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VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT 

Tina Park (Executive Director, Canadian Centre for R2P): 

Good afternoon everyone. 

My name is Tina Park and I am the executive 

director of the Canadian Centre for the 

Responsibility to Protect. 

Based here at the Munk School of Global Affairs, 

the Canadian Centre for R2P is a non-profit, non-

partisan research organization dedicated to 

scholarly engagement and political 

implementation of the Responsibility to Protect 

doctrine. R2P states that when a sovereign state 

fails to protect its people from genocide and other 

mass human atrocities, the international 

community has the responsibility to do so. 

On behalf of everyone at the Canadian Centre for R2P, and our co-host, Massey 

College, I am delighted to welcome you to today’s panel discussion on Brexit and 

implications for Canadian foreign policy and the European Union.  

We are so honoured to have such distinguished panellists joining us today, the 

Honourable Hugh Segal, Prof. Mel Cappe and Prof. Randall Hansen, who have served 

at the forefront of academic and political engagements between Canada and the U.K. 

for the last few decades. Our panel will be moderated by Dr. Tom Axworthy, whom 

I will introduce shortly.  

Dr. Axworthy will introduce each of our speakers individually before their 

presentations.  Each panellist will speak for about 10 to 15 minutes.  

After all three presentations, we will then open up the floor for the Question/Answer 

period with the audience. Please write your name and a brief question on the cue-

card provided to you at the entrance. Our staff will collect the cue-cards from you at 

the end of the presentations and bring them to Dr. Axworthy.  

We wish to welcome the audience joining us online and encourage live-tweeting @ 

CCR2P with hashtag #BrexitCDN. We will also take a few questions from online as 

well. Please note that the full transcript of the discussions will be posted on our 

website shortly after the event, at www.ccr2p.org.  

We would also like to take a moment to thank our co-sponsors. Today’s event is 

generously co-sponsored by the Munk School of Global Affairs, the Centre for 

European, Russian and Eurasian Studies at Munk, the Bill Graham Centre for 

http://www.ccr2p.org/


 
Contemporary International History, the Canadian Studies Program at University 

College and the International Relations Society at Trinity College.  

Now without further delay, it is with great privilege that I introduce our moderator 

Dr. Tom Axworthy, who has had a very distinguished career in government, 

academia and philanthropy.  

He served as the Principal Secretary to Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau, and was a 

key strategist on re-patriation of the Constitution and the Charter of Rights and 

Freedoms. 

In 1984, Dr. Axworthy began teaching at the John F. Kennedy School of Government 
at Harvard University. In 2003, he was appointed as the Chair of the Centre for the 
Study of Democracy, at the School of Policy Studies at Queen’s University. He is 
currently a distinguished senior fellow at the Munk School of Global Affairs and a 
senior fellow at Massey College.  

His career in philanthropy began in 1986 with his appointment to the CRB 
Foundation,where he initiated the Heritage Minutes and the National Heritage Fairs 
Programs. He continued that work from 1999 to 2005 at the Historica Foundation 
of Canada.   

In 2009, Dr. Axworthy became president and CEO of the Gordon Foundation. He has 
also worked extensively with the Inter-Action Council of Former Heads of State and 
Government, and was appointed Secretary General of the Organization in 2011. 

In recognition of his achievements in heritage education, civic engagement, and 
citizenship, Dr. Axworthy was invested as an Officer of the Order of Canada in 2002.  

He is the author of numerous books and articles, of which the best known is Towards 
a Just Society, co-authored with the Rt. Hon. Pierre Trudeau.  As one of Canada’s 
leading public intellectuals, Dr. Axworthy is an active commentator in the media on 
public policy issues and currently serves as the Public Policy Chair at Massey 
College.  

Now, please join me in welcoming Dr. Axworthy.  

