B.C. 
led the country in job growth (we’re 
up 73,000 while many provinces lost 
jobs last year) and had the lowest un-
employment rate. But what the pre-
mier doesn’t say is that the vast ma-
jority of these new jobs were created 
in B.C.’s big cities (Metro Vancouver 
and Greater Victoria). The longer-term 
track record is not nearly so positive.

B.C.’s largest economic driver of 
late has been the overheated Met-
ro Vancouver housing market. The 
real estate sector alone accounted 
for 30% of provincial GDP growth in 
2015 (the last year for which data is 
available) and all indicators point to 
this continuing in 2016. The flipside of 
this growth is a housing affordability 
crisis, with all its negative social and 
economic consequences, and a con-
centration of economic activity in the 
large urban areas. Recent job growth 
also comes on the heels of six years 
of slow recovery since the 2008-09 
recession. Compared to other prov-
inces, B.C. ranked near the bottom 
of the pack in job creation between 
2009 and 2015, ahead only of New 
Brunswick and Nova Scotia. Adding 
last year’s strong job performance 
bumps B.C. to third place, behind On-
tario and Alberta. (Despite losses suf-
fered this year, Alberta has seen the 
strongest net job creation in Canada 
since the recession.)

The picture is bleak outside of B.C.’s 
two big cities. In 2016, 83% of net new 
jobs created in the province were in 
the Metro Vancouver urban area. The 
broader Lower Mainland (Metro Van-
couver and a little ways beyond) is 
home to 94% of B.C.’s net job growth. 
The only other region of the province 
that saw net job creation last year 
was Vancouver Island/Coast, which 

Behind the
numbers

Lower Mainland/Southwest

Jobs created or lost in B.C. in 2016, by region

Vancouver Island/Coast
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gained just over 9,000 jobs, two-thirds 
of them in Greater Victoria. The head-
line-making job numbers mask the 
fact that communities in the interior 
and the north of B.C. lost jobs in 2016 
(see graph). Worse yet, in many parts 
of the province there are fewer jobs 
than in 2008. A lot fewer.

Net job losses since 2008 have 
come close to or exceeded 5% of 
employment in each of Vancouver 
Island/Coast, Kootenay, Cariboo and 
the North Coast/Nechako regions. 
The Lower Mainland and the north-
east are the only regions to have ful-
ly recovered the jobs lost in the 2008-
09 recession. This is exactly the op-
posite of what the premier promised. 
The much-needed revitalization of 
B.C.’s rural areas in the north and in-
terior has not happened as planned. 
The stats also say nothing about the 
quality of new jobs, many of which 
have been part time, temporary or 
low paid. So it’s not surprising that 
outside Metro Vancouver the major 
concern for B.C. families is still em-
ployment and their economic situa-
tion.

B.C. would do better with a bolder 
strategy. Instead of narrowly focus-
ing on resource extraction, and bet-
ting on the ups and downs of inter-
national commodity prices, the prov-
ince could be putting our collective 
resources to work on serious social 
and environmental problems. Public 
investments in renewable energy and 
green infrastructure, forestry, quality 
child care and affordable housing, for 
example, can leverage private invest-
ments in the sectors and communi-
ties that need them most. A bolder 
jobs strategy would cost money, but 
CCPA research shows we can afford 
it and it would be worth it.

In the lead-up to the May election, 
we’ll be hearing a lot about jobs from 
the B.C. Liberal government and op-
position parties hoping to replace it. 
Their campaigns will be thick with 
populist promises to do better for 
hard-working rural communities. We 
need to look under the hood of each 
one, to find out how similar policies 
have worked out before (in B.C. or 
other jurisdictions), because talking 
a good game is not the same as ac-
tually delivering shared prosperity. M

JULIA POSCA | QUEBEC

Improving economic 
outcomes for 
immigrants

Last September, the BBC told the 
story of Wang Lai Ming, a Singa-
pore man who changed his name 

to Terence King when he emigrated to 
New Zealand because he thought it 
would make it easier to find a job. It was 
a sad reminder of the discrimination im-
migrants face when trying to enter the 
job market of their adopted country.

As IRIS demonstrates in a recent 
study, employment inequalities like 
the one King faced in New Zealand 
persist here in Canada. In Quebec, for 
example, the employment rate is low-
er for immigrants than for those born 
here (72% versus 83%), the unemploy-
ment rate roughly twice as high, and 
43% of newcomers work in a job for 
which they are overqualified (com-
pared to 29% in the total population).

As a result, the median disposable 
income of immigrants is 83% that of 
Canadian-born workers, and more im-
migrants work in low-paying jobs. The 
numbers for immigrant women are 
even more appalling: 46% are over-
qualified for their work, and median 
disposable income ($20,410 in 2013) 
is 89% of the non-immigrant women’s 
median (and 60% of the median in-
come of non-immigrant men).

The discrepancy in employment 
and income is particularly alarming 

when we factor in that two-thirds of 
emigrants to Quebec enter based on 
their qualifications and skills. For the 
most part they have higher levels of 
education than the Canadian-born, 
and a majority are proficient in French.

The province’s Liberal government 
has always portrayed itself as a cham-
pion of diversity and inclusion. How-
ever, in practice, immigrant outcomes 
have not improved in the last decade. 
Recent cuts and austerity measures 
will surely further jeopardize their in-
tegration.

For example, the government has 
closed regional offices of the minis-
try of immigration, diversity and in-
clusion, and decreased settlement 
and reception sessions for newcom-
ers by 25%, all to save a mere $4.6 mil-
lion. These measures, on top of cuts 
to community organizations offering 
support to new Quebecers, can only 
hinder society’s capacity to properly 
receive immigrants.

To overcome the roadblocks new-
comers confront in the course of their 
journey, and to end the systemic dis-
crimination they face, efforts must be 
made to recognize academic qualifica-
tions and experience obtained abroad. 
Work placement and on-the-job train-
ing opportunities could also be expand-
ed in private businesses. The province’s 
new policy on immigration, participa-
tion and inclusion promises to align 
immigration with the needs of busi-
ness. But there is no guarantee this ap-
proach will reduce inequality between 
immigrants and the Canadian-born.

Both opposition party leaders, Jean-
François Lisée at the Parti québécois 
and François Legault at the Coalition 
avenir Québec, have in the last few 
months implied they would take in 
fewer immigrants if they were in gov-
ernment, claiming newcomers do not 
contribute to the provincial econo-
my and have a hard time integrating 

A commission 
on systemic 
racism would 
be a step 
in the right 
direction.
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into the job market. In reality, it would 
be more desirable not just to main-
tain but increase current immigration 
numbers, even if only to help meet 
the province’s future labour force re-
quirements. The Institut de la statis-
tique du Québec projects that the de-
mographic decline could be avoided 
and population aging curbed if Que-
bec received 54,000 immigrants per 
year (the current target is 50,000).

Beyond these economic considera-
tions, it’s worth remembering that be-
hind immigration statistics and data 
there are actual human beings seek-
ing a better life and new opportunities. 
They can enrich their adopted socie-
ties with their own special experienc-
es so long as they are not treated like 
second-class citizens.

This is why the most important fight 
we must wage is the one against dis-
crimination, which feeds into preju-
dice and racism. Establishing a com-
mission on systemic racism would be 
a step in the right direction. The re-
jection that immigrants experience, 
their difficulty entering the work-
force or having their credentials rec-
ognized, undeniably harms their inte-
gration into the social and political life 
of Quebec, undermining overall social 
cohesiveness. M

SUSAN PRENTICE | MANITOBA

Child care reform? 
Go universal.

Manitoba’s child care system 
is staggering in its efforts to 
meet the needs of parents and 

children. Recent signs give little confi-
dence the new provincial government 
will respond effectively. Over a dozen 
community groups who are ready to 
start building not-for-profit child care 
spaces have had their promised pro-
vincial capital grants abruptly frozen, 
halting all expansion. At over 15,000 
names, wait lists for child care have 
never been longer (the list contained 
12,000 names two years ago).

A lack of child care has serious eco-
nomic consequences for parents and 
employers. A recent poll found 41% 
of new parents had delayed return-
ing to work and 30% reported turn-
ing down a job because of problems 
finding child care. More than one in 10 
people surveyed had quit a job due to 
problems with child care.

Child care fees are skyrocketing 
across the country. A recent CCPA 

study found that rates had increased by 
three times the rate of inflation in the 
past year (see image). Innovative public 
policy in Manitoba has kept child care 
fees low (only Quebec’s are lower) and 
relatively stable. Nevertheless, half of 
Manitoba parents report the cost to be 
a “strain” or “unaffordable.” The subsidy 
system is badly out of date: just one in 
four families using child care today qual-
ifies for any subsidy. In real terms, out-
of-pocket child care costs for a low-in-
come Manitoba family are higher than 
in many other provinces.

Manitoba has just 34,285 licensed 
child care spaces. Most parents can-
not find a child care space when they 
need it, and wait times of 14 to 20 
months are common. Half of all Man-
itoba centres operate with conditional 
licences because they cannot recruit 
and retain trained and qualified staff 
due to poor wages.

Long waits and high fees are puz-
zling considering child care has posi-
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tive economic impacts all across Can-
ada. In Quebec, which spends $1.6 
billion annually on its $7-a-day plan, 
economists have found that public 
child care is actually “profitable” once 
the new taxes paid by newly working 
mothers are factored in. It is curious 
that the Manitoba Conservative gov-
ernment is eschewing such econom-
ic growth.

Scott Fielding, provincial minister of 
families, seems to be banking on cre-
ating spaces in private family homes 
to close Manitoba’s child care gap. 
About 9% of Manitoba’s child care 
spaces are in private homes, a share 
that has been falling for years. Al-
though a recent poll shows that 75% 
of parents want centre-based care, 
family homes are preferred by the gov-
ernment.

Why would this be? Homes may 
appear to be the less expensive op-
tion, since there are virtually no cap-
ital costs associated with licensing a 
home for up to eight children. More-
over, no early childhood education 
credential is required, since a pro-
vincial license can be given to any-
one who completes a 40-hour intro-
ductory course within the first year 
of opening.

But there are significant and long-
standing problems in the private 

family home child care sector. Many 
homes do not stay open long: half of 
Manitoba’s family homes close in four 
years or less, throwing families out of 
care when they close down. While 
some new homes open every year, 
existing homes also shut their doors. 
Manitoba has a net closure rate of 
13.7%, similar to rates researchers 
have found in B.C.

Churning in the family home sector 
varies across the province and is high-
er in rural areas. For example, a home 
in the Eastman region is 72% less like-
ly to remain open than a home in Win-
nipeg.

Other factors compound the prob-
lem. Close to one-third of family 
homes do not accept provincial fund-
ing, resulting in higher fees that shut 
out low-income subsidized families, as 
well as children with additional sup-
port needs. Homes where the provid-
er is likely taking care of her own chil-
dren close at higher rates than homes 
where the provider’s own children are 
not present. Compared to centres, 
family homes are disproportionate-
ly overrepresented in quality breach-
es such as licensing orders and sus-
pensions.

The evidence shows that current 
private family home child care policy 
is not successful in creating reliable, 

quality and stable services for chil-
dren and parents. Family home child 
care does not generate long-term de-
cent-paying jobs with benefits and 
pensions for providers, who are over-
whelmingly women.

Contemporary families struggle to 
reconcile work and family, and child 
care services offer them a much need-
ed resource — giving children good 
places to play, grow and learn while 
their parents are at work or school, 
promoting gender equity, facilitating 
employment and schooling, and en-
hancing social inclusion.

In January 2016, the Manitoba Early 
Learning and Child Care Commission 
released a report laying out a realistic 
set of recommendations for universal 
services. Investing in Manitoba’s child 
care system is more than worth the 
costs. History shows the value of re-
designing public services.

Beginning in 1890, under the Public 
Schools Act, Manitoba began to trans-
form a rag-tag system of one-room 
schoolhouses into a provincially fund-
ed education system. The new pro-
vincial government should apply the 
same provincewide thinking today to 
ensure all parents and children have 
the child care services they need. M
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BRUCE CAMPBELL | NATIONAL

Trump’s assault on 
regulations and the 
NAFTA renegotiation

U.S. President Donald Trump’s 
January 30 executive action on 
reducing regulations has been 

obscured by the uproar in response 
to his Muslim immigration ban, Mex-
ican border wall and other provoc-
ative actions. Canadian concerns 
around NAFTA renegotiation rarely 
mention the impact of Trump’s dereg-
ulation agenda. They should, because 
Trump’s plans could profoundly affect 
health and safety protections not only 
in America, but here too.

The executive action — an order 
that violates the independence of all 
regulatory agencies—places an im-
mediate freeze on new regulations fol-
lowed by the implementation of a two-
for-one rule, which mandates that for 
every regulation introduced by a gov-
ernment agency that agency must 
eliminate of two existing regulations. 
Trump’s stated goal is to reduce regu-
lations by 75%.

There remain many questions to be 
worked out on how the two-for-one 
rule will be defined, measured and ap-
plied. However, the basic intent could 
not be clearer: to hobble the U.S. regu-
latory process. Ironically, the Trump in-
itiative is modelled on the Harper gov-
ernment’s deregulation agenda. Harp-
er’s one-for-one rule was the centre-
piece of its 2012 regulatory policy, the 
Cabinet Directive on Regulatory Man-
agement (CDRM), which is still in place 
under the current government.

My own research into the 2013 
Lac-Mégantic rail disaster suggests 
that at the very time when oil-by-rail 
was expanding exponentially, and gov-
ernment desperately needed new reg-
ulatory capacity and tools to protect 
the public in the face of the oil boom, 
the Conservative government’s one-
for-one policy served to hamstring 
the regulatory process, stonewalling 
measures that could possibly have 
prevented the explosive derailment.

The North American economy is 
highly integrated. As the U.S. “deregu-
latory tsunami” washes across the Ca-
nadian border it will put intense pres-
sure on regulators here to follow suit 
in a regulatory harmonization race to 
the bottom. Canadian-based compa-
nies will argue, as they have regarding 
the expected U.S. corporate tax cuts, 
that following the Trump lead is nec-
essary to maintain competitiveness 
and prevent an exodus of jobs.

The regulatory harmonization pro-
cess takes place largely within a little 
known Canada–U.S. quasi-institution-
al forum called the Regulatory Co-op-
eration Council (RCC). The CCPA has 
just co-published a report on the RCC 
by trade researcher and Monitor edi-
tor Stuart Trew. But a quick summary 
of its agenda will help us here.

Regulators from both countries 
from almost all sectors involved in, 
or affected by, cross border trade—
automotive, drugs, workplace safety, 
transportation, etc.— meet regular-
ly with the express purpose of align-
ing regulations and standards so as 
to eliminate differences that increase 

business costs. They are joined by in-
dustry representatives who collab-
orate in the process. Though pub-
lic input is nominally part of the pro-
cess, in reality it’s a pretty closed busi-
ness-and-government exercise, with 
some NGO participation.

It is uncontroversial to say the 
U.S.—the larger partner—drives the 
regulatory alignment process. Cana-
da aligns to U.S. regulatory standards, 
not the other way around. Where the 
U.S. regulatory standards are higher, 
Canadian regulations do tend to har-
monize upward. For example, Canada 
recently adopted the more stringent 
U.S. energy performance standards 
for a wide range of appliances and 
electric motors.

In cases where Canadian regula-
tions are higher, however, they do not 
have much wiggle room to be differ-
ent. If Canadian health, safety, techni-
cal or consumer protection rules ad-
versely affect business costs, pres-
sure to roll back is enormous.

Business on both sides of the bor-
der is genetically programmed to push 
for the weakening or elimination of 
regulations. Cross-border harmoniza-
tion of different regulations is also an 
important vehicle for reducing costs. 
At the top of the Canadian-American 
Business Council’s recently published 
wish list for the upcoming NAFTA re-
negotiation is the following:

a chapter on regulatory cooper-
ation that codifies and strength-
ens the Canada/US Regulato-
ry Cooperation Council as a per-
manent entity, and ensures the 
governments work on tandem on 
new major rules, with a process 
to “look back” and align existing 
regulations.

To implement his radical deregu-
lation agenda, Trump is appointing 
business-friendly persons to head 
agencies—foxes to guard the chick-
en coops. As deregulation proceeds, 
cheered on by U.S. corporations, it 
is telegraphed north of the border 
through the RCC and its working 
groups. Canadian regulators will be 
under pressure to move in tandem 
with the downward regulatory spiral.

If the resulting cost differentials 
conflict with health and safety pro-

Businesses 
on both sides 
of the border 
are genetically 
programmed 
to push 
for weaker 
regulations.
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tections, Canadian-based business 
will urge their regulatory agencies 
to prioritize the former. Similar pres-
sure will be exerted on Canadian gov-
ernments to reduce corporate taxes 
to match U.S. reductions. The differ-
ence is that deregulation will be car-
ried out much more in the shadows, 
and its consequences will be much 
more diffused.

Trump’s apparently leading con-
tender (as I write this in early Febru-
ary) to head the U.S. Food and Drug 
Administration is, according to the 
president, a “fantastic person” who will 
turn the FDA into an industry-friend-
ly shop that cranks out new cures on 
the double. In other words, someone 
who supports pharmaceutical compa-
ny demands to loosen or abolish new 
drug testing rules to get faster approv-
als. This cost-saving measure would 
dramatically lower testing standards, 
allowing dubious, possibly life threat-
ening drugs onto the market.

Take oil-by-rail transportation. The 
U.S. railway industry has exercised 

major influence over the Department 
of Transport under previous adminis-
trations, though control was not abso-
lute. Under Trump, remaining pockets 
of resistance within government dis-
appear. Trump’s industry-friendly ap-
pointees to the transportation agen-
cies, including Transport Secretary 
Elaine Chao, guarantee that industry 
demands will be met.

A case in point: railway and oil com-
panies have opposed U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation efforts to re-
quire them to equip trains with mod-
ern air brake systems, and require that 
they remove the most volatile compo-
nents of Bakken oil before loading it 
onto trains. This is the same oil that 
has exploded and burned in communi-
ties throughout North America, most 
devastatingly in the 2013 Lac-Mégan-
tic disaster.

Under Trump, industry will get its 
way. Communities will continue to be 
exposed to the dangers. And under 
Canadian industry pressure, Transport 
Canada will not likely buck this trend.

The erosion of health, safety and 
environmental protections will not 
happen overnight. It will occur piece-
meal, out of the public spotlight. The 
Trudeau government’s (Business) Ad-
visory Council on Economic Growth 
released its second pre-budget report 
in February, urging Canada to deepen 
its NAFTA relationship through key in-
itiatives including this one: “Remove 
regulatory barriers. Harmonize stand-
ards and regulations to encourage val-
ue-chain integration.”

Extraordinary vigilance and resist-
ance on the part of health, safety and 
environmental watchdog groups are 
required to ensure that the Trudeau 
government does not capitulate to 
corporate intimidation, and arguments 
that Trump-led deregulation is the nec-
essary price for “jobs and growth.” M

Prime Minister Trudeau follows President Trump 
outside the White House after their February 13 
meeting. 
PHOTO BY REX FEATURES LTD.
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TRISH HENNESSY | ONTARIO

Toronto plan to privatize 
garbage collection fails 
the sniff test

Toronto Mayor John Tory has de-
ferred a vote at city council on 
whether or not to privatize gar-

bage collection in Scarborough—an 
idea he firmly supports despite evi-
dence the politics don’t pass the sniff 
test.

Right now, garbage collection in the 
west side of Toronto is privatized while 
the east side, including Scarborough, 
remains under complete public con-
trol. A 2015 analysis of the situation, 
completed by city staff and corrobo-
rated by an Ernst & Young review, stat-
ed “the best value and lowest risk to 
the City of Toronto at this time is to 
continue with the current model.”

As reported by Metro columnist 
Matt Elliott, the report, which was ta-
bled before the city’s public works 
committee in September 2015, found 
that, “on a per-household basis, the 
public-sector collection in Scarbor-
ough was cheaper than the private 
collection in Etobicoke. Based on this 
and the risk attached to contracting 
out all service, the report recommend-
ed sticking with the status quo.” The 
committee decided to postpone a de-
cision on outsourcing the service.

Then on January 18, a new report on 
the issue was tabled, this one reflect-
ing the mayor’s preference for privati-
zation based on claims it will save the 
city money. So what to believe?

The city’s 2015 report looked at 
garbage collection in 13 comparable 
North American cities—some where 
the service is fully privatized, some 
where it is partly private, and some 
where the service is entirely in public 
hands. The conclusion:

Each model has its advantages 
and disadvantages. An advantage 
of the full public sector model is 
greater control over scope and 
quality of service, which may re-
sult in higher quality service, but 

this may conflict with pressures 
to limit tax and fee increases. A 
fully privatized collection service 
delivery model may have lower op-
erating costs, but there are costs 
for the city in monitoring service 
and managing contracts. With ful-
ly privatized services, costs can 
increase over time through ser-
vice changes during a contract 
or in future bidding, particularly 
with a reduction in competition.

That’s similar to the findings in a 
CCPA–Ontario report published in 
June 2015. Researcher David Cam-
panella reviewed international econo-
metric analyses of privatization and 
semi-privatization in waste collection 
in the U.S., the U.K., the Netherlands, 
Spain, Sweden, Ireland and Canada. 
Campanella concluded there is no em-
pirical evidence to support the claim 
that garbage collection privatization is 
necessarily more cost efficient.

