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[Englisi

The Chair (Mr. Bernard Patry (Pierrefonds—Dollard, Lib.)): Good morning,
everyone.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2), study ofihernational Policy Review.

We have has as a witness this morning, fronCenare for International Governance
Innovation, Mr. Paul Heinbecker, who's the direcbmternational Relations and
Communications Program. Mr. Heinbecker was alsarmér Canadian Ambassador to

the United Nations and Ambassador to Germany, @edtdr of Laurier Centre for
Global Relations, Governance and Policy.

Bienvenue, monsieur Heinbecker. The floor isrgoYou have the time that you wish.
Please, go ahead.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker (Director, International Relations and Communications
Program, Centre for International Governance Innovéion): Thank you very much.



| have a very soft voice, so I'm hoping thigasng to carry all the way, even with the
microphone, because | can't reach the microphoagb®lI'll move this chair.

The Chair: That's fine, | guess, we'll--
Mr. Paul Heinbecker: Fix it up? Okay.

| have a lot of sympathy for foreign policy rew writers because I'm one of them. Not
this review! | wrote the 1984 foreign policy revieand that experience jaundiced me a
little bit about the idea of policy reviews.

Still, there are several things in this docubhibat strike me as very welcome. First of
all, I think it's conceptually strong. It recogrszenat we're dealing with a very different
world than we were when | wrote the 1984 foreighqyaeview, for example. Indeed,
the 1995 review is out of date. The problem withiews is that they get out of date very
quickly.

The statement recognizes that the centraltyeafliour time is that insecurity
undermines prosperity and underdevelopment gerseiragability. There is a reciprocal
relationship between development and security.uldz/add human rights, which is, also,
the argument in the Secretary-General's reformgealgdor the United Nations. The
paper also recognizes that perhaps the three gteaiglenges Canada is facing are
countering global terrorism, stabilizing and reting failed and fragile states, and
combating the proliferation of weapons of massrdetibn, and the links between those.
One is tempted to say that we are overreactingeaodea of terrorism, despite the fact
that we've seen the horrific events we've seergusscon any given day more people are
dying in Africa of diseases than are being killgdérrorists. But at the same time, it's
the nexus of weapons of mass destruction and iempwere that ever to happen, which
could very much change our whole attitude towatdbajization and everything else.

| agree with the paper when it talks aboutdags of the middle power idea being
over. I've never been a believer in the idea ofdeighower. | think it's a limiting idea. |
don't think Canada has ever been a middle povekm't think the concept actually
makes very much sense. We have one of the largesomies in the world. | notice that
in the time it takes to go from reading one ofdoeuments or two of the documents, we
go from being the eighth largest economy in theldvtr being the twelfth largest
economy in the world, but that is a sign that tsiage moving pretty fast.

@ (0910)

Hon. Dan McTeague (Pickering—Scarborough East, Li): Give a few more
minutes (inaudible).

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: Give a few more minutes and we'll be down further.



The important point is that the document makserong case for policy coherence. In
fact, the overview, plus the four documents attddbdt--1 think it's four--is, in itself, a
statement of the importance of coherence. We'ra o enough country to have the
luxury of having a foreign policy made in the DeferDepartment, one made in Foreign
Affairs, another in the PMO or PCO or Finance Dapant, and so on. Foreign policy is
what the Canadian government does. Foreign poktyrigs to the Canadian
government. It doesn't belong to any of the depamts

Having said that, | think the document wisedyssout that, while every department has
an international role--virtually every departmentasks the Foreign Affairs Debarment
“to provide leadership across government on intewnal matters, both within and
outside Canada”, and it asks Foreign Affairs “@dén the formulation of Canada'’s
overall international policy and in the interdepaehtal development of whole of
government strategies”. | think that's a very imtaot affirmation of the central role of
Foreign Affairs to play if we are to have a cohé¢liaternational voice and presence.

| also welcome the fact that the statementiomsfthe thrust of the recent budget, that
an effective foreign policy costs money--for diplacy, for official development
assistance and for defence, and the military, anotimgr things. I'm not sure what's
going to happen politically in the next while, maen the next hours, but there are
important--

Mr. Ted Menzies (Macleod, CPC):That's not funny, Beth, is it?

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: --spending proposals in the budget that are agtaalicial to
the effectiveness of Canadian foreign policy. Dexttary foreign policy not backed up by
effective instruments of influence and power, bgkng just empty rhetoric.

It reminds me of a story that was told aboBtitish diplomat who had returned to
London from a stint at the State Department in Waghn, and he was asked what the
difference is between being an American diplomat aBritish diplomat. He said, in the
State Department when something bad happens indhd, they ask, “What should we
do about it?” In the U.K., when something bad haspe the world, we ask, “What
should the Americans do about it?”.

Some hon. membersOh, oh.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: Too often in Ottawa we've asked, “What should weadzout
it?” We really do need to have the effective instemts. We need a military that's
capable and big enough to give the government ogtioot so small that it gives the
government excuses.

There are two things in particular | draw yattention to: the stabilization and
reconstruction task force idea is going to be Veipful in dealing in a more timely way
with international crises, and the global peacesswlrity fund the budget promised will
help our capacity to assist in dealing with failengd fragile states.



I'll come back to ODA later.

Canada-U.S. relations--I think the statemetd gee priority right on Canada-U.S.
relations. Canada-U.S. relations are job one fierabuntry and that does not make it a
zero-sum game for everything else. I'd say thestant is important for something that it
doesn't say. While there's a lot of talk of reguiatharmonization, and one would want
to look at that, there's no suggestion of any kihd grand bargain, of a big bang, of
exchanging security for access, of going alongetioadpng, nor any talk about a customs
union, explicitly.

The statement sensibly contemplates both patiipewith the U.S. and independence.
We have every reason to make sure that we dordntea back door through the border
into American security for terrorists and othergery interest in that--and at the same
time, we should not forget that there's more togdarU.S. relations than border issues,
terrorism issues, as important as they are, soffviamber, cattle exports and so on. We
and the U.S. are sharing a shrinking globe, antiave every interest in having a “made
in Canada” foreign policy. It's not anti-Americanrecognize that support for the United
States around the world is at a low ebb. For Canditfaring with Washington for the
sake of being different is unproductive, and gtatus insults are unworthy of us.
Recognizing that American foreign policy is notjnmportant respects, coincident with
Canadian interests, let alone values, howeveunsisheing realistic.

By the way, | strongly agree with the Prime Miar when he argues that now is the
time to strengthen international law and to comsté international law, when the U.S. is
the sole superpower. That situation is not goinig@sblong. The rise of China is already
perfectly evident. Other countries are coming beirem. We're going into a very
different world than we have now, and now is nettiime to be throwing out the rules of
the road. We are going to want those emerging c@srb respect those rules of the
road.

When Washington takes its notion of Americaoeptionalism to the extent of
undermining the whole idea of collective secuntyen it manifests contempt for
international law, the same law that was createdpgomoted by Presidents Wilson,
Roosevelt, Kennedy, Johnson, Bush--George H. WhBamsong others, it's time for
Canadian governments to chart their own coursenat®nally, and privately and
respectfully, to speak truth to power in Washington

The statement makes a point that multilataralsessential to our collective security
and our prosperity, not as a counter-balance t&JtBe, but because in an age of
globalization, of economic integration, of asymrntetvarfare, of climate change, ozone
holes, and globe-trotting viruses, no country Gguse its citizens on its own.

@ (0915)



A world without the UN--and here I'm talkingali its security vocation--and without
international law would take us back to the begigrof the 28 century. That period saw
two of the bloodiest wars in world history, inde#tg two bloodiest wars in world
history. In an age of weapons of mass destructitvat would World War Il look like?