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Now Tina, is there anything you left out? Thank you very much, ladies and 

gentlemen. Delighted to have such a good crowd and such an important topic, and 

kudos to the Responsibility to Protect Group who organized this event and to bring 

us together on this quite vital issue. We’re all here to look at and learn about the 

specifics of Brexit, which has got huge implications for the UK and Europe, and we’re 

going to be looking at what implications there are for Canada. But, my thinking, as 

well, on this event is that Brexit really was one of the first or the signpost to what 



 
we are experiencing in our modern democracies, 

which is really a rebellion or a revolt against reason, 

that the Enlightenment project that we have debates 

and facts and empirical evidence, seems to be over-

washed by emotion and fears, hopes and dreams. We 

see it in Trumpism in the United States, and many of 

those elements in Brexit. So beyond Brexit itself, 

there are some wider issues about democracy and 

how we will all be coping with irrationality in a 

rational age. So to that end, we have three very 

distinguished speakers. We’ll start by asking Randall 

Hansen to lead off our discussion. Randall holds the 

Canada Research Chair in Immigration Studies here 

at the University of Toronto. He studied at Oxford, so 

very close associations with the UK. He is the 

Director of the Center of European and Russian Studies here at the Munk School. 

And he has also personally helped me at the Interaction Council by being one of our 

experts and contributors on issues of migration and on the future of Russia. He has 

been a very generous volunteer helping the Interaction Council think through a 

series of foreign policy issues. So Randall.  

Dr. Randall Hansen:  

Well thank you very much Tom, thank 

you Tina, it was a very generous 

introduction. I am going to speak about 

why and what now of Brexit. There’s the 

picture of the Prime Minister looking 

slightly cheerier than I felt. I won’t 

pretend that I’m neutral in this debate, 

and I will try as best I can to wear my 

social science hat and explain how we 

got here. So let’s say something about 

why. The first thing I want to talk about 

is approximate causes, or recent causes. 

Well, most important is the decision during 2013 by David Cameron to call for a 

referendum on the EU. There is a whole series of steps in this history that did not 

have to happen. This is certainly one of them. And as in 1975 when this man, some 

of you in this room will recognize, Harold Wilson called a referendum, the 

referendum in fact had nothing to do with the EU. nothing to do with Europe, and 

everything to do with Cameron’s effort to keep his party from splitting on the 

subject, and to try and limit the rise of the UK Independence Party, much in the same 

way that Wilson was trying to keep his party together over the EU. And I think 

Cameron thought really, it was a bit of a “cheque is the mail” promise. Which is to 

say he never had to fulfill it, because he suspected that he would probably lose the 



 
next election, or at most have a minority government that can rely on “the dems” 

and Labor to kill this rather serial promise. 

 

Now thinking of deeper causes, they go right back to World War Two, different 

lessons of the war. The war was the perversion of nationalism in the continent, it 

was the triumph of nationalism for the UK. But let’s think back to the 1980s, and the 

key figure here was Margaret Thatcher. And what she did, through her Single 

European Act which completed the single market, the single market is essentially a 

British creation, a partnership between Jacques Delors and Margaret Thatcher. And 

she Thatcher Britain right into the EU made, as Douglas Sanders put it, made EU the 

plumbing of the United Kingdom, making the draw so truly difficult. She brought 

British in, whilst the entire time denouncing the short-term political ends of the 

entire project. And that was broader phenomenon of British politics. So we think 

about the major Euro-skeptics, the Brexivist at the moment, Fox, Davis, Johnson and 

the rest, these are Thatcher’s children. And more broadly, with the partial exception 

of Tony Blair, no British Prime Minister has ever defended the European Union. 

Indeed, they frequently denounce it, they frequently blamed decisions that they had 

to make domestically anyways on Brussels. And surprise surprise, when the 

moment came that they had to defend the European Union in order to win the 

referendum, those defenses rang hollow.  

 

Let’s look at contingent causes. Well, a good friend of mine David Powers, a Canadian 

at Luxembourg, he thinks this whole thing was a fluke. Brexit was a fluke. What he 

means by that is a series of contingent factors came together to produce this result. 

The first was the 2003 decision by the UK to give immediate access to the newly 

acceded citizens of Eastern Europe: Czechs, Poles, and so forth. The UK did not have 

to do this, Germany waited seven years. Always everyone else waited for seven years 

- this was a voluntarist decision. The second is Jeremy Corbyn and Labor under 

another leader, even under Ed Miliband, the Labor leader could have and indeed 

would have mobilized the mass of labor party members to vote in favor of remain. 