In fact, Campanella observed that 
full garbage collection privatization 
can cause more headaches than it’s 
worth. A lack of competition in the 
garbage collection sector and large, 
often unaccounted for, administra-
tive costs required to deal with pri-
vate firms can end up costing govern-
ments more in the end.

“What’s the number one reason 
U.S. city managers cite for reversing 
a decision to privatize services?” asks 
Campanella in his report. “Insufficient 
cost savings. In solid waste collection, 
studies reveal that any initial cost sav-
ings tend to diminish over time, and 
that cost savings have become in-
creasingly less likely.”

Campanella made the following key 
findings:

͸	Lack of competition can undermine 
cost savings that initially might occur 
under a mixed model;

͸	A low number of bidders in a fully 
privatized system can increase the 
chance of collusion and decrease the 
chance of a low-cost bid;

͸	Municipalities have reported they 
spend a lot of time and resources try-
ing to stimulate and sustain what little 
competition there is in the market; and

͸	Maintaining crews, equipment and 
public institutional know-how signals 
to contracted firms that if they start 
acting opportunistically, there could 
be consequences.

The bottom line for Toronto city 
council is that fully privatizing garbage 
collection could cause more head-
aches, and cost more, than it’s worth.

For the record, the CCPA has long 
held that essential services such as 
hydro, water and sewage treatment, 
and garbage collection are always 
best under public control. When it 
comes to these services, the health 
and well-being of people should come 
before profits.

There is a good case for bringing 
garbage collection fully back under 
public control. For instance, environ-
mental stewardship—like more ambi-
tious waste diversion targets—is eas-
ier to do as a government when you’re 
not dealing with a consortium of pri-
vate companies. And workers who 
provide this crucial service deserve 
to be paid a decent wage with bene-
fits. By privatizing garbage collection, 
you encourage private companies to 
bid low in order to win the contract, 
which can result in inferior service or 
low-paid workers. Or both. Why would 
any government rush to erode the val-
ue of service and/or the value of work?

Privatizing the city’s garbage collec-
tion is becoming one of those peren-
nial Groundhog Day issues. It keeps 
coming up, year after year after year, 
despite the evidence. But garbage 
collection privatization politics aren’t 
passing the sniff test. The city’s own 
staff in 2015, and our own independ-
ent review, provide council with the ev-
idence council needs. In the absence 
of political leadership ready to take full 
public control over an essential service 
such as garbage collection, the current 
mixed model is better than the alterna-
tive of full privatization. M
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New from
the CCPA

Adding social justice 
to the classroom

In Maththatmatters2, 
David Stocker has crafted 
another 50 lessons linking 
mathematics and social 
justice. For educators 
wanting to provide rich 
learning opportunities, and 
differentiated content that 
engages students, these 
lessons are sure to spark 
meaningful discussions—
and action.

“We are at a point in 
history where we need 
young people to be fully 
engaged in their worlds, 
and mathematics for social 
justice plays no small 
part in that engagement,” 
says Joel Westheimer, 
University Research 
Chair in Democracy and 
Education at the University 
of Ottawa, of the follow-
up to the CCPA-published 
Maththatmatters (2006).

Educators looking to 
place bulk orders of 

Maththatmatters2 are 
encouraged to contact 
Renée Knapp, marketing 
and sales manager at 
Between the Lines: 
marketing@btlbooks.
com. For questions 
about the first edition 
of Maththatmatters, 
write the CCPA at the 
following address: ccpa@
policyalternatives.ca.

Supporting Syrian 
refugees beyond  
the crisis

A new report from the 
CCPA-Manitoba, What 
Does it Take to House a 
Syrian Refugee?, examines 
the specific constellation 
of events, initiatives and 
support structures that 
contributed to housing 
refugees from Syria who 
arrived in Manitoba 
beginning in November 
2015. The “Syrian Case” 
is unique among recent 
refugee arrivals to Canada 
insofar as a considerable 
amount of national 
attention was devoted to 
the matter. It was politically 
polarizing as well, and 
a decisive issue during 
the 2015 federal election, 
serving as a touchstone for 
arguments for and against 
immigration to Canada 
in general, and eliciting 
supportive and reactionary 
sentiment about the 
presence of Muslims in 
Canadian society.

The report, written by Ray 
Silvius, Hani Ataan Al-
Ubeady, Dylan Chyz-Lund, 
Carlos Colorado and Emily 
Halldorson, sketches 
the national political 
climate surrounding the 
arrival of Syrian refugees 
beginning in 2015 and 
federal commitments 
toward their housing and 

resettlement. It highlights 
the housing experiences of 
Syrians in other provinces, 
and considers private and 
charitable mechanisms 
established to govern 
resettlement. Following 
this, the report provides 
details of the Manitoba 
case with a focus on the 
efforts and initiatives 
of Welcome Place, the 
housing arm of the 
Winnipeg-based Manitoba 
Interfaith Immigration 
Council. Finally, 
recommendations are 
presented for addressing 
the housing needs of 
future refugees from Syria 
and elsewhere.

Living wage update 
in Nova Scotia

Two working parents with 
two children need to each 
earn a minimum of $19.17 
an hour to make ends meet 
in Halifax and $17.30 an 
hour in Antigonish, says a 
recent study by the CCPA–
Nova Scotia in partnership 
with the Antigonish 
Poverty Reduction 
Coalition. Working for 
a Living, Not Living for 
Work uses the Canadian 
Living Wage Framework 
to calculate two local 
community living wage 
rates in the province. It is 
the first time a living wage 
calculation has been done 
for Antigonish. The living 
wage for Halifax decreased 
by almost a dollar, from 
$20.10 in 2015 to $19.17 in 
2016, mainly due to the 
new Canada Child Benefit.

“Paying a living wage is a 
voluntary commitment 
that employers can make 
in directly compensating 
workers. However, as the 
living wage calculation 
shows very clearly this year 

with the Halifax update, 
the more generous are 
government benefits or 
public services, the less 
pressure there will be on 
the wages families need to 
earn to meet their needs, 
thus reducing pressure 
on employers,” says co-
author Christine Saulnier, 
director of the CCPA–
Nova Scotia. “The living 
wage is an important 
benchmark because it 
is evidence-based and 
locally tested; it has 
been proven to increase 
productivity, decrease 
turnover and allow workers 
to fully contribute in the 
workplace and beyond.”

CETA: A new 
boulevard for 
corporate lobbying

The Canada–EU 
Comprehensive Economic 
and Trade Agreement 
(CETA) was ratified by 
the European Parliament 
in mid-February in the 
presence of Prime Minister 
Justin Trudeau, who 
travelled to Strasbourg for 
the occasion. Just ahead 
of the vote, the CCPA co-
published a new report 
with several European 
NGOs about the risks to 
public interest regulation 
from CETA’s regulatory co-
operation chapter. In From 
NAFTA to CETA: Corporate 
Lobbying Through the 
Back Door, CCPA trade 
researcher (and Monitor 
editor) Stuart Trew 
describes how the process 
has worked in North 
America.

“Since about the time 
of the Canada–U.S. Free 
Trade Agreement, and 
especially after the North 
American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA) 
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was signed in the early-
1990s, Canada has used 
the need for co-operation 
with its major trading 
partners, in particular 
the U.S., as an excuse 
not to introduce stricter 
consumer protection 
or environmental 
measures,” he writes.” “The 
establishment in 2011 of a 
Canada–U.S. Regulatory 
Co-operation Council 
(RCC) offers evidence of 
how business groups hope 
to use CETA’s regulatory 
co-operation provisions to 
try and undermine Europe’s 
more precautionary 
approach to consumer 
protection and public 
health regulations.”

The report cautions EU 
member states, who 
must also vote to ratify 
CETA over the next two 
years, that a Regulatory 
Co-operation Forum 
(RCF) established by the 
agreement will become an 
easy target for corporate 

lobbyists wanting to 
introduce laxer North 
American standards (for 
regulating toxic chemicals, 
pesticides and GMOs, for 
example). “By invoking 
the need for [regulatory] 
harmonization when it 
suits their purposes, but 
ignoring it when it does 
not, successive Canadian 
federal governments 
have—hand in hand with 
business lobbyists—
gradually deregulated, 
under-regulated and 
moved toward industry 
self-reporting in order to 
‘reduce the burden’ on 
business,” writes Trew.

Needed: an anti-
poverty plan for B.C.

B.C.’s poverty rate of 13.2% 
is virtually unchanged 
from a decade ago, and 
is much higher than it 
was in the 1970s. Yet the 
province remains the only 

one in Canada without a 
poverty reduction plan. A 
new report, Long Overdue: 
Why B.C. Needs a Poverty 
Reduction Plan, co-
published in January by the 
CCPA-BC, United Way of 
the Lower Mainland, and 
the BC Poverty Reduction 
Coalition, explains the 
extent of the problem and 
lays out a seven-point plan 
to address it.

“Our report refutes the 
common misconception 
that the poor should 
simply ‘get a job’,” says 
co-author Seth Klein, 
director of the CCPA-BC. 
“The B.C. government, 
which stubbornly refuses 
to develop a poverty 
reduction plan, claims to 
be addressing poverty with 
its jobs plan. Our research 
points to the failure of the 
government’s strategy.”

The report finds that 
income for those on social 
assistance is thousands of 
dollars below the poverty 

line; a person working 
full time, all year at the 
minimum wage of $10.85 
an hour earns about $3,500 
a year less than the poverty 
line for a single person; and 
costs for core essentials 
like housing, child care, 
energy/electricity and 
food have increased much 
faster than incomes.

Among the report’s 
recommendations are 
that the province should 
increase welfare and 
disability rates, raise the 
minimum wage to $15/
hour, build 10,000 new 
affordable housing units a 
year and adopt a $10/day 
child care system.

— CCPAʼS FOURTH ANNUAL —

TELEPHONE 
TOWN HALL

 VISIT  WWW.POLICYALTERNATIVES.CA/GIVE TO DONATE

YOU’RE INVITED to a lively discussion 
with CCPA economists, researchers, and our 
Executive Director Peter Bleyer.  

ANSWER THE PHONE when we call 
on April 4, shortly after 7:00 pm Eastern 
Time, for the opportunity to ask questions live 
and share your thoughts on key issues. If you 
miss the call, or want to join later, simply call 
us at 877-201-8667. 

If you donʼt want to miss out on our 2017 
Telephone Town Hall, be sure to make a 
donation today! 

APRIL 4,
2017

For more reports, 
commentary and 
infographics from the 
CCPA’s national and 
provincial offices, visit 
www.policyalternatives.ca.
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KATE MCINTURFF

3.2 million 
people and 
you still can’t 
see us

An estimated 3.2 million people turned out for Wom-
en’s Marches around the world in January. The sea 
of protesters had barely arrived on the Washington 

Mall before the questions started: “Where will this protest 
movement go?” “Do they have a plan?” “Is this just a one-
off event?”

3.2 million people show up in public, in hot pink for good-
ness sake, and folks still can’t see the women’s movement.

Male commentators were quick to dismiss the march 
to the trash heap of ineffective political history. Typical 
responses include New York Times commentator David 
Brooks’s assessment that, “Without the discipline of party 
politics, social movements devolve into mere feeling” and, 
horrors, “identity politics.”

In a really epic bit of mansplaining, Guardian (U.K.) com-
mentator Micah White lectured protesters that they are 
destined to be no more than “an ineffective feelgood spec-
tacle adorned with pink pussy hats” unless they have a plan 
“to win elections or win wars.”

Setting aside the speciousness of that choice, as if pow-
er only rested in governance institutions or armed con-
flict, I’m pretty sure the ladies have made some efforts to 
run for office. You know, like, for president. And yes, at var-
ious points in history, women have used armed violence. 
Oh, and feelings. Are we really going there? The ladies get 
too emotional?

Gentlemen, allow me to introduce you to the women’s 
movement. Or, I should say, movements. This is a collective 
of movements that have fought, over the course of centu-
ries, for their personhood to be recognized, for freedom 
from slavery, against colonization, for the right to vote, to 
own property, to be free from violence. None of these strug-
gles has been easy. Most are ongoing. Many are the prod-
uct of an active and critical debate between and among 
folks—about recognizing differences in race, indigeneity, 
ability, sexuality, faith and gender identity. About what it 
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means to truly include, with respect 
and dignity, the voices of a diversity of 
individuals and communities.

Perfect these movements are not. 
But disorganized? Lacking in long-
term strategy? I don’t think so.

So what makes these commenta-
tors so quick to close their eyes to 
centuries of (effective, well-organized) 
political activity? The narrow defini-
tion of power provided by White and 
Brooks offers a clue. For them, power 
rests in the public domain.

Consider the long struggle of wom-
en to be free from sexual and domestic 
violence. To inhabit their own bodies, 
their own homes, without being beat-
en or raped. This violence happens, 
most often, in private spaces. The 
majority of perpetrators are known to 
their victims. In the case of domestic 
violence intimacy is a defining element 
in the relationship.

How should a woman being beat-
en in her own home go about running 
for office, exactly? Are you suggest-
ing she go out and buy a gun? Or will 
legislators somehow learn, by osmo-
sis, that this crime is occurring and, 
with great insight, born of what I do 
not know, pass legislation?

Here’s what actually happened. 
First, women helped save each other’s 
lives. Quietly. In private. Under condi-
tions in which secrecy was key to secu-
rity. Then they organized. They raised 
funds, formed shelters, conducted re-

search, protested, made public these 
private crimes and, yes, they lobbied 
for better laws, better policy, more ef-
fective programs.

There is a growing body of research 
about what actually works to reduce 
rates of violence against women. I hate 
to break it to you, gentlemen, but it is 
not just legislation.

According to a 30-year, multi-country 
academic study, what actually works to 
make more effective public policy on 
violence against women is, wait for it, 
an active women’s movement. And ac-
cording to a broad academic review of 
two decades of research and practice, 
published in The Lancet, what actual-
ly works to reduce rates of sexual as-
sault is early education, working with 
boys and girls together, teaching mu-
tual respect and recognition of bodily 
integrity and security.

Because fundamentally it is still a 
struggle for those who carry the iden-
tity “woman” to be recognized as per-
sons whose bodies are not there for 
the use of men. Because for a woman 
to be able to enter the public realm—
to speak, to work, to protest, to vote, 
to run for office—has required centu-
ries of struggle.

When women engage in identity pol-
itics it is not because they see them-
selves as identical, it is because power 
and politics often define them as such. 
Just like how Brooks and White looked 
at 3.2 million people, in all their diversi-

ty, and defined them identically: those 
women, so emotional, so many “feel-
ings”—they just don’t understand big 
hard power.

We understand power just fine. We 
understand when it slaps us across the 
face and when it rapes us in our dorm 
room. We understand it when it pays 
us 30% less and fires us for being preg-
nant. We understand it when it grabs 
our ass, and tells us to smile more.

We have been organizing for centu-
ries. We have given each other a safe 
place to sleep, we have walked each 
other home at night, we have taught 
ourselves to read and write, we have 
formed unions, we have gone on strike, 
and, yes, gentlemen, we have run 
for office. If we weren’t effective, we 
wouldn’t be able to attend school, vote, 
own property, choose who we marry 
and divorce, or lead as many countries 
as we do.

Open your eyes, gentlemen. Open 
your ears. The women’s movement has 
defined the world you live in and will 
go on doing it. Whether you can see 
us or not. M

A see of pink “pussyhats” at the Women’s 
March on Washington A general women’s strike 
is being planned as a follow-up.
PHOTO BY JIM FRY, VOICE OF AMERICA
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KEEANGA-YAMAHTTA TAYLOR

Don’t shame the first 
steps of a resistance

The United States has just expe-
rienced a corporate hijacking. 
If Trump’s inaugural speech did 

not alert you to the fact that they in-
tend to come after all of us, then you 
are not paying attention.

The scale of the attack is as deep 
as it is wide, and we will need a mass 
movement to confront it. Organiz-
ing such a movement will necessari-
ly involve the previously uninitiated—
those who are new to activism and or-
ganizing. We have to welcome those 
people and stop the arrogant and mor-
alistic chastising of anyone who is not 
as “woke.”

The Women’s Marches in Wash-
ington, D.C. and around the country 
were stunning, inspiring and the first 
of a million steps that will be need-
ed to build the resistance to Trump. 
But look around social media and you 
can read critiques and even denunci-
ations of the marchers: Where were 
all of these people before? Why are 
they only getting involved now? Why 
doesn’t the march have more radical 
demands? Why did march organizers, 
who are politically liberal, allow only...
liberals to speak?

All this is a sign of a political im-
maturity that continues to stunt the 
growth of the American left.

Were liberals on the march? Yes! 
And thank god. The movement to 
resist Trump will have to be a mass 
movement, and mass movements 
aren’t homogeneous—they are, pret-
ty much by definition, politically het-
erogeneous. There is not a single rad-
ical or revolutionary on earth who did 
not begin their political journey hold-
ing liberal ideas.

Liberals become radicals through 
their own frustrating experiences with 
the system, but also through becom-
ing engaged with people who became 
radical before them. So when radicals 
who have already come to some im-
portant conclusions about the short-
comings of the existing system mock, 
deride or dismiss those who have not 
achieved the same level of conscious-
ness, they are helping no one.

This isn’t leadership, it’s infantile. It’s 
also a recipe for how to keep a move-
ment tiny and irrelevant. If you want a 
movement of the politically pure and 
already committed, then you and your 
select friends should go right ahead 
and be the resistance to Trump.

Should the marches have been 
more multiracial and working class? 
Yes! But you are not a serious organ-
izer if that’s where your answer to the 
question ends. The issue for the left is 
how we get from where we are today to 
where we want to be in terms of mak-
ing our marches Blacker, Browner and 
more working class. Simply complain-
ing about it changes nothing.

There will be no effective movement 
against Trump that doesn’t directly 
confront the issue of racism. It has 
to be front and center, and it seemed 

to me that the march organizers took 
that question seriously and made gen-
uine efforts to shift shortcomings in 
their original approach.

The organized turnout of unions 
for the Washington demonstration 
was much smaller than it should 
have been. But at least some sec-
tions of the labour movement did 
feel the pressure from membership 
to devote greater resources to mobi-
lization in the final weeks, and plen-
ty of union members got themselves 
to the march as individuals and with 
rank-and-file members. That’s some-
thing for the left to build on in mak-
ing labour central to the anti-Trump 
resistance.

The women’s marches were the be-
ginning, not the end. What happens 
next will be decided by what we do. 
Movements do not come to us from 
heaven, fully formed and organized. 
They are built by actual people, with 
all their political questions, weakness-
es and strengths. If the left doesn’t en-
gage with the aim of contending for 
leadership and influence, we just con-
cede these forces to the Democrats 
and liberals, who will certainly try to 
confine the new upsurge of opposi-
tion to the political limits they want 
to define.

The point isn’t to bury our argu-
ments, but to learn how to make 
them while operating in political are-
nas that aren’t just our own if we want 
to win people to more radical politics. 
Revolutionary socialists have a long 
and rich tradition of building united 
fronts, which seems more real now 
that three million people were in the 
streets.

Endless social media critiques with 
no commitment to diving into that 
struggle for the kind of movement we 
want is not a serious approach. There 
are literally millions of people in this 
country who are now questioning 
everything. We need to open up our 
organizations, planning meetings, 
marches and much more to them. We 
need to read together, learn together, 
be in the streets together and stand 
up to this assault together. M
TAYLOR’S ARTICLE ORIGINALLY APPEARED IN SOCIALIST 
WORKER.

Twitter ad for A Day Without Women, a general 
strike organized by the Women’s March.
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Index
Islamophobia

September 2014 
CSIS warns federal officials 
“of a Canadian online anti-
Islam movement, similar 
to ones in Europe.” A Pew 
Research Centre poll in 
mid-2016 found negative 
opinions of Muslims were 
prevalent in Italy (69%), 
Greece (65%), Hungary 
(72%), Poland (66%) and 
Spain (50%). A March 2016 
Leger Marketing poll found 
only 43% of Canadians 
held a net positive view of 
Muslims. 

40%
Jump in hate crimes in 
Quebec between 2013 and 
2014. “[Far-right groups] 
are certainly getting 
more active in terms of 
trying to disseminate 
their message, trying to 
mobilize their members,” 
said Benjamin Ducol, head 
of research at Montreal’s 
Centre for the Prevention 
of Radicalization 
Leading to Violence. Far-
right Facebook pages 
proliferated during the 
province’s Charter of 
Values debate.

100%
Increase in hate crimes 
targeting Muslims in 
Canada between 2012 
and 2014 (from 45 to 99 
incidents reported to 
police), according to a 2016 
Statistics Canada report. 

100%
Members of Quebec’s 
national assembly who 
endorsed a Quebec 
Solidaire motion in 
October 2015 “condemning 
islamophobia, and calls 
for hatred and violence 
toward Quebecers of 
Muslim faith.”

35%
One-third of Muslims 
in Canada report 
having experienced 
discrimination or been 
treated unfairly in the past 
five years, according to a 
2016 survey.

100
Number of extreme-
right groups operating 
in Canada, according 
to a 2016 study in the 
journal Studies in Conflict 
& Terrorism. An anti-
terrorism division within the 
Sûreté du Québec told a 
parliamentary committee in 
late 2014 that “a majority of 
the service’s active files deal 
with the extreme right.”