It was to avoid World War 11l that the UN was creghin the first place. The
indispensability of the UN does not excuse its gluonings and failures which are all too
obvious. Facilitating UN reform is a Canadian ptiorin seeking to reform the UN, we
should, as the statement asserts, remember thettos security depends on both power
and principle. We should work with the United Ssatrehere we can, and we should work
around the United States where we must, againay avien they will come back to the
organization in the way they have, for exampleghmlaw of the sea treaty.

| welcome the emphasis on gender in this staténand gender equality as a cross-
cutting theme, particularly the importance of empang women to participate fully in
the political and economic activities of their conmmty.

| like when the report uses the words “setbng own course”, “pulling our own
weight”, and so on. | like the word “leaderships$e There are several cases in the report
where we're talking about leadership, when whaamedoing in reality is rebuilding our
standing after a decade of retreat; a retreat dooceus by our own financial situation,
but nonetheless a retreat.

I don't know what to make of the determinationfocus foreign aid. I'm not an aid
expert. It seems to be common sense, but I'd dikebw more what it actually means in
practice.

On Darfur, the statement makes much signifieaofche crisis and speaks of a
leadership role. Again, leadership. There app@abg tho disposition to go beyond
providing logistics to others, nor to put Canadsots on the ground. Meanwhile, the
statement emphasizes the importance of the redplitysio protect, a Canadian initiative
that is vitally relevant to Darfur.

The statement also skirts the issue of theddaaarget of 0.7% of GDP for official
development assistance, to which we've subscritme80-odd years. In fact, beyond one
single reference in the foreign affairs bookletite report of the millennium project, the
basis on which the Secretary General wrote a gaadob his reform document for the
UN, the Sachs report is not mentioned at all.

Establishing a timetable leading to 0.7% ig pathe Secretary General's first
recommendation for UN reform. There are numerows pountries, including those
identified by the U.S. Millennium Challenge Corpiiva, whose governance and other
attributes are such that they could put to effectise considerably more ODA. In fact,
several of the countries on that list appear to héson CIDA's new focus list.



Either we accept 0.7% and establish a time-8@ehedule, or we do not accept and
state why we think it's inappropriate. There assoms why a lot of people in this town
think it's inappropriate. Then we can debate theds

But f we think a time-bound target is unwise amachievable, we need to square that
view with the fact that Sweden, Denmark, Norwayxémbourg, and the Netherlands
have already achieved it through good times and dvadl that the British, the French, and
now the Germans have committed themselves to ddyh2015, and that even the
Japanese have begun to talk about it.

Canada has never been richer and our finareasrever been sounder. According to
the statement itself:

Prudent fiscal policy has produced a series of surplusksraabled us to reduce our debt. This
foundation underpins our freedom to make the choices thiaedes as a country.

Nothing in the statement, by the way, includimghe separate commerce book,
demonstrates to me why we need a separate depaditesde. That is especially true
for trade policy, which is quintessentially theatgdnship between governments.

@ (0920)
A few words on foreign affairs, and then It there.

The statement effectively gives Foreign Affarkadership role in the development of
Canadian foreign policies as I've said earlier, lamope that implies an end to the sort of
ready deprecation one hears of the Foreign Affiersartment and of the foreign service,
that's it's almost become routine in Ottawa.

I'm going to declare not a conflict of interdsit I'm going to declare maybe a
“confluence” of interest.

| was a foreign service officer for 38 yearhale two daughters in the department,
one a foreign service officer and one on contrBcé foreign service officer has four
degrees - one from the University of Toronto, amenf Queen's and two from McGill.
She had three years of prior international workesigmce before joining the service.
She's fluently bilingual and can manage well ihiedtlanguage. She has lived about a
third of her life abroad. When | joined the fomeigervice, with the exception of one
university degree, | had none of those qualifigatio

Between 5,000 and 8,000 people write the foregmwice exam each year, and about
1% are offered jobs. I'm not sure whether this phatsn among the “best and the
brightest” as some say. | don't know where sudistitzs are being kept, but there's no
doubt in my mind that the young officers with whomorked in New York for example,



before | retired in 2003 were more qualified, bett@éucated, more broadly experienced
and more capable than | was at the same age.

If the statement can assert that the CanadeteB are recognized globally as one of
the finest militaries in the world, which is trueshould not shrink from claiming that
Canada's foreign service is also recognized aglzamong the best in the world. And
that's also true.

| have a younger daughter who's well qualifed comes with substantial relevant
work experience. She's the contractor. She's metshe wants to join the Foreign Affairs
department. It's a major investment in developireygkills and the expertise and
acquiring the experience inherent in a profession.

The statement states explicitly now that seappointments will be open to other
departments. | am not arguing that there shouldddateral entry to the Foreign Affairs
department; the place is not a monastery, it'@radde union, it's a place where
excellence is valued. But those that enter needd¢ept the same terms and conditions as
everybody else does and not come in and creamnassignment and go away to some
other job back in Ottawa when it's over.

Recruitment from the outside should be needsdband it should not be so extensive
that it destroys the profession itself because goce, it will be very difficult to
recreate. So why write a foreign service exam aijest yourself and your family to the
hardships involved if jumping the cue becomes atedde behaviour.

As for the issue of heads of post, there nedmktsafeguards in place including strict
competencies to guard against bureaucratic pateonag

I'm not sure that there's any board of deputysters who | think have the
international experience necessary, certainly nodrilgem do not, to make sound
judgments about such assignments.

Thank you very much.
@ (0925)
The Chair: Thank you, Monsieur Heinbecker.

We'll start with the question and answer, aedlwtart with Mr. Day, please. It's five
minutes, Mr. Day.

Mr. Stockwell Day (Okanagan—Coquihalla, CPC):Thank you, Mr. Chair, and
thank you, Ambassador. It's too bad the necessaitations of our committee don't
really allow us to get into some indepth discussitich could properly draw on your
wealth of experience, and we appreciate your seta®ur country and to the United
Nations.



I'll be as succinct as possible on some pl@gyssues and ask you just to comment.

Yesterday, we had a presentation here from Hurights Watch. They in their view,
Canada could be taking a far more aggressive andgiive position related to the
situation in Darfur by actually moving ahead, buntgisome kind of a multilateral
coalition that could assist the African union witlore than just money, but an actual
presence. First, if you could comment on what keepracticalities? How would a
country like Canada do that related to the Unitedid\is or some other grouping?
Secondly, in the International Policy statementetimugh China clearly is recognized
geopolitically in terms of its importance, thenett a word about human rights
violations, and that seems to be a characterigtizeoreport in terms of strong statements
either related to China or Cuba or other areas.tAmdly, the U.S./European--the
Atlantic alliance vis-a-vis U.S. especially is undé&ress. There's no question about that.
Canadian action tends to go between gesture dfqso#ind direct siding consistently
with the EU, and taking the EU's position or theipon of some in the EU of simply
being a counterweight always to the United Natiostead of seeing ourselves as what |
think to be a bridge between Europe and the UrStates, we could play an effective
role there.

You comment.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: You would have to ask the Deputy Minister of Defeand
Chief of the Defence Staff whether we actually héneeforces currently at our disposal
that we could lead in Darfor. There is a real &dfgeriment we can draw on and that was
what we did in eastern Zaire in 1996 where everyse was standing by hoping that
something would happen, but no one was doing amyttf@anada stepped forward and
said we will lead the mission into eastern Zaire] we found a lot of ready supporters
for that.

There were a number of lessons learned. ThEléisson we learned is if you can't put
enough troops on the ground yourself to be the @ of the force, not just the
command structure, but the actual backbone ofdieef people with boots and bayonets,
you can't really succeed. The first question wdnade to be, do we have the actual
capability now? It seems to me we must be gettiagecto that because it's been some
time since we've been in some of the other theafites second thing we learned in doing
that was when the Prime Minister called the Pregide were offered a battalion. When
| called my counterpart we were offered a coupldattors. It's a lot tougher to lead that
sort of thing than it looks.

On the other hand, on the issue of Darfur, listened while people talked about
sovereignty, I've listened while people talked aliba complexity of the situation, I've
listened while people talked about the various eadn interests at play, I've heard
people talking that this is just one more plot friiva west to push Muslim countries
around, I've heard all of that stuff. Meanwhileaihof that complexity we've gone from
50,000 dead, to 60,000 dead, to 70,000 dead, amngbaople are talking that the numbers
are approaching 200,000. | don't know if anybodgvks that. Now is really the time for



someone at the UN who has the capability to stepdal, to say we will participate, and
try to bring other people into it. | think thatreetway it can be done, but in the absence of
that being done, the African Union is just not dapaf saving the situation. When we
say, never again, well it's happening right now.