Corbyn is a thoroughly unconvincing lever, and as a result he did almost nothing, 

and as we’ll see in a second it was really the labor heartlands that voted so decisively 

for leave. And thirdly, we have the February 2016 Deal, here is where the Germans 

drop the ball. Had they given the UK a little bit more of a temporary break on the 

free movement, this could have been avoided. Now whether or not that’s politically 

possible or not is another conversation, but by giving Cameron nothing, he went into 

this contest in a very very weak decision. And finally we had a refugee crisis - I’ll say 

more about that. But also created the false impression, the easy cliche there’s this 

big German bully in the form of pushing everyone else and the EU around, and 

Britain could be next. And our views on refugees have switched from Alan Kurdi in 

November, to Cologne on New Year’s. So from helpless innocent victims within a 



 
couple months to rapists. In fact, one of these young men, effectively none of these 

young men were students.  

 

Now let's say something about the campaign. As it started, remain entered a small 

but significant advantage. They expanded this advantage, this lead, to winning the 

economic argument. One respectable financial situation after another, after the Bank 

of England instituted fiscal studies, the CBI, the city, they all came out in favor of 

remain. Obama shot the lever’s fox by telling them they would at the back of the 

queue. And as they saw themselves losing the argument that mattered, the levers 

switched to immigration. We got this poster on the day that Joe Shaw was killed, and 

also the absurd argument that Turkey is now about to join the European Union, 

Boris Johnson has in fact decided that this is a good idea, you may have noticed, and 

we would have millions of Turks pouring over the borders, foreign immigrants 

landing the next day here in the United Kingdom. And through what was really a 

racist campaign, this pushed them right over the top. 

 

Well, let’s look at why people voted to leave. About half, that core was always going 

to vote leave, just was over reasons of sovereignty, decisions about the UK should 

be made by the UK. The next biggest factor was immigration and in the context of 

such a close vote where you added entrenched levers, immigration really won the 

argument. A few were worried about enlargement. Interestingly, almost no one 

cared about trade. So the only economic argument that the levers have, that the UK 

would enter uplands after it it leaves the EU would trade with such massive and 

close markets like Australia to replace the single market, knowing about that. That 

influenced almost no one’s vote. 

 

So let’s say something about who voted what. Well, there was a massive generational 

difference here. The old voted to leave: 60% of those Over 65 voted to leave. The 

young voted to remain, 72%, 81% of those in post-secondary education. Now, death, 

and taxes, the old have taken the decision that they don’t have to live with for very 

long. A generation, incidentally, would have it better than any generation in the 

entire stream of British history,the post-war world, the welfare state, free tuition 

and university, grants to go there. These people who never had it so good voted 

leave, young people who are facing the most difficult economy since the 1930s are 

going to be stuck with this decision for decades. The taxman recommended after this 

that the elderly lose the right to vote. What the young did not do was turnout. The 

turnout was far too low. Had they turned out on mass and had they matched the 

turnout of the elderly, or exceeded it, it would have been quite possible that remain 

win the vote. 

 



 
Now, let’s talk about the characteristics. Those that voted remain and this is the 

Islington set, they were socially liberal: they support feminism, immigration, and 

globalization. Those who voted leave saw all of these as forces for ill. Social 

liberalism, according to 74%, feminism, civilization, multiculturalism, 81% thought 

it was a force for ill, and globalization, 70%. So, those who voted leave, don’t like 

women, immigrants, foreigners, or gays - why don’t we say it like it is here. London, 

Scotland, and Northern Ireland voted to remain, parts of London, Hackney, Islington 

74, 75% voted to remain. And it was really the labor heartlands which benefit 

massively from both EU aid and direct foreign investment from Japanese 

companies , they voted general for leave. Dropping the ball, kicking in the force 

exactly where Corbyn wanted it to be. 