January 27, 2017
U.S. President Trump 
signs an executive order 
banning entry to the 
United States for people 
(including dual nationals) 
from seven predominantly 
Muslim countries—Iran, 
Iraq, Libya, Somalia, Sudan, 
Syria and Yemen—for 90 
days. The order, which was 
immediately challenged 
in court as illegal and 
unconstitutional, also 
suspends the refugee 
admissions system for 
120 days and the Syrian 
program indefinitely. In 
December 2015, Trump 
promised to implement 
“a total and complete 
shutdown of Muslims 

entering the United 
States until our country’s 
representatives can figure 
out what is going on.”

January 29, 2017
A lone gunman fires on 
Muslim men praying at the 
Centre Culturel Islamique 
de Québec. Six men are 
killed—Mamadou Tanou 
Barry, 42, Ibrahima Barry, 
39, Azzedine Soufiane, 57, 
Abdelkrim Hassane, 41, 
Khaled Belkacemi, 60, and 
Aboubaker Thabti, 44—
and five more critically 
wounded. Alexandre 
Bissonnette, a 27-year-old 
French-Canadian student 
at Laval University, is 
charged with six counts of 
first-degree and five counts 
of second-degree murder. 

February 6, 2017
Commenting on 
the Quebec City 
mosque attack, RCMP 
Commissioner Bob 
Paulson tells a Senate 
national security 
committee “there is, I think 
everyone would agree, a 
more sort of caustic tone 
to the political discourse 
that seems to attract and 
agitate and radicalize 
people of all persuasions, 
particularly those who 
know hardly anything 
about it, to engage.”

29
Number of reports of 
hate incidents filed with 
Montreal police in the 72 
hours following the January 
27 massacre, “more than 15 
calls about Islamophobia 
and six about the extreme 
right,” according to Herman 
Deparice-Okomba, the 
head of Montreal’s anti-
radicalization centre. 
“That’s a lot for us.”

10
Number of days after 
the January Quebec 
mosque attack that the 
National Assembly was 
back to arguing whether 
a “religious neutrality” law 
should exempt women 
who wear the niqab or 
burka from rules forcing 
anyone giving or receiving 
government services to 
keep their face uncovered. 
CAQ leader François 
Legault claims there is no 
“current of islamophobia” 
in Quebec society.

4
Number of Quebec City 
mosques targeted in 
November 2014 with signs 
that read “Islam out of 
Quebec.” In June 2016, 
during Ramadan, a pig’s 
head was left outside the 
same mosque attacked on 
January 29.

4
Number of federal 
Conservative Party 
leadership contenders who 
attended a rally organized 
by Ezra Levant’s hateful 
website, The Rebel, to 
denounce MP Iqra Khalid’s 
private member’s bill, M-103, 
calling on the government 
to “recognize the need 
to quell the increasing 
public climate of hate 
and fear” and “condemn 
Islamophobia and all forms 
of systemic racism and 
religious discrimination.”

Thousands
Number of death threats 
Khalid says she has 
received since introducing 
M-103.
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The election of Justin Trudeau 
as Prime Minister and Rachael 
Notley as Alberta Premier held 

the potential to shift Canada’s ener-
gy politics away from full-force deni-
al to a recognition, in perhaps the two 
legislatures where it matters most, of 
the need for action. The First Minis-
ters’ meeting on climate change last 
December ended with a national cli-
mate framework that’s been hailed 
by many as “historic.”

Unfortunately, as Marc Lee argues 
in this special Monitor feature on the 
Corporate Mapping Project (page 
21), the framework is a baby step at 
best. The measures announced by 
the First Ministers are not enough 
to ensure Canada meets its (already 
inadequate) Paris Agreement com-
mitment to reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions by 30% below 2005 levels.

The big yawn with which the fos-
sil fuel industry appeared to greet 
the national plan is another sign it 
lacks teeth. After all, the fundamen-
tal purpose of meaningful climate 
policy can only be to shift us away 
from extracting and burning fossil 
fuels. Yet even the Canadian Associa-
tion of Petroleum Producers (CAPP), 
the country’s most powerful oil lob-
by group, says the framework is nec-
essary to “balance” the environment 
and the economy.

It is not surprising that our politi-
cal leaders are, for the most part, re-

luctant to plan for a gradual wind-
down and phasing out of our oil and 
gas industries. After all, the fossil 
fuel industry is tremendously pow-
erful, in economic, political and cul-
tural terms.

The Corporate Mapping Project is 
an attempt to make this power and 
influence visible, to map power, by in-
vestigating the ways it is organized 
and exercised by fossil fuel indus-
tries. The initiative —a partnership 
of academic and community-based 
researchers and advisors who share 
a commitment to advancing relia-
ble knowledge that supports citizen 
action and transparent public poli-
cy-making—is hosted by the Univer-
sity of Victoria, and jointly led with 
the CCPA’s B.C. and Saskatchewan of-
fices and the Parkland Institute in 
Alberta.

While the Corporate Mapping Pro-
ject focuses on how power and influ-
ence plays out in the oil, gas and coal 
industries of B.C., Alberta and Sas-
katchewan, we are also connecting 
this activity to other sectors of the 
economy, both national and global, 
and other parts of society, including 
governments and other public insti-
tutions, think-tanks, lobby groups, 
etc. In the process, we hope to sup-
port communities, workers, Indige-
nous groups, civil society organiza-
tions and concerned citizens in their 
efforts to reshape our economy along 

more democratic and environmental-
ly sustainable lines.

Our mapping efforts are focused in 
four key areas:

1. How are the people and companies 
that control the fossil fuel sector or-
ganized as a network, and how does 
that network connect with other sec-
tors of the Canadian and global econ-
omy?

2. How does that economic power 
reach into political and cultural life 
through elite networks, funding rela-
tionships, lobbying, and mass media 
advertising and messaging? What are 
the implications of such corporate in-
fluence for politics and society?

3. How is corporate power wielded 
at ground level, from fossil fuel ex-
traction and transport right through 
to final consumption? If we follow a 
barrel of bitumen from its source to 
the end user, for example, how does 
it affect the communities and envi-
ronments along the way? How and 
why do certain links along these com-
modity chains become flashpoints of 
intense political struggle, as we have 
seen with pipeline projects?

4. How can we help citizens monitor 
corporate power and influence while 
expanding the space for democratic 
discussion?

Shannon Daub and Bill Carroll

A TOPOLOGY OF POWER
THE CORPORATE MAPPING PROJECT  

IS LOCATING THE INFLUENCE OF CANADA’S  
FOSSIL FUEL INDUSTRY

you are
here
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The work of the Corporate Mapping Project, which will 
span six years thanks to funding from the Social Scienc-
es and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC), 
is accessible at www.corporatemapping.ca. It will include 
an open-source, publicly accessible database of who’s who 
in and around the fossil fuel sector, kept current by com-
munity researchers (currently under development).

Much of what you’ll read in this special Monitor feature 
is taken and adapted from the project’s work. While it’s 
too early for us to draw conclusions, the themes of access 
to power, and influence on government policy and mes-
saging, come up again and again in our research.

Consider the recent federal approval of two new major 
oil pipelines just days before the First Ministers’ climate 
meeting. As Mike Lang and Shannon Daub point out on 
page 24, big oil companies are also big lobbyists, bending 
the ear of governments and enjoying a level of access we 
ordinary citizens can only dream about.

Over a six-year period ending October 2016, there was 
about one contact every two business days between in-
dustry and one level of government or another related to 
Kinder Morgan’s Trans Mountain pipeline expansion—
one of the two projects greenlighted by the Trudeau gov-
ernment.

Not all of these powerful industry players are from the 
fossil fuel sector. We describe how financial institutions 
like the Royal Bank of Canada have a major stake in oil, 
gas and coal companies through their investment funds 
and loans, and are directly linked through “interlocks” at 
the board level. This could explain why Royal Bank CEO 
David McKay publicly makes the case for new oil sands 
pipelines while simultaneously urging Canada to “lead 
the world to a lower carbon economy.”

McKay’s views are characteristic of the new narrative 
from corporate Canada. The idea—that we can take ac-
tion on climate change even while building new pipe-
lines—is as contradictory as it sounds.

As Marc Lee outlines, in a second article on page 30, 
we already export more greenhouse gas emissions (in 
the form of oil, gas and coal resources) than we emit do-
mestically. Canada cannot extract and export ever-in-
creasing amounts of crude oil and natural gas without 
undermining the Paris Agreement on climate. Doing so 
would kill any prospect of keeping global warming be-
low 2 degrees Celsius.

This simple reality has not sunk in for Prime Minister 
Trudeau and Premier Notley, or, importantly, the indus-
try itself, which remains doggedly obsessed with getting 
Alberta’s oil sands oil to “tidewater” on Canada’s west or 
east coasts. They argue it is the key to unlocking higher 
prices for Canadian heavy crude. But as David Hughes 
notes on page 23, this argument is based on a temporary 
difference between international and North American 
oil prices from 2011 to 2014 that is unlikely to recur any-
time soon.

Does all this mean there’s no hope for genuine, ambi-
tious action on climate change? That the fossil fuel in-
dustry, despite its newly green-tinged talk, has a perma-

nent stranglehold on our ability to make the transition 
to a zero-carbon future? We don’t think so.

Growing public opposition to key projects, includ-
ing the Kinder Morgan and Energy East pipelines, and a 
list of legal challenges by First Nations that gets longer 
every day, pose real challenges to the industry’s expan-
sion plans. The recent victory at Standing Rock against 
the Dakota Access pipeline (Trump’s executive-order ap-
proval notwithstanding) reminds us of the power of re-
sistance and protest.

Paul Bowles and Fiona MacPhail offer another example 
of “corporate power defeated” in their account, on page 
28, of how a local community’s successful challenge to 
a major global corporation was an important factor in 
stopping the Northern Gateway pipeline.

Making a democratic climate transition will not be 
easy. Workers in resource-dependent communities al-
ready feel threatened by the idea of transition, since it 
implies shutting down their only source of income. We 
must contend with this reasonable fear, as well as the 
entrenched power of the fossil fuel industry, through 
new investments in enhanced public services, like hous-
ing and transit, and expanded employment insurance, 
training and other programs to ensure the transition is 
fair to these workers and their communities.

As Shannon Daub argues on page 31, years of fiscal re-
straint had made such large-scale public investments 
in a green revolution almost unimaginable. Until today, 
that is.

The neoliberal framework at the heart of Canadian 
(and much of the developed world’s) economic policy took 
a big hit from the global financial crisis of 2008. Finan-
cial sector deregulation, public service privatization and 
other laissez-faire reforms to that point had a brutal im-
pact on vulnerable groups. The predatory nature of neo-
liberalism, its tendency to redistribute income upward, 
and its reduction of human relations to mere consum-
er interactions have spurred protests around the world.

The recent successes of right-wing populist move-
ments, most importantly south of the 49th parallel, show 
that people yearn for alternatives to “business as usual.” 
The great challenge of our time lies in persuading citi-
zens that the alternative lies in reclaiming our democra-
cy from the corporate interests behind neoliberalism, in-
cluding those who profit from polluting the atmosphere.

The climate crisis presents us, then, with a challenge 
and opportunity. Countering the power and influence of 
fossil fuel companies will benefit from knowledge of pre-
cisely how the industry is organized. If the Corporate 
Mapping Project can show who holds this power, and 
how they deploy it for their own private interests, it can 
only strengthen the public case for a democratic, just 
transition away from fossil fuels.

In other words, by exposing the topology of power in-
fluencing Canadian energy policy, we might discover new 
paths to a greener future. M
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After working on climate and 
energy issues intensively for 
the past nine years, I would love 

to scream from the rooftops about 
how Canada now has a real climate 
framework, and how as a nation we 
are proudly, if belatedly, walking the 
talk. Instead, I feel immensely disap-
pointed by the results of December’s 
first ministers’ meeting on climate 
change, both in terms of its limited 
outcomes and the media focus on 
the politics of getting to a deal rather 
than the substance of the deal itself.

The Pan-Canadian Framework on 
Clean Growth and Climate Change 
is a positive step when we needed 
a leap. That the federal, provincial 
and territorial governments (less 
Saskatchewan and Manitoba) came 
to agreement is indeed “historic.” But 
the resulting framework (“plan” is too 
generous a term) lacks the urgency 

called for by climate science, and fails 
to confront the entrenched power of 
the fossil fuel industry.

If you were expecting a list of new 
climate actions, the framework is a 
let down. For the most part it repeats 
measures already announced prior to 
the first ministers’ meeting: a phase-
out of coal for electricity generation, 
a national carbon pricing floor and 
regulations to reduce methane leak-
ages. Most of the remainder lacks 
specifics or is left unfunded, some 
elements are punted to future nego-
tiations, and it includes a lot of hand 
waving about technology.

Targets and  
timelines

F irst of all, the framework falls 
short of its own 2030 target. For-

get the talk of “meeting or exceeding” 
Canada’s pledge of a 30% emissions 
reduction below 2005 levels by 2030; 
the framework does not even get to 
the 30% target set by the Harper gov-
ernment.

In the coming months, we will need 
some independent modelling to give 
us a better handle on emission reduc-
tions. At this point there is only a sin-
gle figure near the back of the agree-
ment showing (without any trans-
parency about how it was derived) 
estimated reductions from provin-
cial plans to date (including carbon 
offsets/credits) and new federal ini-
tiatives (mostly the coal phase-out), 
but leaving a gap of 44 million tonnes 
to be filled by “additional measures.”

Many climate activists were hop-
ing to see Canada up its game be-
cause that 2030 target is itself insuf-
ficient relative to the targets of the 

Marc Lee

A CRITICAL GUIDE TO THE PAN-CANADIAN 
FRAMEWORK ON CLEAN GROWTH  
AND CLIMATE CHANGE
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Paris Agreement, which aims for a 
maximum of 1.5 to 2°C of warming. 
Alas, the sum total of pledges made 
by signatories to the agreement adds 
up to a 3°C warmer world, which may 
not sound like much of a difference 
but is considered catastrophic. At 
some point countries will be called on 
to table more ambitious targets, but 
even this may be several years away.

We can only hope the current batch 
of initiatives will turn the corner and 
at least start Canada on a path of low-
ering emissions each year. Since 2000, 
Canada’s emissions profile has been 
relatively flat, with reductions from 
the phase-out of coal-fired power 
in Ontario (down 37 million tonnes 
[Mt]), and the Maritimes (down 7 Mt), 
but offset by the growth in emissions 
from fossil fuel production (up 33 Mt) 
and transportation (up 15 Mt).

Fossil fuel expansion 
and infrastructure

Days before the first ministers’ 
meeting, the federal government 

announced its approval of both Kind-
er Morgan’s Trans Mountain expan-
sion and Enbridge’s Line 3 replace-
ment and expansion. Back in Octo-
ber, the government approved the 
massive Pacific NorthWest LNG 
plant proposed for the B.C. coast.

Federal approvals of new fossil fuel 
infrastructure exacerbate our carbon 
challenge. You might say that we are 
missing our 2030 target by the incre-
mental emissions to come from one 
LNG terminal and two bitumen pipe-
lines.

In spite of being the source of 
one-quarter of Canada’s GHG emis-
sions, the framework gives the oil 
and gas industry a pass. An excep-
tion to this is a commitment to re-
duce methane leakages by 40-45% 
(below 2012 levels) and to eliminat-
ing fossil fuel subsidies by 2025—
commitments Canada made with 
the U.S. and Mexico in summer 2016. 
Basically, the growth of the oil and 
gas sector is taken for granted, and 
there are no measures to keep car-
bon in the ground.

The inconsistency of the climate 
framework with the push for pipe-

lines is a good segue to First Nations 
issues.

The framework gushes participa-
tion and inclusion for Canada’s Indig-
enous people: the term “Indigenous” 
comes up 83 times, possibly the most-
used word in the framework, while 
the term “fossil fuels” appears a mere 
seven times. At the outset, it even 
speaks of “free, prior and informed 
consent.”

While it is refreshing to see this 
recognition on paper, contrast that 
with politics-as-usual in the context 
of the Kinder Morgan pipeline deci-
sion. The Tsleil-Waututh First Nation, 
whose traditional territory lies at the 
terminus of the pipeline, has consist-
ently rejected the expansion due to 
likely negative impacts on their tra-
ditional way of life. These objections 
have been ignored by the federal gov-
ernment and are likely to form the 
basis of a legal challenge.

More broadly, the Treaty Alliance 
against Tar Sands Expansion, an-
nounced in September 2016, includes 
signatories from more than 100 First 
Nations and tribes in the U.S. and 
Canada, “an expression of Indigenous 
Law prohibiting the pipelines/trains/
tankers that will feed the expansion 
of the Alberta Tar Sands.”

Modest carbon  
pricing

For all of the media attention it’s 
gotten, carbon pricing is a minor 

point in the framework. Because all 
of the large provinces already have 
(or will have) a carbon tax or cap-
and-trade system in place by 2018—
when the federal government will 
implement a national carbon price 
floor — only a few smaller provinc-
es are affected. All revenues collect-
ed by the federal government will be 
returned to the emitting province to 
do with as it sees fit.

The carbon price floor is very low, 
starting at $10 per tonne (2.3 cents per 
litre at the pump) in 2018, and only 
starts to become more meaningful by 
2022, when it rises to $50 per tonne 
(11.5 cents per litre). The B.C. govern-
ment, a holdout at the 11th hour of 
the negotiations, essentially won an 

exemption from carbon tax increas-
es (above its current rate of $30 per 
tonne, or 6.7 cents per litre) after 2020.

Compare this to the existing “price 
on carbon” in the form of fuel taxes 
ranging from 6.2 cents per litre (equal 
to $26.5 per tonne of CO2) in Yukon 
to 19.2 cents per litre ($82 per tonne) 
in Quebec. Even Brad Wall’s govern-
ment in Saskatchewan effectively 
has a $64/tonne carbon price via its 
fuel taxes.

We could also compare increased 
prices from the carbon tax to the 
price of gas back in 2014. Canadians 
have experienced much higher prices 
at the pump in the recent past than 
this carbon tax will impose in the fu-
ture. The feds probably could have 
made this easier by just announcing 
an increase in the fuel tax and using 
it for infrastructure.

On the cap-and-trade side, pur-
chases of carbon credits/offsets from 
other jurisdictions, rather than com-
pelling domestic emission reduc-
tions, are highly problematic. Ontario 
and Quebec are looking to buy credits 
from California and Mexico to part-
ly meet their obligations. While they 
often sound good in theory, offsets 
have a bad reputation because they 
can be gamed by insiders through du-
bious accounting methodologies and, 
sometimes, outright fraud.

In this sense, B.C. Premier Christy 
Clark may have been on to some-
thing: if Ontario and Quebec end up 
buying cheap and potentially bogus 
carbon credits to meet their obliga-
tions, why should her province im-
pose a carbon tax?

Lack of clarity  
on other actions

More meaningful actions seem to 
have been delayed or sidelined 

in the framework. Last summer, in a 
report about the federal-provincial 
working groups, I noted that some 
of the most promising actions came 
from the “specific mitigation oppor-
tunities” working group, which pro-
duced a 19-page appendix including 
some detailed recommendations. 
Most of that got junked in favour of 
vague statements about improving 
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DAVID HUGHES

THE TIDEWATER 
FETISH

A central argument of industry and political leaders 
in favour of new oil pipelines in Canada hinges 
on “getting our oil to tidewater,” a euphemism 

for building oil pipelines from Alberta to the west and/
or east coasts for export to international markets. This 
obsession with tidewater is premised on the belief that 
Canadian oil is being unfairly discounted in the United 
States and that other customers will pay a higher price.

The idea that Alberta’s tar sands oil will fetch more 
money on international markets is based on a 
differential that existed between the international 
price of oil (the Brent benchmark) and the North 
America price (the West Texas Intermediate, or WTI 
benchmark) between 2011 and 2014. This differential 
was temporary and no longer exists, nor is it likely to 
return.

That’s because the differential was a result of the 
rapid rise of shale oil production in the U.S. and a 
lack of pipeline capacity to move it between Cushing, 
Oklahoma (where the WTI benchmark is set) and the 
U.S. Gulf Coast. Construction of new pipelines in the U.S. 
has since reduced the price gap to its historical levels of 
near zero or negative.

Not only has this temporary price differential 
disappeared, bitumen from the tar sands (a heavy 
oil called “dilbit” when diluted for transport) is of an 
inferior quality, which makes it more costly to refine. 
Canadian heavy oil will receive a similar quality discount 
wherever it is sold in the world.

Markets in Asia and Europe, however, are farther away, 
hence higher transport costs will result in steeper 
discounts than if the oil was sold in the U.S. The U.S. also 
has the largest refinery complex in the world designed 
to optimally handle heavy oil, such as Canadian crude, 
and relies on imports for nearly half its needs. All of 
which makes the idea that buyers in Europe or Asia 
would pay a premium for Canadian heavy crude more 
fantasy than reality.

None of these facts seem to have curbed the enthusiasm 
of industry or the Alberta and federal governments, 
which continue to tout the tidewater argument. The 
National Energy Board (NEB) even based part of its 
approval of Kinder Morgan’s proposed Trans Mountain 
pipeline expansion on the assumption of a tidewater 
price premium. It didn’t matter to the NEB that the 
Brent/WTI price differential had long since disappeared 
when it made its decision.

energy efficiency and investing in technology. Measures affect-
ing large industrial emitters are conspicuous by their absence.

For emission reductions from buildings and transportation, 
leaders punted. A model “net zero energy ready” building code 
will be developed, to start in 2030, and a model code for existing 
buildings put in place by 2022. Energy efficiency and fuel switch-
ing are slated for existing buildings, although no funding com-
mitment has been made to support it (a renewal of the federal 
ecoEnergy program, for example).