On China and human rights, I'm not sure hoartewer that. It's certainly a major
issue. On the other hand, China is moving so ékesteloping so quickly, and changing so
quickly, that I think there's reason to be optimigt all of that. Its integration into the
world is moving at an enormous pace. There aretplafithings, of course, to object to.

On the Atlantic Alliance, to me it has becomaral of an insurance policy. | don't
know who the enemy is anymore. One of the thingsdlwhen | read through the
defence report and the other report, is talk atlmefats, but we're very vague about who
the enemy is, who is actually threatening us. psgp they're worrying about a residual
threat where the Russians might start to behaeethi& Soviet Union somewhere down
the road, and maybe they had in mind way downdhd,ra kind of Chinese threat, but
there's a lot of talk of that and I'm not convinced

| think the Atlantic Alliance is not a regionaiganization in the normal sense of the
word. A regional organization operates in its regigou don't see the OAS trying to do
something in Afghanistan. I'm not quite sure wiatfuture of this organization is.

But | think the military has an absolutely vitale to play in Canada in coastal
surveillance and air surveillance on the terrorissue, aid to the civil power if that need
be, but it is a pretty big sledgehammer to be gaiitgy creatures that are pretty small and
maneuverable.

@ (0930)

So | think that on the terrorism issue, ingahce, information sharing, police activity
are likely to be more availing in most cases. Brnigghat back to the Atlantic Alliance, |
think the Alliance is there, to my mind, as a kofdnsurance policy. Down the road, we
may need it. We shouldn't be getting rid of it, butoesn't strike me as being an
instrument that we can use terribly wéllhas had some succegs Afghanistan,
admittedly, but no sign of it in Darfur.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Heinbecker.
Now we'll pass tMladame Lalonde, s'il vous plait
[Francaig

Mme Francine Lalonde (La Pointe-de-Ille, BQ):Oui.



Merci beaucoup, monsieur Heinbecker. C'estipaisant de vous entendre.

Merci de nous redonner confiance dans uneiquéitétrangére qui n'est pas que des
mots, des souhaits ou une volonté de visibilitédsraae volonté d'actions concrétes qui
envisage les moyens nécessaires d'en faire desgsie

Je vais poser trois questions, ou plutét exantiois problemes.

Vous parlez d'abord de cette volonté de lutbertre le terrorisme. J'apprécie ce que
vous avez dit, mais ne trouvez-vous pas qu'il paaontradiction entre cette volonté trés
affirmée et le fait que, dans ce rapport, nulldé,g@mme vous l'avez souligné, on
n‘accepte que 0,7 p. 100 d'aide internationaleed®ire I'objet d'un délai fixé, d'une
borne.

Or il me semble que les rapports sont nombegiise le terrorisme et le terreau qui
I'engraisse. De plus, il me semble que la politiginangere du Canada a cet égard souffre
d'une contradiction importante en faisant repaséutte au terrorisme seulement sur la
défense: la protection des frontieres et le reste.

Je voudrais ajouter a cette question une deenaredtrouvez-vous pas que le theme du
dialogue des civilisations devrait aussi étre abpad lieu de la lutte entre les
civilisations? Au Comité des affaires étrangeresaanené une étude sur les rapports
entre le Canada et des pays du monde musulman,get@mmencé a en apprendre
beaucoup. Il me semble que dans ce rapport onitiéira référence a ce theme
important.

Deuxieme question: vous avez dit avoir vu, damgpport, que le premier ministre
Martin disait que c'était le temps de consolidedri@t international. Je vais le relire
parce que je n'ai pas vu cela. Mais je donne moaoréddotal a vos affirmations.

Troisiemement: vous posez clairement une questes importante. Vous avez dit: ou
bien le Canada accepte I'objectif de 0,7 p. 1@ dixe un objectif, ou il s'y objecte.
C'est ce que vous avez dit. Or le Canada est apairhpte tenu de ses surplus,
d'atteindre cet objectif a l'intérieur des dewadeprévus. La réforme de I'ONU prévoit
0,5 en 2010.

Quelle est votre proposition?

@ (0935)
Le président: Monsieur Heinbecker.

[Englisi

Mr. Paul Heinbecker:



| think that one of the things we're seeinfjlaw York at the UN, in the statement by
the Secretary General on reforming the UN, on theeacy of reform by the high-level
panel, and indeed in the Sachs report, is thahwawe to take a comprehensive approach
to terrorism.

| think the Secretary General said that withsmdurity you won't have development,
without development you won't have security, anthaut a respect for human rights you
won't have either.

Let me also say that this report has beeninoéesTuesday. I'm not sure that I've
absorbed every detail in it because it's 120 pagesymething like that, and it's dense.

What | would say is certainly, you're corrd@ttthe emphasis on fighting terrorism
has to be comprehensive. It isn't just a questipwloen you have people actually
crossing your borders, that's police and intellgeWhen you have a ship off your shore
that may have unmann’ed aerial vehicles, unmanagdlaehicles, carrying something
terrible on-board, that's a military issue.

There's a whole world out there where if we gangovernments established that
respect the views of their people, that are suldgechange peacefully, that kind of a
world.... By the way, that's been growing. We'revrad over 100 countries in the UN. |
think some people say there are 130 which areraiésocratic, or partly democratic, or
largely democratic... that kind of a world is musafer.

So putting your emphasis, as the CIDA staterdeas, on governance, and improving
the functions of governance, the capacity of statdgnction--something that we used to
call “peace, order, and good government” in Candulat; |1 think, is certainly part of
preventing terrorism.

There are always going to be some people whHdw/iterrorists. Making terrorism
illegal doesn't mean it stops terrorism anymorea timaking murder illegal stops murder.
There are always going to be some people. Stdintbre that you can create societies
which can look after their own problems, the lesg'se going to have to worry, | think,
about terrorism.

On the dialogue of civilizations issue, theas been discussion in the UN on the
dialogue of civilizations. | think we certainly riegreater understanding. | don't think
that | would want to see--and this is going to betoversial--religious leaders leading
it. I'm not sure that actually makes it betterwons the temperature down.

On law and the Prime Minister, | do know wheread it, it was in a statement he
made on Monday over in the Museum of CivilizatiBe. | presume it was in here
somewhere too, but | haven't had time to crossent= it.

The third point was on 0.7%.



@ (0940)

Ms. Francine Lalonde: Yes. Either we accept and put the aid, or(ivaudible) What
is your position?

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: | think we should do 0.7%. | think it sends a....

| think fundamentally it's something that Cam&dn afford. | don't think it's something
we can't afford. In taking together what we've jus¢én saying about the importance of
development abroad to our security and our progpgu could even portray it as an
interest. | do think it's a value. | think it's aegtion of helping other people who are less
fortunate than we are. | think that's somethingacizgans support.

The Chair: Thank you.
Now we'll go to Mr. McTeague, please.
Hon. Dan McTeague:Ambassador, Mr. Heinbecker, thank you for beinggheday.

You've raised a number of very interesting {soboth with the depth of your
knowledge of years of service, as well as basiaglling us a broad brush of your
experience, certainly since you wrote the 1984-1188%er.

| point out when | was looking at some of thatemial going back to that time about
the different tracks of approach taken: one byRtime Minister, then Mr. Mulroney, of
engaging with the United States as sort of thetydahsed politics policy of the time; and
Mr. Clark, then looking at the rest of the worlddaing his foreign policy save and
except with the United States. Many of those trdrgie are still very much present
today, although now more towards the security base.

You had suggested a couple of things here &ndw the question of debt relief is
very important. I'll take off from where Madam Labte has just finished as far as
Canada's contribution and .07. Do you have any cemsras to the mix of initiatives that
the Government of Canada has taken? Of courseddlestmean commitment of
resources, and things like, for instance, debéfedir support for other organizations.
Taken as a whole it would mean that Canada'’s taoriton per capita may be greater than
the countries that you've cited. That would befifs¢ one.