 

What now? Well all the evidence suggests that we are headed for hard Brexit. Why 

is that? Well, unless they are lying, governments in Eastern Europe, the Italian 

government and the French government are not going to tolerate limits on free 

movement while Britain remains part of the single market. You stay in the single 

market you gotta accept free movement. The referendum has been interpreted, not 

unreasonably, as a referendum on immigration and free movement. UK’s unwilling 

to accept that, and Brexiters would never tolerate that UK’s only alternative is to 

crash out, an outcome that shows why the referendum is such a bad idea that almost 

no one wants it. If you had asked how many people want hard Brexit, I would be 

very surprised if you ever got above 20 or 30%. The UK is going to find achieving 

free trade deal another nightmare. Beholding too narrow national economic 

interests, thinking what do we pay in this country? About 64 dollars for a block of 

cheese, or has it gone up recently? This is precisely the type of interest that will veto 

a free trade deal. UK companies are not going to have to respect the export simply 

of one market, one for 27 countries, but of multiple markets across the world. The 

paperwork is going to go up and not down. 

 

Thinking of immigration, now what’s going to happen, is the UK is never going to 

deport the three million Europeans who live perfectly in the UK. This is not going to 

happen. What ever the faults of the UK, it is not that kind of country. What it can do 

is slam the door to new ones, which would be economically damaging. But more 

importantly from an immigration control point of view it’s going to switch the 

pattern of immigration but not the allowance. Every time the door has been shut, 

two things happen: those people who were thinking of going home the next time the 

economy tanked - won’t. Huge numbers of Poles, hundreds and thousands of Poles, 

turned to Poland after 2007 and 2008 crash and then came back again when they 

thought we picked up. They’re going to remain in families, and the UK, and every 

government, respects Family reunification. Immigration was switched for economic 

immigration from family immigration, or put in another way, from immigration that 

pays to immigration that costs - how’s that for taking back the control.  



 
 

Now what’s going to happen to the EU? We don’t know, and we will have to watch 

this space. But I think those commentators in my favorite papers, The Express and 

the The Sun and so on, who can’t disguise their greed of the prospect of the whole 

EU exploding because of Brexit - they got it completely wrong. The EU is pulling 

together, Brexit has scared a lot of people, not least EU. Voters, voters in EU member 

states, a breakout are less not more likely. The EU, I regard this as a sad thing, is 

going to be a less liberal place, economically. The Germans, the Finns, the Dutch are 

going to find that their arguments for less regulation, more free trade, less 

integration, they are going to be more isolated compared to France, Southern 

Europe. On the other hand Berlin will become more dominant, Germany is emerging 

as super power of Europe here, on the other hand, the Germans remain very 

diffident about their power. And optimistically, the Germans might have to shift 

their position on transfers in a manner that brings it closer to Southern Europeans.  

 

And finally, the leave supporters are going to realize that their imperial delusions 

are exactly that. I’m staggered when I read the implications of Sir Francis Drake by 

serious commentators, and its glorious Anglo-sphere of America, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia coming together in some new imperial free-trade zone. It isn’t 

1925, and that didn’t even apply in 1925. Thank you very much. 

 

Dr. Axworthy: Thank you Randall. Let me turn next to Mel Cappe, who is a professor 

in the School of Public Policy and Governance here at the University of Toronto 

currently. Prior to that, he has had one of the most distinguished public service 

careers in recent times, I think when I first met him he was in the treasury board, 

then that the ministry of environment, human resources, eventually becoming clerk 

for the Privy Council, the most senior public position in Canada. And then following 

that arduous job, then became high commissioner to the United Kingdom, where he 

served as Canada Diplomat in residence on that critically important relationship. 

And then now we enjoy his visit at the University of Toronto. A man who knows the 

governance of Canada and a man who knows the UK - Mel. 

 

Dr. Mel Cappe: Thanks very much Tom. So, like Randall, we were talking about this 

with the two others. We woke up on the morning on the 24th and we were all 

surprised, shocked. And all the experts were surprised - don’t forget that. Now, the 

experts, as Randall points out, is a lot of what we’re talking about here. And, in fact, 

the experts were in a sense the target of the anti-Europe vote. So, WTF, well who 

thanks Farage. Nigel Farage, god bless him, really didn’t put out what was going on 

or why, and I think has left us with a mess. This was a protest vote, as Randall 

intimated, a referendum is not a good way to take public decision. What it is, is it 

turns into a referendum on something else. 



 

 
As Randall also pointed out, it was totally unnecessary. 