Our governments punted again on transportation, an area 
representing a quarter of Canada’s GHG emissions. The frame-
work calls for “increasingly stringent standards for emissions” 
and the development of a Canada-wide strategy for zero-emis-
sion vehicles by 2018. Public transit expansion and upgrades are 
mentioned, but how much money is on the table is not clear.

As with other infrastructure, the incremental investment 
from the federal government in 2016, even if it is more than 
what the Conservatives would have spent had they been 
re-elected, is actually very modest in the near term. It’s also 
inadequate relative to the size of Canada’s economy and the 
infrastructure deficit that has emerged after more than two 
decades of austerity.

Indeed, progress is clouded by the federal objective of creating 
an “infrastructure bank” to finance, among other things, “clean 
electricity systems” (specifically mentioned in the framework). 
In theory, such a bank could allow the federal government to 
pool borrowing for provinces and municipalities so they would 
pay a lower rate on new green investments. Instead, the feder-
al pitch puts institutional investors like pension funds in the 
driver’s seat, and will only fund large projects that can charge 
user fees or tolls.

The catch is that pension funds expect 6–9% annual returns 
compared to the 2% interest cost if funds were simply borrowed 
by Ottawa. This route will make the transition more expensive 
than it needs to be.

Final thoughts

I t’s cliché these days to note that climate action is not a tech-
nical problem but a political one. So perhaps this is just the 

best we can do politically right now, given the power of vested 
interests and the complexities of Canadian federalism. In light 
of developments south of the border, we are bound to look good 
in comparison.

Which brings us to the issue of climate change adaptation, 
a confession that we have collectively failed to constrain car-
bon emissions. The framework speaks to adaptation, although 
much of it comes down to major infrastructure investments. 
Again, action requires financial commitment on the part of 
governments.

In the long term, I’m actually pretty optimistic about the eco-
nomics of renewables and the eventuality of a clean energy econ-
omy. However, the central issue is how much damage we cause 
in the interim by dragging our feet. A year after the Paris Agree-
ment, we still have a long way to go.

We will all need to keep pushing to fill in the spaces of the 
pan-Canadian framework with investments and policies that 
drive down emissions, create green jobs and transform our econ-
omy. M
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Mike Lang and Shannon Daub

826 REASONS KINDER MORGAN GOT  
ITS TRANS MOUNTAIN PIPELINE EXPANSION

Despite sustained opposition 
to Kinder Morgan’s plan to twin 
the Trans Mountain pipeline, 

Prime Minister Justin Trudeau and 
his cabinet gave it their blessing at 
the end of November. Reaction from 
the many people, communities and 
nations opposed to the pipeline was 
swift.

Twenty-one municipalities and 
over 100 First Nations and tribes have 
registered their opposition since the 
project was first proposed in 2012. 
The Tsleil-Waututh Nation, whose 
traditional territory surrounds the 
Burrard Inlet at the pipeline’s end-
point, has already mounted two le-
gal challenges of the National Ener-
gy Board’s (NEB) review of the pipe-
line, and further challenges by First 
Nations are likely to come.

Public protests over the last two 
years have highlighted the risks of 
spills along the route from Alberta 
to B.C.’s coastal waters, and the cli-
mate impacts of building new pipe-
lines to enable massive increases in 
bitumen production and exports.

Kinder Morgan Canada, a domes-
tic subsidiary of the $81-billion U.S.-
based parent firm, will be responsi-
ble for constructing 980 km of new 
pipeline and various pumping facil-
ities along the route. Numerous wa-
terways, endangered wildlife habi-
tat and parks will be crossed, includ-
ing lands formerly part of Finn Creek 
Provincial Park, whose boundaries 
Kinder Morgan had changed earli-
er this year.

We keep hearing that safety is a 
high priority for this industry, but 
history speaks louder than words. 
Trans Mountain has reported “ap-
proximately” 82 land-based spills to 
the NEB since 1961. The projected 
threefold increase in tanker traffic 

through Vancouver’s harbour that 
will be required to accommodate 
the increased oil volume poses envi-
ronmental and health risks that no 
amount of marine response money 
or preparation can mitigate.

Yet despite the size of Indigenous, 
municipal and popular opposition in 
B.C., the potentially devastating envi-
ronmental and climate impacts, and 
the shallow assurance by the NEB 
that the expansion is in “Canada’s 
public interest,” the Trans Mountain 
pipeline is being pushed ahead.

So why are Kinder Morgan’s in-
terests—and those of the fossil fuel 
industry more broadly—being ac-
commodated? How are these inter-
ests pursued and met in a province 
so vocally opposed to the expansion?

One approach to answering these 
questions is to look at the political 

party financial donations and lobby-
ing efforts by Kinder Morgan Canada 
in recent years. By contributing mon-
ey to a political campaign, or meet-
ing with an elected official, corpora-
tions can garner support for favour-
able policy initiatives or regulatory 
change. And they can support polit-
ical parties whose larger policy agen-
da aligns with their own.

Lobbying and donating to politi-
cal parties are both legal in Canada, 
though regulations vary by province. 
B.C. is one of few provinces with no 
limit on corporate donations. In Sas-
katchewan, where this is also the 
case, the leading political party ap-
pears to have benefitted handsome-
ly from vast sums of money from Al-
berta-based fossil fuel corporations 
over the last decade.

Above all, these tactics provide 
corporations access to key deci-
sion-makers with the power to en-

dorse initiatives that suit their in-
terests (like moving a park bounda-
ry, for example). According to a recent 
report covering corporate influence 
in Canadian politics, such efforts “tilt 
the playing field towards politicians, 
parties and policies that better serve 
those interests, regardless of wheth-
er those interests represent the wish-
es of the majority of citizens.”

Kinder Morgan Canada is a private 
subsidiary, which makes it difficult 
to track its political activities in de-
tail. However, we know that from 2011 
to 2015, Kinder Morgan contributed 
$38,000 to the B.C. Liberal Party. (Con-
tributions were made by Kinder Mor-
gan Inc., Kinder Morgan Canada and 
Trans Mountain Pipeline Company, 
the last two being wholly owned sub-
sidiaries of the first.)

Over roughly the same period (Sep-
tember 2011 to September 2016), Kind-
er Morgan initiated a total of 458 lob-
bying-related contacts with political 
representatives across the province. 
These included face-to-face meet-
ings, but also written communica-
tions and reports sent to government 
officials. Three ministries—Natural 
Gas Development, Environment, and 
Transportation and Infrastructure —
top the list (see table).

The most lobbying attention was 
paid to provincial MLAs. In total, 222 
contacts with MLAs were made by 
Kinder Morgan, most of them since 
2013. A majority (153) of the targeted 
electoral districts —Prince George 
(20), Kamloops (16), Fraser-Nicola (1), 
Chilliwack and Hope (27), Abbotsford 
(31), Surrey (20), Burnaby (28) and Van-
couver (12)—are regions and cities 
along the pipeline’s route. (The term 
“contacts” is used because the BC Lob-
byist Registry, from which this data 
is taken, does not stipulate whether 
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meetings actually occur between the 
corporation and the target.)

Many of the most recent contacts, 
arranged between December 2015 
and September 2016, target the Min-
istry of Natural Gas, the Oil and Gas 
Commission and Premier Christy 
Clark’s office. These contacts had one 
expressed purpose: developing the 
Trans Mountain expansion project.

So have Kinder Morgan’s political 
dealings in B.C. had a direct impact 
on this approval? It’s hard to say. But 
these data show the company has 
been working diligently to sway the 
“public interest” all along the pipe-
line’s path by targeting politicians 
and regulatory officials.

Kinder Morgan’s reach of influ-
ence does not stop at the Rockies—
it has been busy lobbying in Alber-
ta as well. While less information is 
made publicly available by the Alber-

ta Lobbyist Registry than its coun-
terpart in B.C., we know that in the 
three months leading up to Decem-
ber 2016 Kinder Morgan targeted the 
premier’s office and the departments 
of energy and environment.

Kinder Morgan’s Alberta lobbying 
efforts in the nine months to Decem-
ber focused exclusively on the Trans 
Mountain expansion, seeking, among 
other objectives, to “convey economic 
importance and benefits of the pro-
posed Trans Mountain Expansion 
Project through increased market ac-
cess for Alberta crude oil products.”

Let’s look now at what happened at 
the federal level. After all, this pro-

ject is moving ahead because of en-
dorsements by the federal govern-
ment and NEB. And we can’t forget 
that industry consultant Steven Kel-
ly, previously hired by Kinder Mor-

gan to endorse the expansion, now 
sits on the board of Canada’s energy 
regulator. Conflicts such as this led 
environmental groups to urge Prime 
Minister Trudeau in early September 
to overhaul the NEB. This did not oc-
cur.

Our research indicates that Kind-
er Morgan and its subsidiary, Trans 
Mountain, initiated a whopping 368 
meetings with federal officials be-
tween February 2011 and October 
2016. Members of the House of Com-
mons received the most attention 
from Kinder Morgan lobbyists.

Why is this relevant? Because the 
NEB reports to Parliament and its 
members via the Ministry of Natural 
Resources, which in turn acts as an 
advocate for resource development 
within the federal government. Natu-
ral Resources Canada itself was next 
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in line with 107 lobbying meetings. Kinder Morgan target-
ed the Prime Minister’s Office 19 times.

In the first 10 months of 2016, based on federal lobbying 
data, Kinder Morgan Canada initiated 47 meetings with min-
istry representatives, and Trans Mountain initiated an addi-
tional 14. The targets of these meetings included senior pol-
icy advisors within the Ministry of Natural Resources and 
the Prime Minister’s Office, and the chiefs of staff for Fish-
eries and Oceans Canada, Environment and Climate Change 
Canada and Natural Resources Canada. It’s not hard to rec-
ognize the various opportunities for favourable policy di-
rection here.

All together, these combined B.C. and federal lobbying ef-
forts total 826 contacts over six years, which does not in-
clude meetings in Alberta for which we have no informa-
tion. This amounts to about one contact every two business 
days during that period.

How many public sector resources were required to field 
these contacts? Surely these resources could have been 
spent on public consultation, research, or a variety of oth-
er objectives that serve the public good.

F inally, we can’t lose sight of the big picture —the wid-
er economic interests that are served by approving this 

pipeline. As noted, Kinder Morgan Canada is a subsidiary of 
Kinder Morgan Inc., a publicly traded company. A quick re-
view of the parent company’s Canadian shareholders sheds 
some light on who will profit from expanding the volume 
of oil flowing to Burrard Inlet and the Salish Sea.

There are some serious financial players on this list, in-
cluding CIBC, which holds 0.54%. While this may not seem 
like much, it equals roughly $437 million of Kinder Morgan’s 
total $81 billion in asset value (based on the Orbis – Bureau 
Van Dijk corporate information database).

The CEO of another significant Canadian shareholder, 
the Royal Bank of Canada (RBC), recently gave a speech os-
tensibly about climate change that endorsed the pipeline 
industry in Canada (see adjacent page). Based on these fig-
ures, RBC has another 113 million reasons to further under-
mine Canada’s Paris Agreement pledge to lower greenhouse 
gas emissions by 2030.

The president of Kinder Morgan Canada, Ian Anderson, 
recently claimed he is not smart enough to know whether 
human activity, i.e., the fossil fuel industry, causes climate 
change. But why should he be? As the lead lobbyist for his 
firm, his task is to generate profit for shareholders, which, 
as the information above shows, he pursues by massaging 
the political climate across the country to assure the con-
ditions for pipeline approval are met.

At the end of the day, fossil fuel companies like Kinder 
Morgan are only accountable to their shareholders, not to 
the public interest. Upholding the public interest is the re-
sponsibility of our political leaders, who should be smart 
enough to recognize that this pipeline expansion was op-
posed from the beginning. M

Kinder Morgan’s lobbying meetings  
with federal officials
February 2011 to October 2016

Prime Minister’s Office 19

Aboriginal Affairs Canada 26

Environment (& Climate Change) Canada 15

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 14

MPs/House of Commons 112

Natural Resources Canada 107

Transport Canada 47

Other 28

Federal total lobbying meetings 368

Kinder Morgan’s B.C. lobbying contacts
September 2011 to September 2016

Individual MLAs 222

Natural Gas Development 47

Environment 34

Transportation & Infrastructure 35

Office of the Premier 27

Energy 26

Aboriginal Relations & Reconciliation 22

Other 45

B.C. total lobbying contacts 458

Canadian investors in Kinder Morgan Inc.
(U.S.-based owner of Kinder Morgan Canada)

Investor Global investor 
ranking

% 
ownership

Value of 
ownership

Canadian Imperial  
Bank of Commerce 25 0.54 $437 million

Brookfield Asset 
Management 26 0.53 $429 million

CI Financial Corp. 29 0.46 $372 million

Manulife Financial Corp. 32 0.41 $332 million

Royal Bank of Canada 70 0.14 $113 million

Power Corporation of 
Canada 73 0.13 $105 million

Province of Quebec 81 0.10 $81 million

Ontario Teachers’ 
Pension Fund 84 undisclosed unknown

Total Canadian investment  
in Kinder Morgan Inc. $1.87 billion
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SHANNON DAUB AND BILL CARROLL 

BANKING ON NEW PIPELINES

D avid McKay made headlines 
in September when he shared 
his thoughts on the energy and 

climate challenges facing Canada with 
the Edmonton Chamber of Commerce. 
In his speech, McKay called on the 
federal government to help get fossil 
fuel resources to market by approving 
new bitumen pipelines and other 
infrastructure. Doing so, he argued, is 
essential to the transition to a “cleaner 
economy.”

Catherine McKenna, federal minister 
of environment and climate change, 
thought McKay’s speech impressive 
enough to quote on social media: “We 
can’t get to the economy of the future if 
we don’t use all our resources, smartly & 
sustainably,” she tweeted. This was the 
day after her government announced it 
was approving the controversial Pacific 
Northwest LNG project.

There is plenty to say about the content 
of McKay’s speech, which is a study in 
the new climate denialism—the idea 
that we can take effective action on 
climate change while at the same time 
ramping up oil and gas production and 
building new pipelines. But first, let’s 
take a closer look at the source.

“RBC has a big stake in Canada getting 
this right,” said McKay, describing 
his company as “Canada’s leading 
energy bank, for conventional, non-
conventional and renewable resources.” 
In fact, RBC has a very close relationship 
with the fossil fuel industry and a 
strong vested interest in its expansion.

On the lending side, investments in the 
oil and gas sector account for 4.6% ($7 
billion) of RBC’s total business loans and 
acceptances. This is a relatively small 
share of the bank’s lending portfolio, 
so some losses may be manageable, 
although nearly 52% of RBC’s gross 
impaired (delinquent or at risk) business 
loans are in the oil and gas sector.

The economic slowdown from the crash 
in oil prices also impacts the mortgage 

side of RBC’s business, especially in 
energy sector–dependent regions hit 
hard by job losses. The financial world 
is nervous, in other words. So it’s not 
surprising that big banks like RBC would 
be anxious for a return to a booming 
Canadian oil and gas sector.

RBC is also heavily invested in fossil 
fuel companies through its funds. For 
example, the bank has an ownership 
stake ranging from 0.1% (in the 
Parkland Fuel Corporation) to 8.0% (in 
TransCanada Corp.) in all 12 publicly 
traded companies among Canada’s 15 
carbon majors, defined as the biggest 
revenue-earners in the country’s oil, gas 
and coal industries. (Nexen, Talisman/
Repsol and Shell Canada are not 
publicly traded.)

Of course, these holdings are likely 
just the tip of the iceberg. We haven’t 
looked closely at RBC’s investments in 
fossil fuel corporations outside Canada. 
But a cursory review of its Global 
Energy Fund shows it has significant 
investments in some of the largest fossil 
fuel companies in the U.S. and globally.

For example, 6% of the fund’s equity 
holdings is in U.S.-based Continental 
Resources (one of the largest producers 
of the highly volatile Bakken crude 
oil of the variety that exploded in 
Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in 2013), 5.5% 
is in Exxon Mobil Corp. (now under 
investigation for fraud for its pivotal 
role in the climate denial industry), 
4.9% is in French multinational Total SA 

(fined for corruption earlier this year for 
its role in the UN oil-for-food scandal), 
and 3.2% is in Halliburton (a major 
provider of oil and gas field services). 
This is just a sample, and we have yet to 
analyze the fossil fuel holdings of RBC’s 
numerous major subsidiaries.

RBC’s close relationship with the fossil 
fuel sector can also be seen in its links 
at the board level, collected from Obis, 
FP Infomart and corporate websites and 
reports at the end of 2015. The image 
on this page shows the positions held 
by RBC directors and senior executives 
on the boards of other Canadian-based 
fossil fuel companies. We can see 
RBC has direct board interlocks with 
two Canadian energy majors (Suncor 
and Imperial Oil) as well as with six 
mid-sized Canadian oil, gas and coal 
companies. Furthermore, RBC has an 
ownership stake in all but one of the 
eight fossil fuel companies it interlocks 
with.

Clearly, RBC is not an arms-length 
observer of climate policy in Canada. 
When financial CEOs like McKay say we 
need to extract, pipe, export and burn 
more fossil fuels—in order to make 
the transition away from fossil fuels at 
some unspecified time in the future—
we should recognize the baffling 
claim for what it is: a defense of the 
oil and gas industry’s interests, and by 
extension those of RBC, at a time of 
unprecedented scientific evidence that 
ambitious climate action is urgently 
needed.
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In 2012, Yuen Pau Woo declared 
“the future of Canada-Asia ener-
gy relations is not about Beijing: 

it is about Kitimat.” The former presi-
dent of the Asia Pacific Foundation of 
Canada (he’s now a Senator) was re-
ferring to the small, remote commu-
nity of some 9,000 people on British 
Columbia’s rugged northwest coast.

If Kitimat features prominently on 
Beijing’s map of Canada it is for its po-
tential as an export port for liquefied 
natural gas and as the terminus for 
Enbridge’s proposed Northern Gate-
way pipeline. The project would car-
ry 525,000 barrels per day of diluted 
bitumen along a 1,177-kilometre trip 
from the Alberta tar sands to the B.C. 
coast to be loaded onto supertankers 
(225 per year) destined for Asia.

At least that was the plan. Those 
who fought a long campaign to de-
feat the pipeline celebrated a well-de-
served victory late last year when the 

Trudeau government officially pulled 
the plug on Northern Gateway.

Thirty-one municipal govern-
ments, two regional districts, the 
Union of B.C. Municipalities, and 160 
First Nations, who were in the fore-
front of the campaign, had opposed 
the project. More than a dozen legal 
challenges attacked the Harper gov-
ernment’s decision to approve it, as 
well as the way the B.C. government 
handed responsibility for reviewing 
the pipeline to the federal govern-
ment.

The fact Kitimat itself voted 
against Northern Gateway was im-
portant. In April 2014, a plebiscite 
found 58.4% of the town opposed 
the project while 41.6% were in fa-
vour. Overall turnout was 62%. In 
many ways, this was a remarkable 
outcome. Kitimat had the most to 
gain from the project in potential 
long-term jobs, though the numbers 
weren’t impressive.

The district, which proclaims it-
self a “marvel of industry and na-
ture,” was built as a planned company 
town in the 1950s to support the de-
velopment of an aluminum smelter 
and hydroelectric dam by Alcan. The 
community has suffered its share of 
company closures and hard times 
over the years. Yet the residents nev-
ertheless said no to the pipeline.

This raises at least two interesting 
questions. First, why was Kitimat the 
only jurisdiction along the proposed 
Northern Gateway route to hold a 
plebiscite on the project? And second, 
how was a small, local non-govern-
mental organization, Douglas Chan-
nel Watch, able take on and defeat the 
world’s largest pipeline company?

The plebiscite was not an inspired 
act of local democracy, similar 

to the consultas or referendas that 
have been held across Latin Ameri-
ca to mobilize and record opposition 

Paul Bowles and Fiona MacPhail

CORPORATE POWER DEFEATED
BEHIND THE TOWN OF KITIMAT’S VOTE AGAINST THE  
NORTHERN GATEWAY PIPELINE
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to extractive projects. In fact, it came 
about more by accident than by de-
sign.

The Kitimat District Council had 
long been hoping to attract Enbridge 
as a source of local jobs and income, 
and was decidedly pleased when the 
company announced in 2005 that Kit-
imat had been chosen over Prince Ru-
pert as the pipeline’s Canadian ter-
minus. As the mayor at the time de-
clared, “We’ve been courting En-
bridge for nine years.”

As the project began to take shape 
in the late 2000s, Kitimat council dis-
covered its enthusiasm was not as 
widely shared as expected. While oth-
er jurisdictions signed on to oppose 
Northern Gateway, Kitimat retreat-
ed to an official position of neutrali-
ty. (Council contained both support-
ers and opponents of the project and 
neutrality seemed to be the best way 
of preserving the peace.)

But citizen pressure eventually 
forced the Kitimat council to seek 
local opinion on the project, even 
though this only happened after the 
National Energy Board/Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency 
joint review panel (JRP) had spoken.

To fulfil its pledge to citizens, the 
council held a (non-binding) plebi-
scite under a provision of B.C.’s Com-
munity Charter, which states: “a coun-
cil may seek community opinion on a 
question that the council believes af-
fects the municipality, by voting or 
any other process the council consid-
ers appropriate.” Having studiously 
avoided taking a position on the pro-
ject, the town decided to let the peo-
ple speak, thereby making the result-
ing public rejection that much more 
powerful.