The second one, of course, is recognizing WhaDay has just said. I'm well aware,
and | think this committee is well aware, of thelde of Atlantisism, certainly since the
European Union and the inability, or rather theurethncy, of going down that road as
Canada tries to sort of define itself as a bridgwvben Europe and the United States. |
think many Europeans are simply saying, you're Ataes in return, we'll do that
ourselves, thank you.



More to the issue today of how you see thisudwnt, there was discussion here a
little earlier about the tragedy of Darfor and Gdada perhaps lack of commitment to
situations around the world from a humanitariampof view. We've just come through
the Axworthy period in which, of course, the daatriand advancement of human
security was paramount.

It seems that we have, for anybody out looksaye and except for the many who look
at foreign policy and live and breathe this, tteeeetonfluence of a lot of issues occurring
at the same time and human security is now somehosphed into a question of general
security. Do you see this document as being relaéised, or do you see it as something
that's more notional? If I'm to take what LestePBarson had said, if you want to know
where | stand on foreign policy, come back in ayeam now and I'll tell you what
foreign policy is.

The Chair: Mr. Heinbecker.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: There's an interesting study | can commend to wama-if you
haven't already read it, maybe you have--donEdrgign Policymagazine in the U.S. |
think it's being done by the Centre for Global Depenent. It tries to measure the things
that you're talking about on assisting other caestrThings like lowering your tariffs
and your development assistance, forgiveness df detd so on. My recollection is that
even on that we're not leading the pack by any siean

So | think that there is a certain assumpti@t tve're doing more than we actually are
doing. Certainly that would be the view, when pedpbk at us, that's the impression
they have. | was talking to a foreign ambassadond4g, and he said, “l don't
understand that a country as rich as you has stfctulty with these kinds of things”.

He left it at that.

Debt forgiveness is important. Letting pooreumtries have access to our markets is
important. Getting rid of, for example, textile lisiis important. For a lot of countries,
development assistance is important. The markattigioing to take care of the problem;
no matter how well they govern themselves, theynhategoing to be places where the
private sector is pouring in with money.

Your second point on the Atlantic Alliance, Iimat sure | understood what the
guestioning was, or was it that the Europeans deet a bridge. They haven't needed us
as a bridge, | don't think, since about the fiftM&hile that comes up every once in a
while, and it's an attractive idea because iteaity the case that there is a gulf of
understanding between Washington and many Eurogagatals. I'm not sure that there's
really a role for us in there.

That role was played, to some degree, by Mirdfey in the nineties. | was his
foreign policy advisor, in the late eighties andaties. For example, it's not much
known, but he had a significant impact on the wiliess of other countries to support
German unification. At the time when both Margarkatcher and Francgois Mitterrand



were having serious doubts about the wisdom of @erumification, Mr. Mulroney was
able to persuade or if Mr. Bush needed a lot o$ymding, | don't know, but he was able
to persuade him that this is something which haaktdone.

So at times we've been able to play that rsdea kind of general principle, | don't
know. | think it has to be kind of issue-specifit that.

You mentioned that in those days we had a &frfdreign policy in which the Prime
Minister looked at the U.S. and the foreign minmst®ked at the rest. To some extent,
that was the case, although the Prime Ministermwash interested in Indonesia and
human rights in South Africa and Indonesia and Easbr.

@ (0945)
Hon. Dan McTeague:And Central America.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: and so on. | think that the setup now, where yoeliae
cabinet committee for the U.S. and a cabinet cotemior the rest of the world, | don't
really care how they're organized, so long as therk well.

When | was a secretary of the cabinet commftieéreign and defence policy in the
late eighties and early nineties, it didn't workyverell. No one was interested. No one
showed up. It had no money to spend. It met asc & pro forma thing, once in a
while. So the issue really is effectiveness rathan the structure. That depends on
basically the amount of investment the Prime Meriss able to put in time into those
committees. Mr. Mulroney didn't go to those comest at all, for example.

Human security and security, | think that'fitighVe've been saying for some time that
human security and national security are the tdessof the same coin. They have
different implications and we're seeing the imgimas in this report. If you're going to
take human security seriously, you've got to hareli¢gary that can do something.

It's a little bit like the reverse of MadeleiAtoright's question to Colin Powell when
he was head of the Joint Chief, in the U.S., whywe need this military if we can't use
it? The reality is, why do we have a human secymiticy if we can't do anything about
it? You're not going to save people in Darfur wdthlomatic notes or with aid programs.
That's important. That has its place, but the imatecheed is to stop people killing
people, and for that you need a combat capabléanyili

The Chair: Thank you.
We will go to Ms. McDonough please.

Ms. Alexa McDonough (Halifax, NDP): Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
thank you, Mr. Heinbecker, for being with us todHs. a bit of a daunting task for you to



reflect on every aspect of this document that tt®knonths in the making. It's going to
take a little more in the digesting than you'verbgizen the opportunity to do.

| really welcome not only you sharing your estjge this morning, but | admire the
fact that you were prepared to share some perseft@ttions about two daughters who
are contemplating where foreign service is goirttave to say that one of the things |
find extremely distressing is that when it suitd #me government likes to talk about how
much we are respected in the world for our protessiforeign service, but in fact we do
nothing today to ensure that it remains robusta@minues to be supported as it should
be, both at the level of their remuneration and alsthe level of their advice being taken
seriously.

I'd like to raise questions in three particiegas. It won't surprise you about the .7
percent. I'm sure you're aware that we have hadaperiod now of certainly the three
years that I've had any association with this coej just a series of outstanding
experts, both domestic and international, who ltamnee before us and pleaded
eloquently and convincingly the case for Canadaingpto the .7 percent personation
target, with targets and timetables and in a timedy meeting our international
obligations.

To say that it is disappointing that this doeutnhas not done that is probably the
world's greatest understatement. | think humil@gtvould probably describe it more
accurately.

One of the questions that | want to raise i®lation to your earlier comment, that we
are trying to recover really from a decade of dwiglistatus. The words were used again
and again that Canada'’s reputation really has sle@mking somewhat because of our
failures to deliver on some of these things.

What do you see as the implications for usdpaimespected multilateralist
participating in the international arena?

Secondly, the comments that you made abouhbasaind | don't want to misrepresent
your words, but having some skepticism about threept of middle powers. If we are
not prepared to associate, perhaps middle powtghe concept so much as progressive
powers from other parts of the world in trying tesp forward the human security
agenda, the non-proliferation treaty obligationsewample, moving from those who falil
to deliver on .7 to be among those who have mét tidigations and we're now at the
back of the pack. We're in the lower half of donations, for example.

What do you see as the base from which Carsaidebie a progressive, proactive,
international citizen and global leader if we dontive on either of those fronts?

The third question | want to raise really isagk for some clarification because I'm not
sure | totally grasped your comments about thisatkebr controversy around the
merging or separating of foreign affairs and in&tional trade. | have to say that the



paper in its complete failure, for example, to @ddrhuman rights and human security
just reinforced, | have to say, my concern aboatsparation, so that international trade
can be completely unfettered in ignoring humantsgésues and just turning its back
without even having a Minister of Foreign Affaifslain any way to account for that.

I wonder if | could ask you to clarify your coments on that?
@ (0950)
The Chair: Mr. Heinbecker.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: If I understood the first question, it was the iropaf not doing
0.7 percent on our reputation?

Ms. Alexa McDonough:And our ability to really be a respected actor.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: Well, the statement begins with, what is it, whtté&s overall
line. “A role of pride and influence in the worldhfluence comes from doing things, and
if you are not present--it's one of the reasons Indgo expressed a certain hesitation
about the issue of focus. I'm reminded of a papead that said “focus pocus”. If we're
talking about the eradication of poverty strictiyits own terms or if we're talking about
it as part of our foreign policy, you might endwijth a different attitude to how you
spend the money. It's certainly not the currenwveational wisdom and it's not the view
taken by this paper which I'd have to say is a stedéam view, that we really ought to be
focusing our money and not dispersing it. But andther hand, if you want to have
influence in a lot of countries, it doesn't takeyveuch money to be spending in those
countries to have some influence. So from a starergn policy perspective, there's a
guestion in my mind about it all.

But you do need money. Foreign policy takes @ypand it takes as I've said a very
capable military. It takes very competent--CIDARwhoney to spend. If we don't give
them that money and if we're not perceived poditibecause 0.7% has become a kind
of symbolic test. That shows whether you're serausot about it, whether you really
accept that this is an important issue. If we'regoing to accept that, then | think we're
going to pay a cost in influence. | don't thinkrde any question about it.

Skepticism on middle powers and “progressiventaes” , I'm very skeptical about
the idea of being a middle power. | always thought was kind of an excuse. It was
about process--as you read in Jennifer Welsh's,ddbknk she's right. It was about
process, not results. | think we're big enough Weheed to get past that.

| do agree with you that there's a role forgpessive countries. It reminds me of a joke
| was told by an American diplomat, a crusty Amendaiplomat who said that now that
Sweden has joined the EU, the job of world's methdaw is open, and are you
planning to run for it.



@ (0955)
Ms. Alexa McDonough: A mother-in-law without a pay cheque apparently.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: I've always been a little skeptical about that lbelieve the
notion of being a kind of a good global citizenislmanifestly in our interest to try to see
progress on arms control, manifestly in our interégerrorism is the big issue and
weapons of mass destruction and terrorism , whare@ow told is the thing that we are
to be most worried about. Doesn't it make sengetaid of the nuclear weapons, and
shouldn't that be an emphasis? | think to someededhat is an emphasis in here, a good
degree.

On the issue of the role between foreign affaird trade, | really do believe that trade
policy is part of foreign policy. It's integral foreign policy. It's relations between
governments. | don't think you strengthen your fpmsiby separating those things.

At the same time, these issues have to berateysomewhere. They can be
integrated in the Foreign Affairs department sdtialf way up, three quarters of the way
up, or they can be integrated at cabinet. But Itdbimk that it would be possible for
modern government to say “Foreign Affairs will loaker the humans right stuff and,
Trade, you just look after selling guns”. | thiriat that stuff does have to get integrated
and if it doesn't get integrated within the depa&ninit's going to have to be integrated at
cabinet. | don't see any way around it, and | dbirik people would stand for a kind of
tous azimut military sales policy.

The Chair: Thank you.
Ms. Phinney.

Ms. Beth Phinney (Hamilton Mountain, Lib.): Yes, thank you very much for being
with us today.

You mentioned that you're pleased that thigekewonfirms the thrust of the last
budget, and you also mentioned that we need aanyilihat's big enough. Do you think
what we have in the last budget and what was steg@sthe last budget, will that be
big enough?

But further on near the end of your addresasstojou said that the report doesn't
mention putting boots on the ground, and if yowsveer is yes to the first part, what did
you mean by this? It was just a very short stateniiewasn't explained. Could you
explain why you mentioned that specifically?

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: How much is enough? | don't know how much is encagh
defence. This is a good start. | don't think thleasly question about that. It might be
better if some of it were more front-end loadedhtback-end loaded, but there isn't much
prospect, | don't think, that the money will natgavay or the other, be forthcoming. It



seems to give the Chief of the Defence Staff arditfence department the confidences
and assurances they need.

You may actually need more money and more bétténk 5,000 regular troops and
3,000 reserves is good. It wasn't very long agbwleehad considerably more than that.
When you add that to what we have now, we had an &rger capability, so that may
well turn out to be...We'll see. If the world beasmimore and more demanding, it needs
more and more intervention. If you look aroundwwld and ask yourself where you are
going to need troops-

There are lights flashing. Is everybody fine?
€ (1000)
The Chair: It's the opening of the House.
Ms. Beth Phinney:Somebody else is doing that, not us.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: If you look around the world for where you may néeates,
you look at the Congo, you look at northern Ugaryda, look at southern Sudan. There
are 10,000 who have just gone in there, and weStedan. West Africa is always a
candidate for more forces. One day there may lBageeement between the Israelis and
the Palestinians. That may take a substantial nuoflferces. We have Afghanistan.
Something is happening in Nepal. Who knows whatgalon between the Indians and
the Pakistanis. There is an almost endless neeapaible forces, and it's not up to
Canada to provide them all, obviously, but if yoanwto be a responsible global citizen,
you have to do your share, and we'll see whetlge8 00 new troops and the money to
be spent on gear--and by the way, the defence tegiairis talking about a much more
modern force, more mobile, in some ways more ledhdl more usable that what we've
had, with a lot of emphasis on the ground forcdsckvare the people you need if you're
going to be going to Darfur or places like thataf$iwhat | was getting at. We are just
providing logistics.

We're providing helicopters. We're providingreounications and so on for the
African force, but the evidence is that the sitoaiis not being turned around in Darfur,
and it may be that it won't be turned around uhgfe is a militarily competent force. |
don't mean any disrespect to the Africans, but trayt have the equipment and they
often don't have the training. Until there's a éotigere that will make other people stand
up and take notice and stop doing some of thosgslthat they're doing...

Ms. Beth Phinney: Thank you.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: Somebody said something about human rights thialnitd
answer, that there's no reflection on human rightkis. | think there is actually. There is
talk of the International Criminal Court, for ortertg. There is talk of support for the
new Human Rights Council on the multilateral side.



There may not be a section that says humatsrigh

There is talk about women's rights. It's onéhoke things where there's 120 pages and
it's in there, and if you package it you get gaiteit, but they haven't said “economics,
military, human rights”, which, by the way, was wkse did in the 1984 review, which
was close to dead on arrival.

Le président: Thank you, Mr. Heinbecker.
Now we'll go to Mr. Menzies, please.

Mr. Ted Menzies: Well thank you very much, Mr. Heinbecker. | finduaemarks a
breath of fresh air. It's quite interesting andimiative for us.

I guess | would like to start off with a bit afcomment. We've watched since 1993 our
ODA slashed by $9 billion and I'm assuming th&iaisn't sat well with you. And as a
comment, what we see in the development part sfabiicy statement, there's some
glaring errors as far as | see. We've split thesanklopes into a one-third, two-thirds and
to me it looks like, and | would like some commemrtur opinions on this, to me it looks
like we've chosen the easy wins and we've leftloage that are in the news, those that
are serious, serious concerns to us and you'veionenta few of them: Haiti, Sudan,

Iraq and Afghanistan and the Middle East.

We seem to have forgotten that we've got agopeacess that is imminently necessary
in the Middle East and we haven't addressed thetsd very important ones aren't even
on the target list. They're left to the one-thimd@ope that probably is going to be some
of the most difficult to resolve. That would be gtien number one.

| just came from a briefing on the African issuon the knee pad process, and it was
highlighted that the African Union does not want tibbps or Canadian troops on the
ground. And | sense that you have some concerimstiaat and they've said that they
would accept Canada and the United Nations heipitigaAfrican Union troops. And if
you could comment on that too.

Third point--
@ (1005)
Mr. Paul Heinbecker: Who was it that said that?

Mr. Ted Menzies: This was a briefing that | was at this morning, sd@iDA people
who were talking about, just reiterating the Afriddnion’'s position that they've stated
that they're not comfortable. In fact they werettgrstrong on the fact that they don't
want Canadian troops or UN troops in Sudan, thamkwery much, in Darfur, but they
would certainly like some help in training Africaimion people to intervene in that
process. So, some comments on that if you would.



Overall, | look at Canada's position as beirgkened not only in international affairs
but also in international trade. I've talked touantver of different countries that are
saying where is Canada at the WTO? Where is Canadternational affairs? Some
comments on those if you would, please.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: I'm sorry, | was trying to find a comment | had tten in a
margin that was pretty much the same as yourgosit. I'm not prepared to second
guess exactly what they're going to do with the eydpecause | don't think it's very
clear, but I did write down Iraq and Afghanistaho$e are our two major destinations of
ODA now and | don't think they qualify from a gogdvernance, human rights, or from a
lot of other considerations.