The plebiscite campaign was 
fought on the one side by Enbridge 
and on other by Douglas Channel 
Watch (DCW), a local NGO. A more 
unequal match is hard to imagine.

DCW formed in 2008 after En-
bridge gave notice it would seek a 
federal review of the Northern Gate-
way project. Its half-dozen mem-
bers —a handful of interested citi-
zens drawn from different walks of 
life —had little or no previous politi-
cal experience. This was as grassroots 
as it gets. DCW divided up responsi-

bilities based on previous knowledge 
(one member was a retired engineer) 
and a knack for online research in its 
effort to expose the Northern Gate-
way’s faults.

In joint review panel hearings, 
DCW worked with other NGOs and 
the Haisla Nation. They shared infor-
mation, co-ordinated events and gen-
erally participated in the wider oppo-
sitional networks. But in the plebi-
scite itself DCW followed a different 
strategy.

While many sites of opposition 
to fossil fuel extraction have wel-
comed and relied upon broader sup-
port, DWC consciously went as local 
as it could, eschewing outside sup-
port in the campaign itself. As DCW 
supporter Patricia Lange observed in 
an April 2014 Northern Sentinel arti-
cle, “It’s funny, we’re turning people 
away from all over who want to come. 
We just feel it’s a grassroots thing. It’s 
just Kitimat.”

The deliberate strategy to stay lo-
cal meant using Kitimat residents as 
canvassers, and placing hand-paint-
ed signs next to Enbridge’s profes-
sional billboards. The effect was to 
contrast DCW’s local roots and ordi-
nary means with Enbridge’s well-fi-
nanced campaign, which used fly-in 
canvassers, public meetings staffed 
with its own “experts,” and much fan-
cier signage. The “outsider” status of 
Enbridge was reinforced despite the 
company’s attempt to portray itself 
as local.

To have invited outside canvass-
ers and supporters would have 
weakened DCW’s message. As any-
one who has lived in the North will 
know, there are times when “outsid-

ers” are at a disadvantage in influenc-
ing public opinion, whether they are 
global corporations from Calgary or 
large NGOs from Vancouver.

As for the arguments put forward 
in the campaign, DCW’s messaging 
focused on two points that resonated 
most on people’s doorsteps. The first 
was the threat of oil spills from tank-
ers off B.C.’s north coast. The second 
was the limited employment gener-
ated by the project.

DCW campaigners emphasized 
how the pipeline would merely ex-
port an unprocessed product instead 
of adding value locally. The group 
therefore used both environmental 
and employment arguments rather 
than asking residents to choose one 
priority over the other.

Perhaps the plebiscite result would 
have been the same without the 

DCW campaign. That is difficult to 
know with any certainty. But the Kit-
imat example does show how a small 
group of committed people were able 
to challenge the arguments (and pub-
lic relations efforts) of a major glob-
al corporation and a supportive fed-
eral government.

The campaign also shows how a 
small NGO was able to draw upon 
the support of other organizations—
provincial, national and internation-
al—to the extent it was helpful, and 
to stand on their own when needed. 
It alerts us to the need to consider 
exactly how and when to make the 
best of use of alliances —questions 
which undoubtedly have relevance 
far beyond Kitimat.

The future of Canada–Asia energy 
relations may not have been decid-
ed in Kitimat. But the popular rejec-
tion in that town of a major pipeline 
offers lessons, and importantly hope, 
for others involved in current and fu-
ture battles. M
For a more detailed discussion of 
this case, see the article by Paul Bow-
les and Fiona MacPhail, “The Town 
That Said ‘No’ to the Enbridge North-
ern Gateway Pipeline: The 2014 Kiti-
mat Plebsicite,” in the journal The Ex-
tractive Industries and Society (No-
vember 2016).

Citizen pressure 
eventually forced 
the Kitimat council 
to seek local 
opinion on the 
project. 
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Marc Lee

CANADA’S CARBON  
EXPORT PROBLEM

With great fanfare, and a claim 
that “Canada is back,” Prime 
Minister Trudeau helped ush-

er in the Paris Agreement on climate 
change in December 2015. Since then, 
however, the federal government has 
pushed to expand fossil fuel produc-
tion through new bitumen pipelines 
and liquefied natural gas (LNG) ter-
minals. This contradiction points to a 
loophole in the Paris Agreement, one 
that perfectly fits Canada: countries 
have committed to reducing emis-
sions within their borders, but not 
the carbon that is extracted and 
burned elsewhere.

The climate agreement poses no 
limits or sanctions on the supply of 
fossil fuels brought to market by pro-
ducing countries. For exporters like 
Canada only the emissions from get-
ting fossil fuels out of the ground 
and to the border are counted. As a re-
sult, producing countries have a pow-
erful incentive to respond to the Par-
is Agreement by doubling down on 
fossil fuels now before their value 
evaporates. This “green paradox” is 
bad news for the climate.

The amount of fossil fuels burned 
for energy use in Canada has re-
mained relatively flat since 2000 (see 
graph). This is because emission in-

creases in Alberta from the oil sands 
have largely been offset by reductions 
in Ontario and the Maritimes from 
the phase-out of coal-fired electrici-
ty generation. But if we look instead 
at what we dig, not just what we burn 
within our borders, there has been a 
relentless rise in carbon emissions.

Extracted carbon—the amount of 
fossil fuel removed from Canadian soil 
that ends up in the atmosphere as car-
bon dioxide —has grown dramatical-
ly. These emissions totalled 1.2 billion 
tonnes of CO2 in 2014, up 26% since 
2000. This increase is almost exclu-
sively because of growing exports of 
fossil fuels. In 2014, the total amount 
of emissions embodied in Canada’s to-
tal exports of fossil fuels was slight-
ly larger than all the greenhouse gas 
emissions that occur within Canada.

The major story is that Canada’s ex-
ports of crude oil have surged (most-
ly from the oil sands) while imports 
have declined. Net exported emissions 
(exports less imports) from crude oil 
were more than five times higher in 
2015 than 2000. The Paris Agreement is 
thus a “good deal” for Canada because 
only half the fossil fuel we extract gets 
counted in our greenhouse gas inven-
tory. The remainder is exported and 
counted where it is burned.

Exported emissions might not be 
a problem if the commitments made 
by countries in the Paris Agreement 
were enough to keep global warming 
below 1.5 to 2 degrees Celsius above 
pre-industrial levels (about 200 years 
ago). Unfortunately, this is not the 
case. Even if all countries live up to 
their pledges it would lead to a cata-
strophic 3 degrees of warming.

If countries were to take the sci-
ence behind the Paris targets serious-
ly, there is a finite amount of carbon 
that can enter the atmosphere —a 
carbon budget— over the next few 
decades. Based on Canada’s share of 
global fossil fuel reserves, we could 
continue to extract carbon at current 
levels for, at most, between 11 and 24 
years. This means a planned, gradual 
wind-down of these industries needs 
to begin immediately.

Plans to increase Canada’s exports 
of fossil fuels contradict the spirit and 
intentions of the Paris Agreement, 
since they would require some oth-
er producing countries to keep their 
fossil fuel reserves in the ground. The 
problem with new fossil fuel infra-
structure projects—like LNG plants 
and bitumen pipelines—is that they 
lock us into a high-emissions trajecto-
ry for several decades to come, giving 
up on the 1.5 to 2 degree limits of Paris.

Canadian efforts to address cli-
mate change must consider sup-
ply-side measures such as rejecting 
new fossil fuel infrastructure and 
new leases for exploration and drill-
ing, increasing royalties and elimi-
nating fossil fuel subsidies. There is 
still time for us to live up to our Paris 
Agreement commitments. Canada’s 
exports of fossil fuels do not need to 
drop to zero immediately. But it does 
not make sense to pursue policies 
that further ramp up extraction. M

Net exported emissions (millions of tonnes of CO2)

Territorial emissions (fossil fuels only)

2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013

603

921

594

1160
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Shortly after launching the 
Corporate Mapping Project in 
2015, we held a series of commu-

nity meetings with environmental, 
Indigenous and labour groups to dis-
cuss how to shape its work and where 
to start first. We did this in each of 
the three main fossil-fuel-produc-
ing western provinces—B.C., Alberta 
and Saskatchewan. One of the most 
striking things about those meet-
ings, particularly in Saskatoon and 
Edmonton, was the pervasive sense 
of unease and frustration people felt 
about trying to challenge the role of 
the fossil fuel industry. Even the act 
of questioning our economic reliance 
on oil, gas and coal was seen as tanta-
mount to threatening peoples’ liveli-
hoods and the well-being of their 
communities. Yet here we were, meet-
ing at the tail end of 2015, when oil 
prices had reached their lowest point 
in decades, leading to massive layoffs 

and dislocation in Canada’s oil econ-
omy.

You would think this would cre-
ate an opening to talk about the need 
for climate action and a shift away 
from fossil fuels, particularly in re-
source-dependent regions. After all, 
the market is forcing people through 
a very unjust transition: the oil price 
collapse has been a rather brutal re-
minder of the inherent riskiness in 
Canada’s export-driven commodity 
sectors. But where there is any open-
ing for discussion it is surprisingly 
small. In fact, starting the conversa-
tion may have become even harder.

Federal and provincial govern-
ments (outside of Saskatchewan, 
that is) have espoused climate-ori-
ented policies to varying degrees. 
But they’ve done so while simulta-
neously doubling down on oil and 
gas production, as discussed else-
where in this Monitor feature. The 

dividing lines on these issues have 
solidified, with the jobs versus envi-
ronment frame seemingly more pow-
erful than ever. Progressives are di-
vided on this question too, as we saw 
after the LEAP Manifesto came out in 
late 2015. Hence, even talking about 
the imperative to make a shift away 
from using and extracting fossil fuels 
risks being portrayed as an attack on 
extractive sector workers and com-
munities—something both industry 
and government know all too well.

I have been working on climate 
communication and transition is-

sues for much of the last eight years. 
That included many conversations 
with energy sector workers who will 
be impacted by our move away from 
fossil fuels. The enduring power of 
the jobs-versus-environment frame 
has puzzled me for some time. On re-
flection, I think one explanation for 

Shannon Daub

WHY AUSTERITY IS A PROBLEM  
FOR CLIMATE ACTION AND A JUST TRANSITION
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it is the role that austerity plays in limiting our capaci-
ty to deal with societal problems, both as an ideological 
component of neoliberalism and as a policy framework 
with material consequences.

In other words, austerity is a conditioning framework. 
I wouldn’t suggest this is the only explanation, of course, 
but I believe it’s an important one. First, there is the role 
austerity plays in conjunction with the commodity roll-
ercoaster to create a state of structural insecurity that 
has a particular character for resource sectors and re-
source-dependent communities. As a fiscal restraint, aus-
terity also leads to shrinking public goods and govern-
ment capacity. It erodes the social safety net.

In smaller communities the public sector is often the 
number 1 or 2 employer, so cuts to public services loom 
large for people in regions where the economy is less di-
versified than in large urban centres. Smaller B.C. com-
munities, for example, bore the brunt of slash-and-burn 
reductions in public spending in the early 2000s. Regions 
outside Greater Vancouver and Victoria faced a 22% re-
duction in the number of direct public sector employees 
in just three years (2001 to 2004). In comparison, the Van-
couver and Victoria areas combined faced a 14% decline.

Indeed, the trendline for B.C. provincial government 
spending as a share of the total economic pie (GDP) since 
2000 is decidedly downward, as has been the case federal-
ly and in Alberta since the mid-1990s, and more recently 
under Brad Wall’s government in Saskatchewan. This has 
happened alongside labour market reforms, including the 
restructuring of employment insurance, with the result 
that life has, in many respects, become far less secure —
even as the recent commodity boom was in full swing. 
Just talking about the imperative to shift away from us-
ing and extracting fossil fuels, one risks being challenged 
as attacking extractive sector workers and communities.

But now that the boom is over, workers in fossil fuel in-
dustries have begun to experience a kind of private sector 
austerity as well; in a sense, it is the industrial sector com-
panion to precarity. Austerity and the commodity roller-
coaster together create an environment of permanent 
uncertainty, which in turn makes people risk averse, and 
understandably so. In times of uncertainty it is easier to 
stick with what we know. A recovery that people imagine 
to be just over the horizon is easier to bet on than this 
rather more fuzzy, unfamiliar, difficult-to-imagine and 
longer-term green transformation we keep talking about.

This brings us to the second problem with austerity, 
which is that shifting off fossil fuels by mid-century, 

while not impossible (as the CCPA, through our Climate 
Justice Project, has shown), will take ambition and ac-
tive leadership by governments. Large-scale public in-
vestments in transit, building retrofits, renewable energy, 
affordable housing, retrofitting the development patterns 
of the suburbs and rural regions, funding transition and 
training programs for extractive sector workers —to 
name just a few priorities—are all areas where govern-
ments could clearly lead on job creation. In fact, there 
is no way around it if the transition is going to be a just 

one that reduces inequality and improves peoples’ qual-
ity of life.

Yet austerity makes such a thing unimaginable. Even 
now, at a time when it should be easier to say yes to al-
ternatives to fossil fuel industries, austerity creates a cul-
ture of “no,” as an activist pointed out at a recent meet-
ing hosted by the Corporate Mapping Project.

Austerity is also part of neoliberalism’s culture of mis-
trust in government, which is portrayed as wasteful, inef-
ficient and not to be trusted. This was the line we were 
fed again and again in B.C. when the bottom fell out of 
the forest industry in the 1990s and 2000s. Recent provin-
cial governments have piled on by relaxing tenure rules 
and increasing raw log exports, while largely failing to 
take an active role on the solutions side —and while the 
mountain pine beetle, B.C.’s first climate disaster, ravaged 
our interior forests. Calls for the government to support 
a renewed value-added industry, regulate wood waste, in-
vest in greater reforestation practices and provide more 
support to communities in crisis were largely ignored.

A few years back, I interviewed energy sector workers 
about climate change and a just transition—the princi-
ple that workers and resource-dependent communities 
should be supported through the shift to sustainable in-
dustries without being asked to carry the risks or have 
to forego good, secure jobs. The B.C. government’s firm 
“no” to any kind of just transition in forestry had clear-
ly reinforced the general sentiment that, while just tran-
sition policies, as a basis for shifting off fossil fuels, are 
a nice idea in principle, they will never actually happen. 
No government they could imagine would ever take such 
action, or prioritize the needs of rural and resource-de-
pendent communities in such a way.

This is the evil genius of neoliberalism and austerity. 
Years of pitched arguments from the right that govern-
ment is wasteful and bloated, combined with ongoing 
declines in government spending and public services, 
have made many people allergic to the idea that govern-
ment can help solve societal problems, including climate 
change. Not only does austerity make large-scale invest-
ment and government action unimaginable. As a fiscal 
framework, it also makes it impossible. In these ways, 
austerity acts as a material and ideological straightjack-
et, explaining to some extent why the oil price collapse 
has not created more room to build support for transi-
tion to a stable, diversified, green economy.

I don’t mean to suggest there is no way out, and we 
must keep having the conversation. The Corporate Map-
ping Project will contribute to that conversation by more 
clearly delineating whose interests are served by the con-
tinued rush to extract fossil fuels, investigating why our 
governments are so effectively captured by the demands 
of this powerful industry, and reasserting the important 
role governments must play if we are to make a dem-
ocratic and just transition to a secure and sustainable 
economy. M
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Emily Eaton and Simon Enoch

PETRO-PARTNERS
ENERGY AND EDUCATION IN SASKATCHEWAN’S  
RURAL OIL COMMUNITIES

The volatile politics of energy 
and the environment erupted in 
Saskatchewan earlier this year 

when students in a grade 8 “ecojus-
tice” program of the Greater Saska-
toon Catholic Schools division partic-
ipated in the rally “Stand with Stand-
ing Rock: A Peaceful Demonstration.” 
Outrage was fuelled by local conserv-
ative talk-radio host John Gormley, 
who questioned the program’s com-
mitment to balance, and accused the 
students of “beggaring and dimin-
ishing the lives of 10,000 families in 
this province” who depend on the oil-
fields. 

Lost in the minor media tempest 
around this story of the potential 
undue influence of environmental-
ists over our children’s education 
was the question of how much pow-
er and influence the oil industry ex-
erts over education in Saskatchewan, 
particularly in the communities of 
those very families who depend on 
the oilfields. 

This summer, as part of the Corpo-
rate Mapping Project, we began re-
search into one aspect of the energy 
industry’s power and influence, spe-
cifically how and to what extent the 
oil industry shapes the everyday in-
stitutions and culture of rural life in 
Saskatchewan’s oil-producing com-
munities. We were particularly inter-
ested in the involvement of the in-
dustry in rural sports and recreation, 
cultural events, local governance and 
critical infrastructure. 

We found that in many of these 
communities the oil industry is not 
perceived as an outsider or intruder 
to be tolerated or regulated, but as a 
valued and integral member of the 
community. Threats to the indus-
try are thereby perceived as equal-
ly threatening to the community. 

Explaining how the oil industry has 
achieved this level of social licence 
in these localities is the driving ques-
tion behind our research. 

Part of the explanation must in-
clude how the oil industry influenc-
es schools and education. Indeed, 
the oil industry is perceived as vi-
tal for the survival of many schools 
in oil-producing rural communi-
ties as the industry regularly sup-
plies much-needed money for build-
ings and equipment, as well as of-
fering industry-sponsored curricu-
lum, field trips, and scholarships and 
awards for students. In what follows, 
we identify how the oil industry both 
directly and indirectly influences ed-
ucation in these communities, and 
raise questions for further research. 

Direct industry 
involvement in 
education

Perhaps the most direct way the 
oil industry impacts education 

in these areas is through the phys-
ical buildings themselves—the very 
ability of communities to build and 

maintain schools relies to a large de-
gree on oil industry largesse. While 
the majority of funding for schools 
comes from the provincial govern-
ment, communities are expected to 
fundraise substantial amounts for 
any upgrades or expansions. 

For example, Oxbow’s new Prai-
rie Horizons School required a com-
munity fundraising effort of $1.2 mil-
lion in order to expand the gymnasi-
um and build a multi-purpose room. 
The vast majority of this fundraising 
was supplied by the oil industry, with 
Canadian Natural Resources Limited 
(CNRL) and Redhawk Well Servicing 
both committing over $100,000 to the 
school, while smaller oil service firms 
committed amounts between $5,000 
and $50,000. 

Oil industry charity quite literally 
allows rural people access to educa-
tional opportunities that they might 
not otherwise have. It is small won-
der that people view the industry as 
an integral community partner. But 
the oil industry’s influence over ed-
ucation in these communities goes 
far beyond bricks and mortar (as im-
portant as that is). Many firms see 
schools as a site for earning social li-
cence and reputation enhancement. 

The Canadian Association of Pe-
troleum Producers (CAPP), in part-
nership with local oil firms, has 
brought their Energy in Action (EIA) 
program to schools across Saskatche-
wan (Elrose, Weyburn, Maple Creek, 
Carlyle, Carnduff and Oxbow) over 
the past decade. The EIA program is 
described as “an energy and environ-
mental literacy program for students 
primarily in grades four to six in un-
der-serviced schools in rural commu-
nities, where there are oil and natu-
ral gas operations.” 

The oil 
industry is 
perceived as 
vital for the 
survival of 
many schools.
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The program consists of in-classroom presentations 
that deliver “industry context” on key themes like exam-
ining renewable and nonrenewable resources; the use of 
natural resources to meet energy needs; values of natu-
ral resources (uses, products, careers); multiple perspec-
tives related to energy use and development; natural re-
source and environmental stewardship; and awareness 
and appreciation for the local environment. The EIA pro-
gram also contains a project component where students, 
community members and industry representatives plant 
trees and shrubs or build an outdoor classroom or bird 
boxes. 

The motives behind EIA are made explicit in CAPP’s 
video for the program:

Energy in Action brings industry and communities 
together. To teach, to learn, to grow and build 
something important that will last a long time. 
Energy in Action is community engagement in 
action. Building understanding, growing roots in 
the community, reinforcing reputations, ensuring 
our social licence to operate. Skilled educators and 
a curriculum linked to energy realities opens eyes 
and opens minds. Energy in Action works.

To date, CAPP estimates the EIA program has been de-
livered to over 10,000 students, teachers and communi-
ty members across Western Canada. Regardless of the 
content of the curriculum delivered by EIA—there is no 
doubt it is meant to portray the industry in a sympathet-
ic light—it must also be viewed as a powerful interven-
tion in the daily lives of children, showcasing the rela-
tionship between community and industry. In many of 
these communities, the day of the program is viewed as 
a communitywide event, further solidifying the status 
of the industry. 

Kia Pyrcz of Vermilion Energy explained the value of 
the program this way: “projects like Energy in Action are 
an especially great opportunity for smaller industry play-
ers like Vermilion to educate the community on our local 
operations and our commitment to responsible resource 
development. Regardless of company size, this type of 
collaboration helps build strong enduring relationships 

in the community. It’s important to put names and fac-
es to an industry like ours.”

The industry is also a valuable source of awards and 
scholarships for students in oil-producing communities, 
with many firms providing bursaries and awards for stu-
dents at regional colleges that offer education and train-
ing in oil-related fields. While this is no doubt self-serv-
ing—preparing the industry’s future workforce — oil-re-
lated programs also offer career paths for young people 
that may allow them to remain in their communities, an 
important (perceived and tangible) benefit that should 
not be underestimated. 