I'm not sure how we're going to square thosebers that they are talking about. I'm
not saying they can't do it, but it's not evidenite that this will work out. This again
goes back to the issue of focus that | was talkimgut. You need to have flexibility to be
spending money in places like Haiti, Sudan, Iraugl, @maybe in the Palestinian authority,
and they may not be meeting the test of good gewexa and all of that sort of thing.
They may not meet your test of focus. These argthihat are going to have to be
worked out on a kind of case-by-case basis | presum

| think that they want to establish a focuséuese without a focus there's a tendency to
be blown all over the map. So they say, we're gtortgy to focus on these, but the very
fact that they're talking about a one-third thatsgoing to be focussed, | think is
recognition that it really is impossible just talpi20 countries and say that's it, that's all
we're doing, and the rest we don't care about.€Thaiso the millennium development
goals and there are things we could be doing thexeell, which would not necessarily
be fitting within the focus.

As for the African Union not wanting foreigroaips, | also heard the Sudanese
ambassador saying they didn't want foreign trobsnot going to put myself up as an
expert on Sudan, | just note that we're now approgc200,000 dead, and ask at what
point do we stop listening to people talking abthwir druthers and start doing something
about it.

Mr. Ted Menzies: If | could--

The Chair: Just very short, please.

Mr. Ted Menzies: My third question.

The Chair: You're over, but go ahead, Mr. Menzies.

Mr. Ted Menzies: Our position at the WTO, our position in internag affairs

overall, | feel and sense that other countriessrall | say, losing respect for our what
should be a dominant position. We used to be agheaper, where are we at now?



@ (1010)

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: It depends on how you measure it. When | left the ld
terms of UN peacekeeping we ranked 35th or 36ifieh had the experience of passing
back requests that were turned down in Ottawa &adian participation at one level or
another and very often not for many people and imtisat was the case with respect to
Africa.

At the same time, | want to make a counterpaitt that is, as Ambassador at the UN |
never had the impression that we weren't beingriet to. | never had the impression
that someone said, “oh well, there go the Canadiamsknow they would say that
wouldn't they, too bad they don't actually livetapwhat they say.” We always got a
respectful hearing.

If you take the issue of Iraq, which was wheeetried,and failed, to find a
compromise between the Americans and basicallye$ieof the UN, probably we were
the only country that could have done that. If yallk about the idea of bridging, , that
was a bridging effort there between the UnitedeStaind everybody else. People listened
to us, people welcomed the idea that we made thgopel, and a lot of people hoped that
the major powers would accept it, including soméhefpeople who were in the coalition
who were very keen on the major powers acceptiagtimpromise, etc. We were
encouraged, for example, by the British to keeghjmgsour proposals.

| don't think it's the case that we have sbfalben off the table in any perceptual
sense, but | do think it's the case that we've ey off past successes to some degree
and that we need to start reinvesting in our fargiglicy. | think in the budget and in this
statement there's quite a bit of reinvestment th&veether it's enough, time will tell.

The Chair:

Thank you.

Now we'll go to Mr. McTeague.

Hon. Dan McTeague:Thank you again, Mr. Heinbecker.

Again, you've raised a number of very interggpoints. I'd like to get your opinion on
a couple of them.

One of them, of course, is the proposal instiney of the L-20. Based on the success
that we had in G-20 as far as the human securépnaeyis concerned, in stabilizing
nations, particularly as it relates to foods oates$ to energy security, and of course being
able to address more effectively, given the wegdlihe nations that would be proposed
as part of that group. If you could give some amisiand your comments on that. This is
certainly a bold step in the right direction, ais $ide of the committee believes.



Your comments on the Canada corps in relabdhé situation as it relates to your
own family, opportunities to become involved, netassarily through foreign affairs but
through other related organizations, and the ingmae that will play in terms of
channeling Canada's many energies towards longtdieh. Also, if | could get some of
your comments with respect to the redeploymeneo$g@nnel from the FAC to, as it
were, a variant of putting more boots on the groumud putting more officials from the
department over into our missions, given what dosument has recognized as being
highly concentrated and Ottawa-centric. If you dojlist comment on those.

Finally, I'm sorry to throw this in. You toudahen the word “customs union”.
Immediately, alarm bells went off in my head. Immking of Zollverein in 1866, and of
course the creation of Germany. | understand thave been some politicians and
previous politicians, certainly Mr. Manley, who'tadked about this idea. I'm wondering
if you could expand on that a little bit, sorry tive time you're given.

The Chair: Mr. Heinbecker.
Mr. Paul Heinbecker:
Yes. I'll go as quickly as | can.

The L-20, I think, is a great idea. | shoulaldee an interest. Our research centre is
doing a lot of work on that in providing, togetiveith our colleagues at the University of
Victoria, ideas. We've had a series of about edgmine meetings around the world,
meeting with think-tank people and to some degmemnment officials from other
countries.

Why is it a good idea? | think it's a good idegause the G-8 has just become too
narrow. If you want to talk about exchange rates,Chinese are not there. If you want to
talk about failing economies, the Argentinians, #ra Turks, and so on--by the way, the
Turks are not failing anymore, but the economy’gifficulty--they're not there. If you
want to talk about the security issues, which weatloabout, the security-consuming
countries are not there.

While the G-8 can do a lot of things itself¢cétin make decisions that it will do things,
its decisions are not going to carry convictiongeople who are not at the table. So the
individual members of the G-8 can decide what tieeybing to do, but that doesn't mean
that the Argentinians are going to listen to wihat -8 says on the economic meltdown
that they had. | think that's very obvious. So'thahe thing.

The second thing is that leaders can do thimigssters can't do. Leaders have broad
responsibilities. That's one of the lessons ofGh& If you have a broad agenda, you can
work agreements across several different issues atethe same time. Trade ministers
can't do that. Foreign ministers can't do thataR@e ministers can't do that. It's only the
Prime Ministers who can do that.



A third thing that happens is there's a refegiop that develops between the leaders,
networks get established, back channels get lgsliles become easier to manage when
they understand the political situations facingheaiter. It's all very well for the
President of South Africa to want more of thislaattfrom the President of the United
States in the abstract, but when he's had an apptyrto sit there on a regular basis for a
day-and-a-half or two days, he begins to understdrat's possible and what makes
sense asking for and what doesn't make sense dskjighat he needs to give and what
he needs to get. So you get a much better infodsaaission.

Another reason is that there is nobody realbking at governance in a global sense.
There are a lot of problems at the IMF. There are of problems at the World Bank.
There are problems at the UN. The UNDP does somgdhThe World Bank does some
things. The regional banks do some things. The idt#oing something else.

At the moment, that stuff is not really beimgught together. It can't be brought
together because in some forums, you have finagpartment people, in other forums
you have development agency people, in other fogonshave foreign affairs people.
These things just remain at loggerheads. Theresrtedae people who look down at
these institutions from above.

The fourth thing is that there are inter-ingtanal problems. Right now we're looking
at, if you're going to have an L-20 meeting, whatd it do? Well, what it would do, for
example, is look at international public healthafone thing which, when you're
talking about viruses that can transit the worktdathan their incubation periods. We
know from the local level, the city level, to theopincial level, to the national level, to
the international level that we're not well-orgaizo deal with these things.

We're also worrying about bioterrorism. Thepmsse to bioterrorism is pretty much
the same response as it to viruses. So we can nertti@se things. There's no institution
in which actually, these kinds of ideas are pelydwbused. The WHO to some degree,
and maybe that would be an operational one. Butihd of issue, and the linkages
between issues, reside between institutions, aré'fino one now looking after it.

Finally, I'd say, it's not a competition withet UN Security Council. The UN Security
Council does peace and security. It meets atetved bf ambassadors. It's a standing
committee that meets virtually daily.

@ (1015)

Heads of government would meet once a yeargigbl don't see them as being in
competition. In fact, | think one of the good théngn L-20 could do if it were already in
effect would be to push UN reform and try to gehsaonsensus among rather divided
countries on what has to happen, for example, smoresibility to protect or dealing with
terrorism and so on. | think that's a very stratepi



On Canada Corps, | think that the paper makkesa good points. | think that the
fundamental issue is that foreign policy increalsirgpes beyond what governments do.
There's a role for Canadians, and lots of Canadabread. In fact, there are already a lot
of Canadians abroad. One of the things that'sistyfwhen you go to places--I visited
Angola and there's a man there who is running y s&ll NGO that has made an
enormous difference. He got the Order of Canadaéhéyvay. He made an enormous
difference to the local community.

While the government was putting flagstonesmow the Corniche so they could have
a nice walkway, he brought a pipeline of water teeaghbourhood of 250,000 people
who didn't have any. There are a lot of things taat be done by individual Canadians or
by groups of Canadians and the Canada Corps | ihialgood way of organizing and
supporting that kind of thing.

More FS's abroad | think is probably a goodid&e made a number of mistakes, |
think we made mistakes, when we were making cutbackhe Nineties. We tended to
cut back on the most junior positions and thenaumdl ourselves with a lot of junior
officers and no place abroad to put them. | thivdt has actually become a morale issue.
We should have been cutting more of the seniottiposi which cost more anyway, and
so we could have kept more junior positions.

In any case, FS’s are really the eyes and@aanada. It's all very well to read the
New York Timeand to read th&lobe and Mail but you don't really get a sense of what's
at stake for Canada and Canadians unless you leaydepvho can report on what's
going on.

I'm not one of those people who thinks thais to only be foreign service officers. |
think we can make good use--1 would point to MarBistor, who is sitting here and used
to be at the Canadian embassy in Bonn as a polititeer. | think it makes a lot of
sense to have people like that who understandtiad $cene, understand the language
intimately, who can provide the kind of understagdihat maybe you don't readily get or
you don't get right away if you're a foreigner.

Nevertheless, | think we need to get more peapload. | think it's the right decision,
although it does cost money.

@ (1020)
[Francaig

Le président: Merci. Nous allons maintenant passer a Monsieur...
[English

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: Customs union--



The Chair: I'm sorry, go ahead.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: If the red states and the blue states became twutiies, I'd
be interested in a customs union.

[Francaig
Le président: Monsieur Paquette s'il vous plait.

M. Pierre Paquette (Joliette, BQ):Merci monsieur le président. Alors merci pour
votre présentation et vos propos. Vous avez sigieé votre présentation qu'il est
important que la politique étrangére soit conneaté la politigue commerciale. De ce
que j'ai pu comprendre, vous étiez en accord avéitiqu'un seul ministére chapeaute
les deux missions. Comme vous le savez, le gourernka essayé de diviser les deux
ministéres en Affaires étrangeres et Commerceniatemal Canada ce qui a été refusé
par le Parlement. Cependant il ne semble pas quauleernement ait pris acte de ce fait.
Dans la présentation des crédits, nous n‘avongypdse modifications dans la facon dont
le gouvernement gere a la fois le commerce etffases étrangeres.

Est-ce que vous pensez — et j'aimerais que &al®riez un peu sur les liens entre les
deux — que le comité devrait, dans le cadre desauitation et éventuellement son
rapport sur I'énoncé de politiques étrangere< faile recommandation a l'effet que le
gouvernement revienne sur sa démarche de scirgldelx ministeres?

[Englisi

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: It's not up to me to make recommendations to tinencittee
on what it should do, but if the committee wantedntake that recommendation, | don't
see why that would be a bad thing.

| was there when the place was put togeth&B84. It was very difficult. It took years
to get it. The lesson of all of these major reoig@ions--reorganization, in my mind,
should be an ongoing thing. The world changescli@nges. You have to keep adapting
to it. Major reorganizations sometimes perhapsacessary, but no one should think it's
going to be easy and it's going to be over quickhey've been working at that over at
Foreign Affairs and the street rumour is that tleeadot of bad blood created by it, a lot
of argumentation over this position, that positiand it isn't obvious to me how people
can be going through that kind of a process aikdeasame time be concentrating to the
extent they ought to be concentrating on the imtiional negotiations which matter so
much.

So if the committee wanted to make that recongagon--I'm not a parliamentarian, |
don't know the rights and obligations and rules smdn--but if that's within your power
to make such a recommendation, if that's what ikt | don't see why you wouldn't
make it.



@ (1025)
[Francaig

M. Pierre Paquette: C'est qu'un des arguments évoqués par I'Opposi¢ion
justement a la décision administrative. Elle ag#dt prise avant qu'on ait I'ensemble de la
consultation sur 'Enoncé de politique internatlerdu Canada. Alors, au bout du
compte, il me semble qu'il serait normal que le it@nsur la base des consultations qu'on
fera, émette une recommandation a cet égard: cotrongsmiser le travail sur les deux
missions fondamentales?

Toujours dans la suite de cette idée du ligredas affaires étrangéres et le commerce
international. Vous savez que les sociétés de laddme, comme Exportation et
développement Canada et Corporation commerciakdi@ame, ne sont pas tenues de
respecter les engagements internationaux que cteteagouvernement canadien. Rien
dans la loi ne les oblige a respecter les obligatipue le Canada a contractées sur le plan
international.

Pensez-vous qu'on devrait, dans le cadre deguocréent ces organismes publics,
inscrire que leur mandat doit étre compatible dgsmbligations prises par le Canada sur
le plan international?

[Englisi

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: | guess I'm not sure exactly of the specific cgsesre talking
about, and I'm not sure | understand fully whatrttemdates of those particular
organizations are. If we got into a situation whiéve policy of the Canadian government,
pursuant to a treaty, was to safeguard nuclearrrast@nd a Canadian crown
corporation was not paying attention to that, thatild obviously be a major problem.

I'm not aware of issues of that kind. Maybgati could tell me more specifically, |
might be able to react more intelligently than | aow.

[Francaig
Le président: Monsieur Paquette.

M. Pierre Paquette:Le Canada a signé un certain nombre de traités) atpropose
un amendement lors de la création d'Exportatiaéeeloppement Canada, qui s'appelait
alors Société de développement des exportationa@uggéré afin que le travail de la
corporation — qui aide finalement des projets, glesnoteurs a exporter ou investir a
I'étranger — donc cette mission soit conforme duligations qu'a contractées le Canada.
Le projet a été battu par les libéraux.

Mon argument allait dans le sens que si celaosait pas de probleme, on pouvait
I'inscrire dans la loi. Il semble que cela posepleblemes. Je ne sais pas, je n'ai pas de



cas tres précis en téte. Mais imaginons que, @acadre d'une activité, Exportation et
développement Canada finance un promoteur quiajat dans un pays considéré
menacant, en vertu d'un traité, eh bien! il n'yaa @'obligation, en tout cas sur le plan
légal, pour Exportation et développement Canad&idencer a ce projet. Bien sir, la
société d'Etat a d'autres obligations prévues delos

Je voulais avoir votre idée. Je comprends ajussce n'est peut-étre pas votre domaine
d'expertise.

Peut-étre une derniere chose: globalemenfdamé de I'Organisation des Nations
unies proposeée par le secrétaire général actuélAkoan. J'aurais aimé que vous
réagissiez en quelques mots. Trouvez-vous queutiesbonne voie pour 'ONU? Le
Canada devrait-il appuyer ce rapport? J'aurais aoué entendre un peu a ce sujet.

[English

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: The UN reform is certainly necessary. His repotineely. The
reform is necessary.

There are some questions about whether itsilgesand they're quite significant. I'm
not talking about the UN Security Council and hoany people get a permanent seat. Of
all of the issues we have to deal with that isdme senses, the least important one.
Maybe it's the most important to the people whotvaa seats, but far more important is
to get some kind of consensus on the grounds ferfering in the internal affairs of
other countries.