The experience of rural outmigration, and depopula-
tion of rural towns and villages due to the decline in ag-
riculture, has left many families deeply fearful for the 
future viability of their towns. The oil industry (when it 
is flourishing) offers a respite from this narrative of de-
cline, further connecting rural futures to the future of 
the industry. 

Indirect industry  
involvement in education

Even where the oil industry is not directly funding and 
becoming involved in education its very existence in 

these communities influences how education is perceived 
and valued. 

For example, it is well-documented that oil commu-
nities regularly experience an exodus of young males 
from school to oilfield jobs during boom times. From 
2003 to 2008, the number of young men enrolled in school 
dropped almost nine percentage points in Alberta and 
2.6% in Saskatchewan, according to a 2014 Statistics Can-
ada report. As one teacher we interviewed explained: 

I have difficulties keeping the boys in the school 
until the end of grade 12, because they see the big 
money that people are making, or they perceive 
it’s big money, and keep them going towards their 
grade 12. That’s my biggest problem with the oil 
industry. I’ve had kids who would work summer 
jobs for an oil company—a drilling rig company 
or service rig company—come back to school 
in September and probably wouldn’t stay past 
Christmas. They get a little taste of money, and 
they’re gone.

Conversely, due to the highly gendered nature of oil work, 
women are more likely to view post-secondary educa-
tion as necessary for their futures, since the majority of 
work available to them without a post-secondary degree 
is low-paid (in secretarial work or the service economy). 
The gendered pay gap begins in high school with stu-
dents’ first jobs. Another teacher explained:

I had one grade 12 graduate...she felt she had to go 
and get a post-secondary education because, in 
this area, a female is not going to get a good-paying 
job without one.... But I think the girls certainly see 
the difference as they are growing up in the high 

From 2003 to 2008, the 
number of young men 
enrolled in school 
dropped almost 9% in 
Alberta and 2.6% in 
Saskatchewan. 
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school because there aren’t as 
many jobs outside of school 
hours that suit the female in 
this area. Unless it’s those 
traditional female positions—
you know, that might be the 
secretarial work for two hours 
after school with the minimum 
pay, compared to the [male] 
shop hand who might be 
making five dollars more and 
hour.

Similarly, the lives of teachers are also 
indirectly impacted by the oil econ-
omy. Inflated rental prices coupled 
with other cost-of-living increases 
in oil-boom towns force teachers to 
supplement their salaries with other 
employment. Another school teach-
er elaborates: 

A lot of teachers have summer 
jobs or they’re working a 
couple of jobs to keep things…
or tonnes of teachers have 
quit to go to the oil field sector 
when it was booming because 
the wages were higher, benefits 
were better.

The boom-bust cycles of the oil in-
dustry also structure how education 
is valued and perceived in rural com-
munities. With many regions cur-
rently experiencing economic down-
turn as a result of the collapse in oil 
prices starting in 2014, education, par-
ticularly at the post-secondary level, 
may see its value restored as other ca-
reer options are foreclosed. 

Paradoxically, renewed education 
enrolments come at a time when the 
private sector resources to fund ed-
ucation in oil-producing communi-
ties become increasingly scarce, and 
also during austere times for the pro-
vincial government, which has been 
all too ready to cut public education 
budgets.

Work needed on rural 
alternatives 

As we have illustrated, there is a 
high degree of dependence on 

the oil industry in many rural are-
as of Saskatchewan. It is therefore 
not difficult to grasp why the in-
dustry has achieved such a high de-

gree of social licence: the oil industry 
provides many well-paying jobs and 
other economic benefits, and it is in-
creasingly depended on to fund vital 
infrastructure, equipment, services 
and cultural activities. Education is 
just one important aspect of how the 
industry has made itself indispensa-
ble to these communities. 

Given industry’s fundamental role 
in the institutions of rural communi-
ties, it is not surprising that many of 
the people we interviewed adopted 
the same worldview as the industry 
on key energy issues. While conduct-
ing our research it became apparent 
to us that the majority of our inter-
viewees were skeptical about the hu-
man causes of climate change and be-
lieved the oil industry was already 
well-regulated. This was the case not 
only for those working directly in the 
industry, but also for teachers, town 
councillors, people working in hu-
man services, and many others who 
trusted and adopted the perspectives 
of industry on key contentious issues 
such as climate change, pipelines and 
carbon pricing. 

In one example, members of a ru-
ral conservation group expressed 
sympathy with oil companies, char-
acterizing oil regulations as oner-
ous, numerous and providing ade-
quate protection for the environ-
ment. They held this view despite 
non-governmental and academic re-
search demonstrating that Saskatch-
ewan is uniquely underregulated in 
Canada. Indeed, on issues such as 
environmental regulation, climate 

change and carbon pricing, it was 
the industry that was deemed the 
preeminent authority, with many of 
our interviewees regularly citing in-
dustry arguments. 

When we understand the degree 
to which oil-producing communi-
ties view their future as inextricably 
linked to that of the oil industry it be-
comes clear why outside threats to 
the industry, whether through strict-
er regulation or carbon pricing, are 
viewed as threats to the viability of 
communities and individual liveli-
hoods. In fact, it would be more sur-
prising if rural people didn’t adopt 
these views given that the survival 
of their communities is significantly 
tied to the survival of the oil industry. 

There is thus a desperate need for 
a concrete vision of an alternative 
green economy for rural Saskatch-
ewan. Without such a vision, rural 
communities will continue to side 
with industry when faced with the 
choice between grand plans from 
eastern politicians and urban envi-
ronmentalists versus the everyday 
tangible benefits that the oil indus-
try delivers. M
This article is drawn from the Win-
ter 2017 issue of Our Schools / Our 
Selves, which is available for pur-
chase from the Canadian Centre for 
Policy Alternatives bookstore: www.
policyalternatives.ca/bookstore. 

The majority of our 
interviewees were 
skeptical about 
the human causes 
of climate change 
and believed the 
oil industry was 
already well-
regulated.
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Cleaning it up

A s of January 1, all dis-
posable forms of plastic, 

such as single-use cutlery, 
plates, bags and packaging, 
are banned in the National 
Capital Territory of Delhi. 
India is responsible for 
roughly 60% of the plastic 
that is annually dumped 
into the world’s oceans. 
The country is also now 
home to the world’s largest 
solar power plant, which 
covers 10 square kilome-
ters in Ramanathapuram, in 
the southern state of Tamil 
Nadu. The Adani Group’s 
solar plant has the capacity 
to power 150,000 homes. 
Cambridge University 
physicist Sam Stranks says 
he believes perovskite 
layers, a coating of two 
readily available salts, will 
make solar cells much more 
efficient, cheaper, thinner 
and lighter—to the point 
you will be able to print 
them with an inkjet and 
suspend them with a soap 
bubble. France has issued 
a record US$7.5 billion in 
22-year green treasury 
bonds at an interest rate 
of 1.75%. The money will 
be dedicated to renewable 
energy as part of the 
country’s plans to meet its 
greenhouse gas reduction 
targets under the 2015 
Paris Agreement. Ireland 

has passed legislation to 
divest US$8.5 billion worth 
of sovereign wealth from 
oil, gas and coal, becoming 
the first country to do so. 
New York City’s largest 
landlords are joining a 
citywide carbon challenge 
launched in 2007 between 
17 colleges and univer-
sities, which has since 
expanded to include 10 
hospital organizations and 
18 hotels, all pledging to 
reduce local carbon emis-
sions by 80% below 2005 
levels by 2050. New wind 
farms in Finland, Belgium 
and the Netherlands have 
made it possible to power 
Dutch electric trains with 
100% renewable energy. 
/ India Times / Good News 
Network / Associated Press 
/ Reuters / Chemistry World

Food and health

M igrant workers at 
Floralia Plant Growers 

in Abbotsford, B.C. won an 
important victory in Jan-
uary when the province’s 
labour relations board 
ruled the company broke 
the law by conspiring with 
the Mexican government 
to blacklist workers who 
supported unionization 
with UFCW. The union’s 
first contract with Floralia 
in 2008 required the 
employer to recall Mexican 
migrant workers based on 
seniority rather than its 
own discretion. Farmers 
in Kenya are battling 
unpredictable and irregular 
rainfall with a new albeit 
expensive (US$721) app 
developed by scientists 
at the Meru University of 
Science and Technology. 
One farmer claimed the 
app, which monitors fields 
and controls irrigation 
equipment, helped reduce 
crop spoilage as a result 

of dry weather from 70% 
to 10%. U.S. government 
financial and technical 
assistance between 2010 
and 2016, to help farmers 
install high tunnels (30 by 
70 feet in size) to extend 
the growing season, is pay-
ing off in increased yields, 
reduced energy use and 
improved air quality (from 
not needing to transport 
food as far), even in colder 
climates from Vermont to 
Alaska. Baldor Specialty 
Foods, which supplies 
produce, caviar, olive oil 
and other goods to the 
mid-Atlantic and northeast 
U.S. states, has also found 
a market for its scraps or 
“sparcs” (scraps spelled 
backwards), as it calls 
carrot tops, bean stems and 
cantaloupe rinds, which can 
be used in juices or soup 
bases at restaurants. What 
can’t be sold is donated to 
processing plants as animal 
feed. / Rankandfile.ca / 
Reuters / Associated Press / 
Washington Post 

Human conditions

S inger and activist Buffy 
Sainte-Marie, who in 

1969 founded the non-prof-
it Nihewan Foundation for 
Native American Education, 
has been named the 2017 
winner of the Allan Waters 
Humanitarian Award for Ca-
nadian musicians who left 
a positive social impact. 
Previous award-winners 
include Bruce Cockburn, 
Sarah McLachlan, Rush 
and members of Arcade 
Fire. Sparrow Furniture 
of Salem, Oregon, which 
currently operates out 
of an abandoned ware-
house donated by the 
Salem Church Alliance, has 
crowdfunded money to 
upgrade its facilities and is 
hiring refugees to refurbish 

and repurpose furniture, 
providing job training and 
English lessons in the pro-
cess. Across from Istanbul’s 
Kariye Museum, an Arabic 
bookstore and café called 
Pages offers isolated Syrian 
refugees a calm place to 
read and socialize. “I get 
to meet this generation, 
between 18 and 25 years 
old. This generation is 
surprising me with their 
understanding, their 
openness, their dialogue,” 
said Pages owner Samer 
al-Kadri. A team at Glasgow 
University in Scotland is 
3D-printing bone pieces 
(scaffolds) coated with a 
growth substance and stem 
cells. After the scaffolds 
are mechanically shaken 
for three or four days 
they continue to grow 
when implanted in the 
body, offering potentially 
life-changing help to 
landmine victims. Adults 
over 60 may be able to 
counter early memory loss 
with simple yoga-based 
meditation or group 
music listening sessions, 
according to a recent study 
led by Dr. Kim Innes of 
West Virginia University. 
Both therapies showed 
significant improvements 
in memory function and 
cognitive performance 
after three months, 
with substantial gains if 
continued to six months. 
/ Canadian Press / Good 
News Network / Guardian 
(U.K.) / Journal of Alzheim-
er’s Disease
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Matthew Behrens

No evidence? No problem.
What Hassan Diab’s extradition and imprisonment in France tells  
us about Canada’s casual relationship with the rule of law

T
HE HARPER REGIME’S hugely con-
troversial C-51 “anti-terror” leg-
islation survives unscathed 16 
months into the Trudeau era. 

State security agencies are no doubt 
enjoying the capacity to target a 
much larger section of the popula-
tion with the broad surveillance and 
disruption powers they were gifted 
in the aftermath of the 2014 shoot-
ing near Parliament Hill. The poten-
tial for abuse is clearest to those who 
have suffered already under pre–C-51 
practices, including indefinite incar-
ceration without charge (as part of 
Canada’s secretive security certifi-
cate process), overseas torture by 
proxy and the prohibition against 
boarding aircraft for people on “no-
fly” lists.

Opponents of C-51, of which there 
are many, have presented such exam-
ples in online responses to the federal 

government’s national security green 
paper, “Our Security, Our Rights.” The 
process is the outcome of the Liberal 
party’s election pledge to “repeal the 
problematic elements of Bill C-51, and 
introduce new legislation that better 
balances our collective security with 
our rights and freedoms.” The docu-
ment itself, however, is problematic 
and biased in that it presumes basic 
rights are expendable, and asks Cana-
dians which ones can be eroded and 
by how much.

One topic rarely raised in the de-
bate so far is the dangerous power 
wielded by Ottawa under the Extradi-
tion Act. On those rare occasions that 
extradition enters the public lexicon, 
such as when Chinese Premier Li Ke-
qiang visited Canada last fall seeking 
an extradition treaty with the fed-
eral government, it generates either 
apathetic yawns or frantic Google 

searches for the term’s meaning. For 
the record, extradition entails Cana-
da acting on requests from foreign 
governments to deliver suspects fac-
ing criminal proceedings abroad. Few, 
it would seem, would oppose the ex-
tradition of someone accused of bilk-
ing seniors for millions of dollars. But 
what sounds like a straightforward 
issue is actually a highly politicized 
affair fraught with potential human 
rights violations.

“Although Canada is a nominal 
parliamentary democracy, when it 
comes to extradition the government 
could not be more dictatorial in its 
adoption and enforcement of trea-
ties,” wrote defence lawyer and legal 
scholar Gary Botting in 2011. “The 
Vienna Convention on Treaties re-
quires that all international treaties 
be ratified; however, none of Canada’s 
current extradition treaties has been 

Feature
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ratified by the Parliament of Canada, 
or by any parliamentary committee, 
or even by the Privy Council.”

When another country wants 
someone in Canada apprehended 
and delivered to a foreign jurisdic-
tion, the seemingly inviolable pro-
tections of citizenship or refugee 
status become secondary concerns. 
Indeed, as Justice Freda Steel ac-
knowledged in the 1999 case of Win-
nipeg’s Monique Turenne, accused 
of murdering her Canadian Forces 
husband in Florida, evidence pre-
sented by the requesting country 
at an extradition hearing “should 
be accepted even if the judge feels 
it is manifestly unreliable, incom-
plete, false, misleading, contradic-
tory of other evidence, or the judge 
feels the witness may have perjured 
themselves.”

The idea that someone in Cana-
da can be handed over to another 
country on such disturbingly weak 
grounds —potentially opening the 
door to a vindictive government’s 
persecution of an expatriate political 
dissident—is based on a built-in as-
sumption that the judicial systems of 
extradition partners conform to Can-
ada’s fair trial standards. Ultimately, 
as the Supreme Court has conceded, 
extradition is a political matter in 
which the justice minister must de-
termine whether it is worth hurting 

diplomatic relations by rejecting the 
request of a foreign state.

Nowhere have the fault lines of extra-
dition been more clear than in the 

case of Hassan Diab, a mild-mannered 
63-year-old sociology professor from 
Ottawa, who nine years ago sudden-
ly found himself accused by French 
authorities of the 1980 bombing of a 
Paris synagogue. French investiga-
tions into this act of terror, originally 
attributed to far-right groups as part 
of a string of similar bombings across 
Europe in the 1970s and ‘80s, had long 
since gone cold. Three decades later 
the crime was being pinned on Diab, 
a Canadian citizen of Lebanese birth, 
even though he did not share the fin-
ger and palm prints, or the physical 
description, of the original suspect.

The first French magistrate in 
charge of the Diab investigation 
wrote in 2008 that the “shreds of 
information” on the case that ex-
isted between 1980 and 1999 “were 
very vague and absolutely unusable 
[and] nothing allowed investigators 
to put a name to the Lebanese person 
known only by the first name Has-

san.” But that changed in 1999 when 
France’s counterterrorism apparatus 
received secret intelligence that led 
them to believe Diab was their man, 
even though, as Diab’s lawyers ar-
gued, it was “based largely on intelli-
gence reports from unnamed foreign 
entities, who in turn obtained infor-
mation from unknown sources in un-
known circumstances.”

The French practice of relying on 
secret intelligence as evidence is high-
ly controversial, since it can give legal 
heft to mere hearsay, gossip and ru-
mour. Human Rights Watch has con-
demned the practice for violating fair 
trial guarantees, noting French coun-
terterrorism courts “appear to have al-
lowed as evidence in some cases state-
ments allegedly made under torture 
by third persons.” Yet it is common 
practice in French terrorism prosecu-
tions for intelligence to become “judi-
cialized”—granted the status of evi-
dence simply by having police report 
it to an investigative judge.

The ease with which this process 
occurs is, according to Human Rights 
Watch, “the pride of French counter 
terrorism officials,” cemented by a 
close, trusting working relation-
ship between judges and French in-
telligence agents. It also greases the 
wheels of a state security infrastruc-
ture that University of Ottawa visit-
ing professor Wesley Wark claimed, 
in an expert witness statement, to 
have “no parallel in the Anglo-Saxon 
world of justice.… These investigating 
magistrates become, in effect, a kind 
of intelligence service themselves.”

As Wark points out, “intelligence 
is acutely fallible. The propensity for 
failure built into the intelligence cy-
cle means that intelligence cannot be 
equated with evidence or automati-
cally assumed, somehow because it is 
intelligence, to be true. Intelligence is 
crafted; evidence is discovered. Intel-
ligence is a construct which involves 
multiple processing filters between 
raw data and finished conclusions.”

This places individuals like Diab 
in the position of being unable to in-
quire about the source of secret alle-
gations. As counterterrorism prose-
cutor Philippe Maître noted in a 2008 
interview with Human Rights Watch, 
“[t]he origin of the intelligence is not 

Diab (right) at a 2013 Greek festival in Ottawa 
with his wife Rania Tfaily and their daughter 
Jena.
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important, and we don’t always know 
it.” From this the group concluded, 
“Under these circumstances, it is dif-
ficult to see how the investigating 
judge can exercise any control over 
the legitimacy of the methods used 
and the veracity of the information 
obtained when determining wheth-
er to open an official investigation or 
authorize certain investigative steps.”

But that’s exactly what ignited the 
French investigation against Diab in 
1999—secret intelligence from an un-
known, unidentified source under 
unexplained circumstances. French 
officials took another nine years to 
approach Canada, where Diab was 
arrested, held for three months in cus-
tody and released under unprecedent-
ed bail conditions, including that he 
and his partner, Rania Tfaily, would 
pay the $2,000 monthly bill for Di-
ab’s GPS monitoring system. Though 
Diab had not yet been charged with 
any crime, he was removed from a 
teaching post at Carleton University, 
prompting a complaint by the Canadi-
an Association of University Teachers.

Given the limited role Canadian 
judges play in reviewing extradition 
requests—hearings tend to be rela-
tively expeditious affairs followed by 
submissions to the justice minister—
it was remarkable that Diab’s hear-
ing was so protracted, spanning over 
a year in an Ontario court. The pro-
ceedings at times resembled some-

thing out of a Pink Panther film, 
whose bumbling Inspector Clouseau 
painted a comic picture of the French 
police. Much of the case brought by 
French authorities, including the al-
legations based on the secret 1999 “in-
telligence,” was excluded from con-
sideration by Judge Robert Marang-
er, who deemed it argument, specula-
tion and analysis, and not evidence.”

All but one of the elements of the 
alleged case were deemed insufficient 
grounds for extradition: the Canadi-
an judge was prepared to accept a 
widely discredited analysis of the 
suspected synagogue bomber’s hand-
writing based on five words written 
in block letters in a Paris hotel reg-
ister. Two handwriting experts, hav-
ing compared the register scrawl with 
Diab’s PhD admission documents at 
Syracuse University, concluded both 
were made by the same hand. It didn’t 
seem to matter that many of the Syr-
acuse samples “matched” to the sus-
pect’s writing were written not by 
Diab but by his then-wife, Nawal. Em-
barrassed French officials withdrew 
their reports and replaced them with 
another one. But then five interna-
tionally renowned handwriting ex-
perts testified this, too, was fatally 
flawed and wholly unreliable, and 
that an objective handwriting analy-
sis would exclude Diab as the suspect.

Judge Maranger had numerous 
misgivings about the final French 

handwriting analysis, calling it “illog-
ical” and “very problematic.” Howev-
er, he still committed Diab for extra-
dition based almost entirely on this 
discredited “evidence,” noting that 
his hands are tied by the extradition 
treaty between Canada and France. 
He wrote that the “case presented by 
the Republic of France against Mr. 
Diab is a weak case; the prospects of 
conviction in the context of a fair trial 
seem unlikely.” Even the government 
of Canada admitted the weakness of 
the case. “If we had lost the hand-
writing evidence, I fairly concede, we 
would be facing an uphill battle,” said 
the counsel for the attorney general.

As Diab’s case made its way to the 
Ontario Court of Appeal, his lawyers 
learned he had yet to be charged with 
a crime in France, which is normal-
ly a precondition for extradition. But 
in May 2014, the higher court upheld 
Diab’s removal from Canada any-
way, dismissing concerns that tor-
ture-gleaned “intelligence” would be 
used against him in French court. As 
his legal team pointed out, “France 
had a special intelligence sharing re-
lationship with Syria [which was] 
shown to have regularly kidnapped 
Lebanese individuals and tortured 
them to extract information on na-
tional security and terrorism mat-
ters.” The lawyers added there ex-
ists “no genuine ability to challenge 
intelligence in French terror trials.”
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In November that year, less than 
48 hours after the Supreme Court 
refused to hear his appeal, Diab was 
swiftly removed from Canada. His 
lawyer, Donald Bayne, said the case 
was a perfect prescription for “wrong-
ful conviction,” but Canadian offi-
cials appeared more concerned not 
to insult the French by rejecting the 
request. (France itself does not allow 
the extradition of its citizens.) Diab 
has been in prison in Paris ever since 
and remains “under examination” 
(not yet charged) by a French mag-
istrate who is allowed to rely on the 
discredited, withdrawn handwriting 
analyses and secret intelligence that 
were, even under Canada’s notorious-
ly low extradition standards, deemed 
unworthy of consideration.