When has the international community a righihtervene in another country? We
would argue, under the responsibility to protdtat twhen that country is abusing its
citizens, when there are massive human rights abuglke widespread death and
destruction, the international community must terapity assume the sovereign duty of
that country to protect its people, the sovereagponsibility. That's not agreed upon
internationally. The Iraq war created a lot of amidbn over that and a lot of suspicion.
First of all, the war was justified on the groumdsveapons of mass destruction, which
weren't found, a connection with terrorism, whichsw't there. Then it became a human
security issue: saving the Iragis from Saddam Haosse

This ease with which the rationale has beengdad has made a lot of countries very
suspicious. It makes them suspicious in Darfur,ianthkes it possible for the
Government of Sudan to argue that this is one ase of the United States, or the west,
or Christianity, or the old colonizers getting itwed in its affairs,. One of the things that
the poorer countries, which feel themselves quitegrless vis a vis the big countries,
one of their bulwarks against intervention andriieience has been the notion of
sovereignty and the principles of the UN that yoa'tlinterfere in the internal affairs of
other states. In their own lifetimes these peophsehbeen colonized. They've lived in
colonies. They've had other people coming anchtgetihhem what to do, and, in a lot of
cases, it's been catastrophic, so they will na¢ gip that bulwark of sovereignty easily.



That's where the consensus is lacking. Thdtiswe can't get anywhere on Darfur.
There's no consensus there. We think it's selfeaxid?eople from Africa and other
places think it's a lot less so.

Similarly, there is no consensus on the giesatds of terrorism, weapons on mass
destruction and so on.

Until you can get that kind of consensus, rdgsh that kind of consensus, the UN is
not able to help you very much. The UN is not atependent entity. There are some
people who think that a real reform of the UN wolbi&to make it a really independent
entity, to give it the money, to give it a taxatiamthority, to give it the capacity to raise
forces so that it could act independently. | dtmtik that's ever going to happen, or at
least it's not going to happen for a long time, ihuhe absence of consensus on these
major questions, the UN ends up being paralyzed.

It's no good blaming Kofi Annan for it becaugafi Annan is not responsible. The
Security Council is responsible. He has proposedmaber of very important things. On
the use of force he's proposed a series of crigriah were derived from the Canadian-
sponsored Responsibility to Protect report. Wea titn be accepted by the Security
Council, you would begin to get coherent behavmuthat issue, on when countries can
intervene. That's extremely important.

He's said that the Human Rights Commissiomisrabarrassment and has to be got rid
of. I don't think there's anybody in Canada propaitio wouldn't agree with that
statement. He's proposed a definition of terroristmch is not perfect but which is
extremely good and would take care of all thosesasenneth Roth was speaking to
you, and he probably would have said the same thimgeans that the ends don't justify
the means. You can never Kkill innocent people b&egou have a political agenda that
you think is worthy of that. You can't go into aza parlour with a bomb.

It doesn't deal with state terrorism, and shativeakness of it. It doesn't deal with
terrorism that doesn't kill people. If somebody eked the Canadian communications
network that would be an act of terrorism, butabody were killed by it, the definition
wouldn't cover it. There are weaknesses in thendefn, but, fundamentally, it covers
most of what you have to have and it would be anraonus step forward.

© (1030)

If you can get some of those things plus tii&®0which the secretary general is talking
about, so you have more money flowing into the toes that can use it, | think that we
can make an impact, a very broad based impacthbsé things are really not easily
done. And the last thing is changing the secuoiyncil. The Germans and especially the
Japanese argue that they put up so much budgetyraodehere should be no taxation
without representation. And the argument of moghefrest of the membership is
“permanent” is a long time. Maybe some way sho@ddund to reflect the contribution
of some of these countries and a better way oesgmting them. The UN is not a



democracy. It's a representative body, and it neelde more representative in its major
decision making. But it isn't easy and there di af people who argue that adding 10
members to the UN security council is not goingni@ke it a more effective body, it's
going to make it a more argumentative body.

@ (1035)

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: What it will do is it will make it much more diffidt for the
permanent members to cast their vetos becauseghavdB:1 outcome is even worse than
having a 14:1 outcome, It would have probably dectf It would probably diminish the
use of the veto.

The Chair: Merci. Now we'll go for questions.

Ms. Phinney, please.

Ms. Beth Phinney:Yes, just on a short question, short answer.

This review included four departments. Somepfebave suggested it should also
have included immigration. Could you just give @bcomment on that?

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: Yes, | think so. Immigration has operations abokisla very
significant part of our presence abroad. It's § wagnificant actor in our sort of national
makeup, the immigration function.

This was another re-organization by the watodk place in about 1993 when
Immigration and Foreign Affairs separated and thmigration function was done
separately. | don't think that was a very good s either becauseimmigration's just
integral to what our missions abroad do. It's irdétp our interests abroad, and it seems
to me that--now the shortest paper here is 20 plattpgsk on commerce. Maybe
immigration, it would be difficult to make a cas# 20 pages, maybe you'd have to settle
for 10.

Ms. Beth Phinney:Thank you.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: But it is an integral part of our foreign relatiomgthout any
doubt about it.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Heinbecker.
Do you have any questions, Ms. McDonough? Gaadh

Ms. Alexa McDonough: Thank you.



Mr. Heinbecker, I'd like to go back to the mihium development goals. The reason |
want to do so is because of the extremely powégkilmony that we received from
Jeffrey Sachs, from James Wolfensohn, from Roberefhill, | mean everybody who's
addressed this issue has made it clear that iyedruly committed to the elimination of
poverty in the world and if you are truly seriodmat the importance of governments as
it relates to genuine development and human pregtiesn at a minimum, the donor
nations meeting .7% is critical. And secondly, ti&t millennium development goal
magic, if | can put it that way, the power thaslia this major commitment is that it does
deal with governance, that in fact to the exterssgue, that there is true accountability
attached to those governments that are receivingrdiollars that are part of rolling out
their programs to achieve the millennium developngeals.

In view of that, | guess | want to come rightk to your very candid comments at the
beginning about Canada trying to recover from l&yef--you didn't use all these
words but these are the words that have been gséa and again and again before the
committee “the withering reputation”, “the dwindjmeputation”, “the deteriorating
reputation” of Canada as a serious contributora&ing poverty history, to achieving the
elimination of poverty and so on.

| guess my question is how do we even see lvaesanymore as serious
multilateralists and how are we seen by other gerpayers in the world as serious
multilateralists if we talk about millennium devploent goals as something that's really
important but we don't do the single most importaimg on which the success of
millennium development goals depends namely doatoms contributing to .7%? And |
don't know whether you agree with the assertiodeffrey Sachs, | believe it was Sachs
who said that if every donor nation actually deleagton .7%, we could literally make
poverty history in maybe not today's world but torow's world.

The Chair: Mr. Heinbecker.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: In the back of my mind there's a caution and thébat it's
about more than money.

To some extent | think there's some reactitermationally to the idea that all that's
missing is the money. You put the money there dinaf ¢he other things will therefore
follow.

@ (1040)

Ms. Alexa McDonough:In due respect, if | can just say that wasn't lahal position
put to us again and again by those who said maag essential element. Money is a
precondition, but the reason the millennium develept goal is worthy and that we
should make a serious commitment is because itdieasvith much more than money.

The Chair: Mr. Heinbecker, | want to hear the answers.



Mr. Paul Heinbecker: If I understand correctly--excuse me.
The Chair: | want to hear the answer. Please go ahead.

Mr. Paul Heinbecker: The argument of Sacks, and | do think | understandectly
because | just organized a conference on UN refmiciyding this, is that the bulk of the
money is not sufficient, that there are countries aire sufficiently well governed.
Because part of the argument is then made “Wallaitot of money and we don't want to
waste it and these countries can't absorb it andaneend up throwing it away. Then, a
reaction is going to set in and we're going to hebacklash”.

The response is that there are a whole lisbohtries that are well enough governed
that they could use the money well and they'regetting it now. That's one thing.

The second thing is the millennium developngaals, he argues that they really will
work, that it's not enough to halve poverty. Ité enough to do what's in the millennium
development goals, but that the millennium develepngoals are achievable if you
spend the money now.

If you wait even to the end of the year, acotaydo people who work with Sacks, it's
too late. You have to make the commitment now. Kawe to get this going by
September because we're five years into the proaedsf we don't start doing it now it
just becomes mathematically--it starts becomingassible. 