Canadian officials refused to seek 
assurances from the French that 
information gleaned from torture 
would not be used against Diab. In 
2009, a landmark report by the re-
spected International Commission 
of Jurists (ICJ) raised serious con-
cern about this practice: “States have 
publicly claimed that they are enti-
tled to rely on information that has 
been derived from the illegal practic-
es of others; in so doing they become 
‘consumers’ of torture and implicit-
ly legitimize, and indeed encourage, 
such practices by creating a ‘market’ 
for the resultant intelligence. In the 
language of criminal law, States are 
‘aiding and abetting’ serious human 
rights violations by others.”

W ith the cards stacked against him, 
Diab has steadfastly maintained 

his innocence, condemned the 1980 
synagogue attack and tried to make 
the most of his time in jail. He is even 
learning French. Diab’s family, and a 
large community of supporters in 
Canada, were hopeful when he was 
released on bail in May 2016. But the 
French Court of Appeal had him re-
turned to prison 10 days later.

In October, the investigative mag-
istrate in charge of his case ordered 
Diab again released on bail. “At this 
stage of the inquiry, there exists con-
sistent evidence tending to establish 
that Hassan Diab was in Beirut late 
September, early October 1980,” he 
said. “[T]his calls into question in-

formation implicating him in the at-
tack since this relies on his presence 
in France during this period.” Then, 
again, a French prosecutor blocked 
his release, with the Court of Appeal 
overruling the release order and re-
newing Diab’s detention. William 
Bourdon, Diab’s lawyer in France, not-
ed that, “after 36 years and since no 
one else was indicted, the Court of 
Appeal is clinging on to Hassan Diab. 
He is detained because of the judges’ 
fear to be accused of laxity in the con-
text of today’s fight against terrorism 
in France. Such a situation would be 
inconceivable in an ordinary law pro-
cedure.”

While the next steps in Diab’s case 
are unclear, his extradition, and the 
manner in which Canada has ex-
pressed confidence in the French 
counterterrorism regime, raises pro-
foundly disturbing questions for 
those engaged in the federal gov-
ernment’s national security consul-
tations.

While the French and Canadian sys-
tems are different, they do share sim-
ilarities. For years, individuals subject 
to security certificates in Canada en-
dured similar ordeals to those faced 
by Diab. They were in prison with-
out charge, facing deportation, based 
on secret intelligence they could not 
contest and which, as former Canadi-
an Security Intelligence Service (CSIS) 
director Jim Judd acknowledged in 
2008, could very well be the fruit of 
torture. Information not normally ad-
missible in a court of law could be re-

ceived by the security certificate judge 
as evidence and then discussed with 
government lawyers and CSIS in the 
absence of the detainee and their law-
yers. It is no wonder the Supreme 
Court of Canada recognized, in a 2007 
ruling on the process, “one cannot be 
sure that the judge has been exposed 
to the whole factual picture.”

With the C-51 anti-terrorism omni-
bus legislation now in place, concerns 
continue to grow that Canadian state 
security agencies will get their wish 
to use intelligence as evidence in any 
legal procedure. In 2009, the UN Spe-
cial Rapporteur on Human Rights 
and Counterterrorism warned about 
the blurring of intelligence and evi-
dence, noting that it leads to an in-
creasing reliance on secret processes 
instead of open courts, where proof 
beyond a reasonable doubt ensures 
a more accountable examination of 
the case. In addition, the use of intel-
ligence tends to invoke a greater de-
gree of secrecy over any judicial pro-
cedures, as governments argue their 
sources must be protected.

While Diab and his supporters con-
tinue working to return him home 
to Canada, the very legal infrastruc-
ture that landed him in a Kafkaesque 
nightmare continues to operate re-
lentlessly, and quite often secretive-
ly, under Harper’s C-51 expansion of 
state security powers — all in the 
name of protecting the very free-
doms that have proven so elusive in 
his case.

Indeed, the experiences of securi-
ty certificate detainees and individ-
uals like Hassan Diab, among oth-
ers, will certainly cast a shadow on 
the federal government’s response to 
the green paper consultation. At the 
same time, a major obstacle to com-
bating C-51 is the relative lack of in-
formation on who has been most af-
fected, and how, by its sweeping 
reach. Given the secrecy that con-
tinues to envelop the world of Cana-
dian intelligence, and the dearth of 
accountable oversight mechanisms, 
organizations such as CSIS and the 
RCMP may continue, like agents of 
the French counterterrorism system, 
to make problematic claims about al-
leged threats while those being tar-
geted remain in the dark. M

The French 
practice of 
relying on secret 
intelligence as 
evidence is highly 
controversial, 
given it can be 
mere hearsay, 
gossip and 
rumour.
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Armed security forces take
part in a drug raid in Manila, 

Philippines, October 2016. 
DAMIR SAGOLJ/REUTERS

Asad Ismi

“We are talking about a fascist regime”
Philippines President Rodrigo Duterte is flouting international 
law with his war on drugs and reshaping Asian geopolitics 

W
HILE THE TRUMP presidency 
is mired in chaos, anoth-
er national leader, also ac-
cused of being a fascist, is 
solidifying his rule of the 
Philippines.

Rodrigo Duterte was elected pres-
ident of the Southeast Asian island 
nation in May 2016 and remains pop-
ular. A January 2017 poll showed he 
enjoyed a trust rating of “excellent” 
among voters. He has also wiped out 
his political opposition. Since last 
year’s election, virtually all Liberal 
Party lawmakers have joined the pres-
ident’s ruling Partido Demokratiko 
Pilipino-Lakas ng Bayan (PDP-Laban) 
in congress, giving Duterte complete 
control over the national legislature.

Remarkably, Duterte has also co-opt-
ed the Communist Party (the dom-
inant section of the left), which has 
joined his government and been giv-
en cabinet posts. Unlike Trump, how-
ever, Duterte calls himself a socialist 
and came into office on a social reform 
platform, railing against the elite (rep-
resented by the Liberals). He pledged to 
wipe out corruption, poverty, and drug 
trafficking and addiction, but so far 

has only focused on the last issue, re-
sulting in the horrific extrajudicial kill-
ings by police of more than 7,600 peo-
ple, most of them low-level drug sellers 
and users (methamphetamines are the 
main drugs consumed in the country).

At the end of January, Duterte re-
moved the police from the drug war af-
ter drugs squad officers killed a South 
Korean businessman. But he prompt-
ly handed the responsibility to the 
Philippine Drug Enforcement Agen-
cy (PDEA), to be supported by the mil-
itary. The drug war has been wide-
ly criticized, including by the United 
Nations and the United States govern-
ment, which has dominated the Philip-
pines since 1898. Duterte famously re-
acted to U.S. criticism by calling former 
president Obama’s a “son of a bitch” 
and telling him to “go to hell.” Duterte 
cancelled joint military exercises with 
the U.S. and has reoriented the Philip-
pines’ main alliance toward China. It is 
a sea change for his nation and a sig-
nificant defeat for U.S. policy in Asia.

Like Trump, Duterte is a braggart. 
He has even boasted about person-
ally killing drug dealers in the city of 
Davao when he was mayor—a state-

ment designed to encourage police to 
do the same on levels the president 
likened to the number of Jews mur-
dered in the Second World War. Dur-
ing his election campaign in 2016, 
Duterte made an even more shock-
ing remark when he said he “should 
have been first” in a gang rape and 
killing of a female Australian mis-
sionary during a prison uprising in 
Davao in 1989, while he was mayor.

Walden Bello, a former member of 
the Philippines’ House of Repre-

sentatives and leading analyst of na-
tional politics, wrote last May that he 
thought Duterte’s comment was “a fa-
tal mistake” for his election chances. 
But much like Trump’s comments 
about women, the outrageous quip 
ended up having little effect on the 
soon-to-be-president’s popularity. 
Bello, a professor of sociology at both 
the University of the Philippines and 
the State University of New York at 
Binghamton, ran unsuccessfully for 
senator in that election as an inde-
pendent. He represented the leftist 
Akbayan (Citizen’s Action) Party for 
six years in congress.

Philippines
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Bello says he believes Duterte is 
in the process of setting up a fascist 
dictatorship. The president “uses the 
war on drugs, not so much to solve the 
drugs problem, but to further an au-
thoritarian agenda, to gain total and 
undisputed control,” he tells me. “We 
are talking about a fascist regime, 
which is an extraordinary response 
to the crisis of the system, but which 
does not replace the system itself. I 
use ‘extraordinary’ here to mean not 
business-as-usual politics.”

According to Bello, the Philippine 
system is in “deep structural crisis.” 
Duterte is to that crisis what Roo-
sevelt was to the crisis of U.S. capi-
tal in the 1930s, and what Hitler was 
to the crisis of German capital at that 
time. In this case it stems from “the 
failure of the liberal democratic order 
to deliver popular empowerment and 
the wealth redistribution” promised 
when the Ferdinand Marcos dictator-
ship was replaced in 1986.

“Popular anger and alienation from 
this failed project was what catapult-
ed Duterte to power in an electoral in-
surgency. He combined the image of a 
strongman who would get rid of the 
‘national chaos’ and a ‘socialist’ who 
would discipline the elite, though he 
does not seem to understand what 
socialism is.”

Bello points out that 40 of the rich-
est families in the Philippines control 
most of the country’s wealth and the 
media. This semi-feudal ruling oligar-
chy includes a landowning elite that 
monopolizes vast swathes of land 
in the countryside, causing massive 
landlessness and poverty among 
peasants and small farmers, which 
has given rise to both a communist 
and a religious (Muslim) insurgency.

According to figures released by 
the Philippines Statistics Authori-
ty in March 2016, more than 26.3% of 
the population was poor in 2015. The 
land-owning elite has dominated the 
centres of power in the capital Manila 
since independence in 1946, noted Bar-
ry Desker, from the Nanyang Techno-
logical University, in a June 2016 col-
umn, adding Duterte is the first presi-
dent that does not belong to this elite.

However, now that the Philippine 
elite is allied with Duterte it is unlike-
ly the president will move against 

their interests by engaging in signifi-
cant wealth redistribution, especial-
ly not critically needed land reform. 
“That makes social reform very dif-
ficult,” says Bello. “And indeed, no 
reform has taken place and none 
seems to be in the offing. But this is 
not because Duterte does not have 
the space for reform. It is that he has 
entrusted the key levers of the econ-
omy (the ministries of finance, trade, 
industry, planning and the budget) to 
neoliberal technocrats who are very 
status quo oriented, while he focuses 
on the anti-crime campaign, which he 
admits is the only expertise he has.”

Duterte has given Communist Par-
ty–affiliated cabinet members control 
over the ministries of social welfare 
and agrarian reform, but these agen-
cies are “very weak relative to the fi-
nance, trade, industry, planning and 
budget ministries,” says Bello. Still, he 
adds, the president’s alliance with the 
elites does not make him their instru-
ment. “I would even say that many 
factions of the elite are behaving to-
wards Duterte like small merchants 
towards the mafia, that is, to buy pro-
tection.”

In his 10 months in office, Duterte has 
transformed not only Philippine poli-

tics but also the country’s internation-
al alliances, to the extent of upending 
Asian geopolitics. For more than a cen-
tury, the Philippines has been a colo-
ny and then a neocolony of the Unit-
ed States, hosting two large U.S. mili-
tary bases that made the country one 
of Washington’s two “unsinkable air-
craft carriers in the Pacific” (the other 
is Japan), according to Conn Hallinan, 
an analyst with Foreign Policy in Fo-
cus, a project of the Washington, D.C.–
based Institute for Policy Studies.

In October, Duterte went on a 
state visit to China where he told 
his hosts: “I announce my separa-
tion from the United States both in 
military, not maybe social, but eco-
nomics also. America has lost. I’ve 
realigned myself in your ideological 
flow and maybe I will also go to Rus-
sia to talk to (President Vladimir) Pu-
tin and tell him that there are three 
of us against the world: China, Phil-
ippines and Russia. It’s the only way.” 
The Philippines and China have com-

peting claims in the South China Sea, 
but Duterte has put this issue aside.

“The move [toward China] by 
Duterte reflects a growing under-
standing in Asia that China is on 
the way up and the U.S.—while still 
the most powerful military force on 
the planet—is in decline,” says Hal-
linan. He quotes a CIA study claim-
ing that by 2023, Asia will have sur-
passed North America and Europe in 
GDP, population size, military spend-
ing and technological investments. By 
2025, two-thirds of the world’s popu-
lation will reside in Asia, 7% in Europe 
and 5% in the U.S. “Those are the de-
mographics of eclipse,” says Hallinan.

Duterte recognizes that China is 
the leading trade partner for Japan, 
South Korea, Australia, Vietnam and 
India, and the third largest for Indone-
sia and the Philippines, adds Hallinan. 
“Putting the South China Sea disputes 
on the back burner not only reflects an 
understanding of this reality, but also 
a well-founded fear that there could 
be a military confrontation between 
China and the U.S. in the region.”

More than 400 of the 800 U.S. mil-
itary bases around the world are in 
Asia. In another embarrassment for 
the Trump administration, a 2016 video 
recently surfaced in which Steve Ban-
non, a top political advisor to Trump, 
claims “We’re going to war in the South 
China Sea” in the next 10 years. Trump 
began his tenure by questioning the 
“One China” policy, and his Secretary 
of State, Rex Tillerson, threatened to 
block China from accessing its chain of 
bases in the South China Sea. “The first 
would mean a break in diplomatic re-
lations and the second, war,” Hallinan 
warns. Trump has since backtracked 
on both issues, reducing tensions, but 
“a serious danger of war remains.”

Because war could easily go nucle-
ar—NATO maintains the right to in-
itiate a nuclear first strike, China had 
an estimated 260 warheads in 2015, 
and North Korea continues to flout 
a missile test ban—Asian countries 
are “trying to avoid anything that 
might lead to a military clash,” adds 
Hallinan. “In that sense, the action of 
the Philippines is a boost for China. If 
war is avoided, in the long run, China 
will replace the U.S. as the major pow-
er in the Western Pacific.” M
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Disruption delusions
How to get the worst result from a promising technology?  
Simple, says Bob Hughes. Entrust it to mega-corporations and the marketplace.

I
N EARLY 2011,  I was handing out leaf-
lets at a demo against privatiza-
tion of the British National Health 
Service. A smart middle-aged cou-
ple hove into view. They didn’t look 
as if they’d be terribly receptive, but 

I thought I’d have a go: people often 
confound their stereotypes. Before 
I could utter a whole sentence, the 
man snatched my leaflet, scrunched 
it up and said: “You people are mad! 
You want to turn the clock back! You 
want to take us all back to a misera-
ble world that’s simply incapable of 
producing something like this.” And 
from the inside pocket of his over-
coat he produced a new Apple iP-
hone.

‘This,” he said, brandishing the 
phone under my nose, “is what a 
free market does. Brilliant technolo-
gy that works! Not the rubbish you 
get from the kind of society you peo-
ple want! She knows!” And here he in-
dicated his wife. Yes, she nodded, she 
had grown up in Romania. “This is the 
future,” he continued, “not that!” And, 
with a contemptuous side-glance at 
our homemade placards, away they 
strode, into the future.

This either/or mindset bestrides 
the political landscape like the an-
cient Colossus of Rhodes. Again and 
again we hear, even from people of 
the political left, that whatever its 
failings capitalism reigns supreme 
when it comes to delivering advanced 
technologies. If we want wonderful 
things we need the cut-and-thrust 
and inevitable casualties of free-mar-
ket competition. One columnist, re-
sponding to the 2010 suicide epidemic 
at Foxconn’s iPhone assembly plant, 
equated boycotting the company to 
boycotting the 21st century.

But the notion that “progress” and 
“technology” equal the latest piece of 
consumer electronics is just hot air. 
According to hypertext pioneer Ted 
Nelson, an iPhone is not technology, it 
is packaging. Yes, it uses technologies 
(von Neumann architecture, binary 

arithmetic units, random access mem-
ory, Unix or a similar operating sys-
tem, TCP/IP, DHCP, HTTP, USB, Ether-
net…I could go on). Most of them are 
surprisingly old technologies, devel-
oped long before capitalist firms be-
came computer enthusiasts. And they 
often do less than they did, or were 
meant to do, when they were new.

Were you aware, for example, that 
your smartphone or laptop is capable 
of sharing its resources with a whole 
network of cheap “dumb terminals” or 
even old, cast-off machines? Its oper-
ating system (Unix, or one of its Open 
Source workalikes) began life in the 
late-1960s to serve multiple users si-
multaneously from a single machine. 
Today, all over Latin America, in South 
Korea and Nepal, in Greece and oth-

er austerity-stricken places, ingenious 
techies are using this buried feature to 
give schools and colleges all the com-
puters their students need, despite 
having had their budgets axed.

Almost none of these technologies 
owe anything to free-market compe-
tition. They emerged, instead, from 
unpaid, individual or collaborative ef-
fort, motivated solely by the very im-
pulses that capitalism normally sup-
presses: the desire to help others, to 
solve an intriguing problem, to win 

the respect of one’s peers. Capital-
ism’s defenders say it brings these 
clever ideas out of the ethereal world 
of the lone inventor or the universi-
ty lab into the real world so that real 
people can benefit from them—as if 
capitalism were a sort of wise and re-
assuring parental presence, or a mid-
wifery service for nerds. This idea is 
as tenacious as it is false.

From the 1950s onward, study af-
ter study has shown that capital-
ist firms are much more likely to re-
sist new ideas than to foster or em-
brace them. Computers were possible 
at least a century before the present 
lineage emerged during the Second 
World War. Some of the early designs 
(like Thomas Fowler’s “ternary logic” 
device of 1840) could have led to much 
more efficient computing paradigms 
than what we have now. The big 
breakthroughs came to an end when 
computers started to become capital-
ist commodities in the 1970s and the 
failures became legion. For example, 
computer firms have all struggled to 
produce reliable operating systems 
(OSs, the software that co-ordinates 
a computer’s components and essen-
tial processes). Today’s OSs are nearly 
all based on one written in 1969, in his 
scanty spare time, by a programmer 
called Ken Thompson (Unix, and its 
free GNU/Linux successors).

Almost all today’s computers still 
use an architecture devised in the 
1940s for fragile, valve-based ma-
chines to do precisely one thing at a 
time —and no more. This is why the 
typical modern computing device 
needs such a fast, energy-hungry pro-
cessor and is, according to one writ-
er, “the least efficient machine that 
humans have ever built.” Comput-
er disk drives have been the work-
horses of the computer revolution 
since the early 1960s; “cloud comput-
ing” would be unthinkable without 
the billions of them that fill data cen-
tres. But the technology was devel-
oped in defiance of management or-

Books
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ders by a group of IBM workers who 
“risked their jobs to work on a project 
they believed in.”

Where capitalist firms excel is in 
their tendency to “run away” with any 
technology they eventually decide to 
adopt, forcing it into every possible 
nook and cranny of economic life that 
might yield even a short-term profit, 
and stifling other technologies that 
might threaten the profit stream. 
Hence the winner-take-all character 
of technological change in capitalist 
economies. Technologies that start 
out full of promise turn into jugger-
nauts. Nothing illustrates this more 
vividly than the computer and the 
Internet. The promised “weightless 
economy” is now one of the world’s 
greatest producers of greenhouse 
gases. In 2010, Greenpeace found 
that the Internet’s global population 
of servers was consuming more elec-
tricity than Germany or even India.

And here’s the paradox. Every new 
technology aims to achieve more 
with less. Yet the moment the forc-
es of economic competition get in-
volved the equation is thrown into 
reverse. The more efficient the tech-
nology the bigger its environmental 
impact, leading finally to the ecolog-
ical catastrophe we now face.

The problem was first defined by 
the economist William Stanley Je-

vons in 1865. The British government 
had asked him to examine why Brit-
ain seemed to be getting through its 
coal reserves at an ever-faster rate, al-
though steam engines were becom-
ing more efficient with each passing 
year, requiring less coal to do the same 
amounts of work. Jevons’s verdict was 
that this was indeed a genuine phe-
nomenon, probably an intractable 
one, and not confined to steam tech-
nologies: where there is price compe-
tition, greater efficiency can lead to 
greater demand, which negates any 
savings in energy consumption.

Since then, many economists have 
tried to show that Jevons was wrong 
or that better technology would 
eventually achieve “escape velocity” 
and start delivering the hoped-for re-
ductions—a phenomenon known as 
“decoupling.” This is often the basis of 
“green growth” arguments, but actu-

al instances of decoupling are very 
hard to find.

For example, LED lights seem mi-
raculously efficient; they need minus-
cule amounts of electricity in use. But 
they use enormous amounts of en-
ergy in manufacture, to which must 
be added the environmental and hu-
man costs of extracting and refining 
the raw materials that go into them, 
as well as packaging and shipping, 
all of which are borne far from the 
point of use. Only the brute force 
of global inequality keeps these ex-
penses off the bottom line. The posi-
tional pressures on consumers and 
manufacturers to take advantage of 
the new, cheap-looking technologies 
while they still have a cost advantage 
(or might give rivals a cost advantage) 
then ensure massive growth in usage 
and impact, for little or no increase in 
anybody’s welfare.

The underlying reason for the Je-
vons effect is now becoming appar-
ent: social inequality. When powerful 
new technologies emerge in unequal 
societies, they are deployed to pro-
tect and entrench inequality.

Archaeology has found that seri-
ous, human-initiated environmental 
degradation did not occur until the 
rise of entrenched inequality in the 
Bronze Age, a mere 5,000 years ago. 
Today it is the more unequal societies 
(like the U.S. and Dubai) that harm the 
environment most. Less-unequal so-
cieties harm their environments com-
mensurately less, while achieving the 
same or better outcomes in terms of 
human and environmental welfare. 
The most egalitarian societies of all 
actually enrich their environments. 
The implications are radical. Inequal-
ity cannot be allowed any longer to 
turn humanity’s achievements into 
juggernauts. Inequality may be the 
“great unmentionable” of capitalist 
economics, but it must be challenged.

Equality of all human beings has to 
be our goal, plain and simple. Not just 
gender equality, or “equal opportuni-
ty” or “equality of respect,” but equal-
ity, as in nobody having more resourc-
es than anyone else without good rea-
son (for example, if they are ill, or old, 
or very young, or handicapped in some 
way, or have a project that we all agree 
merits special support). Reducing ine-

quality offers a genuine win-win solu-
tion: humans gain and so does our 
environment. And it becomes a “tri-
ple win” when one looks again at how 
technological innovation actually hap-
pens. Here, equality is central.

The unlikely and officially disap-
proved partnership that produced 
Britain’s first electronic computer, the 
Colossus in 1943, is typical: on the one 
hand, a team of working-class tele-
phone engineers led by a bricklayer’s 
son, Tommy Flowers; on the other, the 
posh-but-eccentric (and gay) mathe-
matician Alan Turing. Their superi-
ors did all they could to kill the part-
nership and bury its achievements, 
but the threat of national extinction 
robbed convention of its usual force. 
The collaboration proceeded, albeit 
briefly and on a shoestring, yet with 
terrific consequences. On the larger 
historical scale there is plenty of evi-
dence that “the rise of the west” itself, 
which has made extreme inequality 
the global norm, owed far less to the 
creative energies of its new, capital-
ist states, than to their violence, and a 
treasure trove of technologies devel-
oped during the so-called “dark ages” 
by anonymous craft-workers in egal-
itarian guilds and fraternities.

How much further might our tech-
nologies have advanced by now if the 
commitment to equality that’s rou-
tinely emblazoned on public build-
ings and even our coins carried real, 
practical force? Today’s most creative 
societies are also our most egalitar-
ian ones. In their dim way, even the 
“big beasts” of the capitalist econo-
mies acknowledge equality’s impor-
tance, setting up hermetically sealed, 
quasi-egalitarian “villages” and “cam-
puses” where programmers, design-
ers and so on can operate free from 
the brutal hierarchies that dominate 
life for their other employees.

We are encouraged to marvel at our 
era’s technological achievements and 
either place our blind faith in them, 
or to despair. We should recognize 
how pitiful those achievements ac-
tually are, and how obscene their im-
pact in relation to what is possible.
THIS ARTICLE ORIGINALLY APPEARED IN NEW INTER-
NATIONALIST, A CO-PUBLISHER, WITH BETWEEN THE 
LINES, OF HUGHES’S NEW BOOK, THE BLEEDING EDGE: 
WHY TECHNOLOGY TURNS TOXIC IN AN UNEQUAL 
WORLD (2016).
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Reviewed by Frank Bayerl

Global water activist returns with a warning

BOILING POINT: GOVERNMENT 
NEGLECT, CORPORATE ABUSE AND 
CANADA’S WATER CRISIS
MAUDE BARLOW.
ECW Press (2016), 293 pages, $19.95

I
N THIS FOLLOW-UP to her international 
water trilogy (Blue Gold, Blue Cov-
enant, Blue Future), Maude Bar-
low, one of the world’s leading ex-

perts on the essential resource, re-
turns with a Canadian perspective 
on the many threats to water in this 
country.

Barlow’s new warning in Boiling 
Point comes down to this: the fed-
eral government is neglecting water 
quality issues, privatization and free 
trade deals are making the problem 
worse, and First Nations are on the 
front line of pushing for the human 
right to clean drinking water, as guar-
anteed by the United Nations. These 
topics are explored in the kind of de-
tail that can leave a reader shaking 
their head in disbelief and/or shame.

Such is the story of the Shoal Lake 
First Nation in Manitoba, which has 
been under a boil water advisory for 
nearly 20 years. Their land was ex-
propriated a century ago so that an 
aqueduct could be built to take clean 
water to supply the needs of Winni-
peg. The residents of Shoal Lake were 
moved to an island with no potable 
water.

Federal neglect of water was ap-
parent in the Harper years as the gov-
ernment gutted environmental pro-
tections to speed up industrial ap-
provals. As the Lake Ontario Water-
keeper stated, “The Navigable Waters 
Protection Act no longer protects wa-
ter. The Fisheries Act no longer pro-
tects fish. The Environmental Assess-
ment Act no longer requires environ-
mental assessments be done before 
important decisions are made.” Last 
June, the Trudeau government an-
nounced a consultation process to 
review all three legislative reforms, 
but Barlow fears the process will be 
hijacked by industry lobby groups.

It was significant, she writes, that 
the Liberals reversed Canada’s initial 
opposition to the UN Declaration on 
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and 
agreed to adopt it last May. But here, 
too, actions speak louder than words. 
The recent approval of the Kinder 
Morgan pipeline and of a liquid nat-
ural gas facility in British Columbia, 
and the issuance of permits for the 
province’s unnecessary and environ-
mentally destructive Site C dam, un-
dermine confidence that real change 
will take place, says Barlow.

The water justice activist, and 
chairperson of the Council of Ca-
nadians, has many times listed the 
global threats to water in her past 
works and public speaking. The fact 
they need constantly repeating adds 
to our sense of desperation: water is 
polluted through mining, overused in 
agriculture, destroyed through eco-
system degradation, withdrawn in 
unsustainable amounts for tar sands 
development, stressed by urban pop-
ulation growth, bottled up and sold 
for profit, and made to disappear in 
the goods manufacturing process.

The accumulation of these exam-
ples and case studies lends an air of 
inevitability to her narrative of a 
global water crisis on our doorsteps. 

And yet we come away with the sense 
that things do not have to be this way, 
since solutions exist if only govern-
ments would care enough, or are 
forced to care by informed and an-
gry citizens, to implement them.

A less publicized threat is the set-
ting-up of water markets to allow 
trading in water rights. Richard San-
dor, an American economist who is re-
garded as the father of carbon trading, 
predicted in 2015 that we would soon 
see trading in water futures. In fact, 
the U.S. Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission is developing an algo-
rithm for just this purpose. Alberta 
moved plans forward in this direction 
under previous conservative regimes, 
though it is unclear how far the cur-
rent NDP government will take them.

The experience of Australia can 
serve as a cautionary tale in this re-
gard. There, as Barlow explains, wa-
ter markets put in place in 1994 have 
resulted in water prices skyrocketing 
from $2 a megalitre in 2000 to over 
$1,500 a megalitre in 2014. A govern-
ment looking to buy back some of 
those water rights, perhaps to save 
one of the country’s major rivers 
from severe drought, could find the 
bill out of its price range. Water trad-
ing also fails to give priority to mu-
nicipal water supplies, small farmers, 
human needs and ecosystem preser-
vation, since allocation of dwindling 
supplies is made solely on the basis 
of the ability to pay.

With so many of today’s threats 
to the environment directly relat-
ed to water (e.g., the increased West 
Coast tanker traffic that would result 
from Kinder Morgan pipeline expan-
sion and the likelihood of spills into 
drinking water sources from Energy 
East), there could be no better time 
to think about the importance of this 
irreplaceable resource and how we 
make decisions about its value to our-
selves and all other living things. M
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Reviewed by Eli Remington

Rethinking diversity in Canada’s prisons

PAROLE IN CANADA: GENDER AND 
DIVERSITY IN THE FEDERAL SYSTEM
SARAH TURNBULL.
UBC Press (January 2017), $32.95

I
N PAROLE IN Canada, Sarah Turnbull 
explores the efforts to reform the 
Canadian penal system to respond 
to the diversity of the populations 

it manages. Specifically, she looks at 
how the Parole Board of Canada in-
terprets this task, taking a “triangu-
lated approach” that includes inter-
views with PBC affiliates and a me-
ticulous examination of a variety of 
documents both publically available 
and obtained through access to infor-
mation. The result is a well-informed 
critique of the institutionalization of 
diversity that does not descend into 
a simple and totalizing vilification of 
the policies and practices under in-
vestigation.

Turnbull is interested in differ-
ence (i.e., diversity) as both under-
stood and put into action by the 
PBC. She finds that initiatives relat-
ed to diversity are given secondary 
status and, importantly, forced to fit 
within the dominant penal logics al-
ready in place. In the case of the PBC, 
that means a system focused first 
and foremost on the assessment of 
risk. This dynamic echoes in anoth-
er of Turnbull’s significant contribu-
tions that renders the invisible vis-
ible: the oft-unstated but perpetu-
al norm of maleness and whiteness, 

against which diversity is defined, is 
front and centre here. This aware-
ness helps contextualize another re-
current problem noted by the au-
thor, that is the difficult translation 
of ideal into policy. Turnbull argues 
that the PBC struggles to recognize 
any identity beyond one factor of 
marginalization (e.g., only race, only 
gender). Its dependence on a simpli-
fied and singular characterization 
prevents a more complex, intersec-
tional analysis.

At this point, some consideration 
of intentionality needs to be con-
sidered: why else would the PBC re-
spond to diversity when the task ap-
pears prone to failure, even if only 
because parole is one piece that fits 
into a much larger whole? On the one 
hand, it is possible that this critical 
outlook is limited to a select few and 
that the majority alternatively find a 
shining success. It seems more likely, 
as Turnbull proposes, that the organ-
ization is managing its reputational 
risk by doing something rather than 
nothing at all.

But these choices affect more 
than the perception of the institu-
tion. Functionally, the production 
of knowledge that accompanies the 
recognition of diversity should aid in 
the management of lesser-known of-
fender populations, ultimately ben-
efitting the PBC’s decision-making 
processes. Furthermore, by framing 
the issues at hand as diversity, the in-
stitution euphemizes what might be 
better labelled racism, sexism or co-
lonialism. We can see why the PBC 
would prefer to obfuscate, since it 
gives it a certain amount of control 
over the discussion and promotes the 
positive connotations of multicultur-
alism while ignoring historical roots 
of oppression.

Turnbull is aware of the potential 
limitations of her work. She is not 
condemning the PBC’s initiatives to 
respond to diversity, nor suggesting 
such attempts are futile (although 

their impact may be limited). She is 
critically engaging an area that, as 
she states, cannot be off limits sim-
ply because it is progressive or, de-
batably, an improvement over the 
old. Turnbull is the first to say the 
layout of her book mirrors the prob-
lem under investigation by consider-
ing identities in a similarly singular 
way (the last half is divided into three 
separate considerations of the Abo-
riginal, ethnocultural and female of-
fender). But a proper understanding 
of the problem is an essential aspect 
of any solution. And as Parole in Can-
ada indicates we are still in the earli-
est stages when it comes to the PBC’s 
recognition and implementation of 
diversity. The flow of the book is also 
strategic in that the problems associ-
ated with defining Aboriginality only 
multiply when contrasted with Turn-
bull’s later examination of the broad-
er and even more befuddling “ethno-
cultural” offender.

Through a painstaking analysis 
of institutional and peripheral dis-
courses, Parole in Canada provides 
empirical support for the claim that 
the inequalities of the justice system 
can be exacerbated by policies aimed 
at recognizing diversity. It is a rela-
tively under-researched area, which 
is all the more apparent when nar-
rowed to the site of the PBC, although 
the book’s findings undoubtedly ex-
tend beyond parole in Canada. Turn-
bull makes the risks of institutional-
izing diversity real, revealing that the 
sometimes superficial nature of pe-
nal changes in this direction, though 
not apparently useless, can be harm-
ful by lending the appearance of sup-
port and legitimacy to problematic 
procedures and practices. M
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View of the Great Lakes from the International Space Station. 
NASA

Perspectives 

Donald Shaver

Establishing a sustainable economy

T
HE FOOD AND Agriculture Organiza-
tion (FAO) of the United Nations 
defines sustainability using mul-
tiple indicators, namely, environ-

mental integrity, economic resilience, 
social well-being and good govern-
ance. Sustainable development is at-
tained when the needs of the pres-
ent can be met “without compromis-
ing the ability of future generations 
to meet their own needs,” according to 
the UN World Commission on the En-
vironment and Development (1987).

Modifying the system will not be 
easy. But governments may facilitate 
the process by recognizing the unique 
value of food, and associated agro-
bio resources plus human resources, 
in appropriate legislation enacted 
with the urgency you would expect 
in times of war or extreme acts of 
god. With Canada’s large concentra-
tions of livestock and poultry produc-
tion, for example, we are dangerous-
ly exposed to these extreme events, 
including pestilence. We cannot con-
tinue to expose the food chain to the 
dictates of the so-called marketplace, 
and the relatively unschooled and ap-
parently uncaring “one per cent.”

More than 60 years of travelling the 
world, and an increasingly close asso-
ciation with many aspects of food pro-
duction, has served to raise my per-
sonal awareness of how fragile and cy-
clical the food chain, on which we all 

depend, has become. We are in a clas-
sic race against time to which few pay 
attention. It seems to be human na-
ture to not act decisively on questions 
of human survival unless and until we 
are forced to do so by an event of cat-
astrophic magnitude. We have major 
problems stemming from population 
growth, depletion of finite resources 
and environmental degradation.

Except in densely populated are-
as, the major problem we face is in-
difference because of existing region-
al abundance. Governments are ever 
ready to take advantage of voter apa-
thy. In consequence, many industrial-
ized countries are not investing near-
ly enough in food and health scienc-
es. Nor do the industrialized coun-
tries recognize that, for their own 
future security, they must commit 
to finding an enduring solution to 
the chronic food shortages present 
in too many disadvantaged areas. 
Surely some of us are beginning to 
think that terrorism is not entirely 
based on religious differences.

Today the world we populate is 
dominated by issues of universal sig-
nificance —population growth, mi-
gration, terrorism, regional disparity 
on a grand scale, and climate change. 
These phenomena can be combined 
under the heading of climate disrup-
tion, or a global transformation that 
endangers water and food security, 

the preservation of biodiversity, and 
even human survival.

When I was born, in 1920, the world 
population was 1.9 billion. This 

year it is expected to reach 7.2 bil-
lion. In my lifetime, the world’s pop-
ulation has more than trebled. To 
add another dimension to this dis-
cussion, I sought FAO statistics for 
growth in animal populations. Over 
a 43-year period (1970–2013), rumi-
nants increased 31%, chickens 301%, 
turkeys 169% and swine 178%. Except 
for the ruminants, humans, farm ani-
mals and household pets compete for 
much of the same foodstuffs.

A Stanford University study re-
minds us that, with respect to crop 
productivity, drought resistance, and 
heat tolerance, the need for water is 
greatly magnified by every degree of 
average temperature increase. This 
is one of the weightiest problems we 
have to address in the food chain. 
Only by connecting all the dots can 
we come to some understanding of 
the knock-on effect of what is unfold-
ing. Our fate rests with the genius of 
the scientific community; it possess-
es the knowledge and capacity to pro-
vide answers (and alternatives). But 
we are without a commander-in-chief 
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and supporting general staff to devel-
op and deliver a strategy, and urgent 
sequential implementation.

Fortunately, there is not yet an 
overall supply crisis from our world 
resource base. What we do have is an 
ongoing, acute and shameful crisis in 
terms of any co-ordinated multina-
tional mechanism to achieve humane 
distribution for regions in desperate 
need. It is deeply troubling that gov-
ernments will invest vast sums for 
technology in the exploration of out-
er space, but they cannot finance or 
manage the movement of food sup-
plies from surplus to deficient areas.

World agriculture is increasingly 
dependent on favourable weather 
to satisfy the demands of a growing 
population. It is the key random vari-
able. In the U.S. Midwest, higher tem-
peratures will reduce crop yields by 
19% by 2050 and 63% by 2100. Water 
is essential to supporting sustainable 
human development and activities. 
It is used for virtually everything. But 
more water is used for energy, agri-
culture, industry and transportation 
than for personal use. Consequent-
ly, the sustainability of our water re-
sources is linked to the practices used 
to generate energy, produce food, 
provide transportation and man-
age land. The likelihood of extreme 
weather events adds to the urgency 
to concentrate industry less densely.

Among the general public there is 
a vague realization that something is 
amiss with respect to achieving sus-
tainable economic development. Yet 
we naively expect that somewhere 
some folk must be working to reach 
this goal. Best leave it to them. And 
anyway, why should my country be 
involved in this pursuit while coun-
tries X, Y, and Z pay no heed?

We require sustainable economic 
development and ecological sta-

bility for long-term human survival. 
This surely implies making the best 
of limited resources. Science and 
technology’s urgent, dedicated con-
tribution is our best hope for creat-
ing the essential conditions for hu-
man survival—here on earth.

I propose the creation of a sen-
ior cabinet post, second only to the 
prime minister, responsible for sus-

tainable economic development and 
the sciences. This person would firm-
ly direct Canada’s national scientific 
activity with respect to sustainabil-
ity, eliminating duplication and also 
managing the function of bureaucra-
cy in areas where it lacks expertise 
and tends to simply delay and derail. 

The government should then cre-
ate a non-partisan Sustainable Com-
mission, reporting directly to the 
new senior minister. This commis-
sion would be chaired by a nation-
al chief scientist, a common post in 
many countries. I would add to the 
advisor’s mandate by requiring that 
they network and liaise with equiva-
lent bodies worldwide, lending urgen-
cy to the need to co-ordinate nation-
al efforts to address shared scientif-
ic challenges. This person must plan 
with insight and imagination, and 
execute with the zeal of an entrepre-
neur; short timelines must be meticu-
lously met and rewarded accordingly. 

Hence, the Sustainable Commis-
sion would tend to engage the nation 
properly in the fundamental aspects 
of national and international life, and 
in a manner free from short-term po-
litical passions. It would be scientif-
ically oriented in its makeup, hav-
ing 14 members from academia and 
six drawn from significant institu-
tions of national governance, with 
the power to add four to six more 
members from other sectors to bring 
strength and balance. Membership 
would be non-partisan and rotating. 
The commission’s mandate: to iden-
tify and prioritize issues for urgent 
solutions over the next 20 to 30 years. 

I am old enough to remember the 
economic model of 1939–50, when 

we experienced a revolution in our 
societal and economic attitudes. Con-
fronted by the spectre of totalitari-
anism, we concentrated on survival 
and winning. Cuts were made in re-
source use and consumption while 
we mounted an enormous industri-
al effort building tens of thousands 
of tanks, fighters, bombers and ships. 
Food was rationed and scarce, but we 
ate a healthy fare. There were exten-
sive energy restrictions. Yet public ac-
ceptance of curbed consumption was 
nurtured by inspired leaders.

Meeting in Geneva in August 2016, 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change heard from the Pots-
dam Institute for Climate Impact Re-
search that keeping within the tem-
perature rise limit agreed on the 2015 
Paris Agreement will be extremely dif-
ficult to achieve. It will require closing 
down all coal-fired power plants across 
the planet by 2025, and by 2030 being 
rid of the combustion engine entirely.

Fortunately, the mayors of the 
world’s largest cities, realizing they 
are still largely on their own in deal-
ing with climate-change-induced 
emergencies, have banded together in 
an organization of cities/states (now 
more than sixty strong) to share their 
knowledge and experiences. Collec-
tively they represent more people 
than the largest country in the world.

This movement was organized on 
the initiative of Ken Livingston and 
Michael Bloomberg when they were 
mayors of London and New York 
City respectively. Bloomberg, who re-
mains active on the issue as chair of 
a Financial Stability Board–appoint-
ed task force, explained that cities 
have already done a lot of what fed-
eral governments are promising to do 
to fix the climate crisis and put us on 
a more sustainable path. Mayors are 
closer to the ground, to the people, 
and to the solutions we need.

As a final word, I think it’s impor-
tant for us to come to terms with the 
fact that our future will be centered 
less on technology and industrial 
might and more on food and water 
security for all humankind. An East-
ern philosopher observed, “Knowing 
the facts is easy; knowing how to act 
based on the facts is difficult.” As an 
old solider I’m eager to assist with the 
heavy lifting and urge you to join this 
crucial global crusade. M
Donald McQueen Shaver is a Second 
World War veteran and Canadian 
pioneer in the poultry industry. This 
article is adapted from his speech to 
the 2016 International Symposium on 
Avian Endocrinology, “Mandating a 
Sustainable Economy Before it is Too 
Late,” which can be read in full on the 
website of Guelph University’s Food 
Institute: http://foodinstitute.ca/
mandating-sustainable-economy/. 
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The attractions of privilege 
and power derived from the 

control of oil invites pressures, 
from small as well as big 

business, that mock the ideals of 
responsible government, a just 
society, and a peaceful world.

Robert Engler
The Politics of Oil, 1961