It was its own goal. Cameron did this for internal party 

purposes, trying to hold them together. The lack of an 

external opposition forced Cameron to look over his 

shoulder and see the opposition from a different 

perspective. I think there is a special place in hell for 

people who put the existential future of their country at 

risk, and David Cameron deserves a leadership role at 

that special place.  

I think that the full effects will not be known for a decade 

or more. And as Randall pointed out, there is no middle 

ground. You either get free trade with no mobility is not 

going to play on the carpet. 

There are huge myths about what trade did and what the EU did. There is this classic 

case of the bendy bananas. By the way, there are only 12 free trade negotiators in 

the UK, all of them live in Brussels because that is the competency of the European 

Union. The challenge here is that the Bendy Bananas was, as Canada has, a rule about 

what is an acceptable piece of fruit. Nigel Farage is not an acceptable piece of fruit. 

Bendy Bananas are not either. That led to this anti-globalization and anti-

interdependence view. Globalization is not a problem, it is a solution to conflict and 

a solution to prosperity. But there are other solutions and you must consider 

adjustment mechanisms to accommodate them.  

There are two key questions that come to mind. First, is when to trigger the 

negotiations. Article 50 will start a two year period before the drop. And that is 

important to deal with.  

Who speaks for Britain, is the second one. And indeed she has three key ministers 

involved there is Davis, Boris Johnson and Liam Fox. There are Senior Ministers. And 

of course, every other minister has a portfolio that will be touched by this. So trying 

to deal with this is huge problems.  

So my thesis are: First this s a profound existential shift with large most certain 

consequences. Secondly, the issue is complex and will require hard work by those 

experts that we love to hate. Third it is bad for everyone. And fourth it will take a 

long time to shake up.  

In terms of the effect on Britain, I want you to think about adjustment costs on one 

side and the new steady state in the other. There are huge adjustment costs to 

making this transition. And when you get to the new steady state there will be 

additional costs. Though we have done this once before, Randall started with history 

and I will take it back a little further. The British have done this back in 1534 when 

they cut themselves off Rome, not Brussels, but the point of this is analogous as it 



 
was done for the same reasons. It was done by Henry the 8th for emotion and not 

reason.  

Part of this problem is the British hubris of human being at the centre of the 

Universe. And this is due to two things. One the old Empire, which they don’t have 

anymore, and second, the Mercator projection of the map locating UK at centre of 

the world. And that is a mistake, I am afraid, they need a global Mercator projection 

that positions Canada as the centre of the world.  

So what are some of the effects? Well the pound is still down by about 20% 

compared from pre-Brexit values. The FTSE has stayed rather robust because the 

pound is down. Employment has not been significantly negatively affected yet, 

because the adjustment is taking place through the exchange rate. But as investment 

does not take place in a week. The city of London will lose some of its position. That 

is a relative change, relative to positions in Europe, it is not an absolute change 

necessarily. This shock will not have adjustments immediately, but when future 

investors are faced with 65 million people in a market 440 people in a market. I think 

they are going to go for the 440.  

Goldman Sachs and Black Rock, have already met with Theresa May. Urging them to 

go quickly, to get over the hump of the uncertainty, which is the huge difficulty about 

the short term. I want to remind you that the UK has two land borders with Europe. 

Let me repeat that, it has two land borders with Europe. One is in the channel, where 

there are currently formalities already and the second is the border with Ireland. 

Since the agreement in 1998 there has not been any formality between Northern 

Ireland and Ireland. They are going to have to put up the border. They are going to 

divide families that live in both sides. This is going to be huge. 

As Randall was offering a view from, I’ll give him 30,000 feet, I want to talk about 

the granularity of two meters. Randall talked about the plumbing, the details of this 

are outstanding. Which government department are affected the most? If you go 

down the list they all are. There is the bananas again, the department of fisheries 

and agriculture requires a new banana regulation. They have to worry about animal 

health, which they haven’t had to worry about in 30 years. The EU farm subsidies 

make up 50-60% of farm income in the UK. They are going to have to have admission 

standards, standards of GMOs, none of which they have now. Pesticides standards 

are going to be required. In the Department of Business Innovation and Skills there 

is no insolvency law of the United Kingdom. They have to create a new bankruptcy 

law because it is all situated in Brussels now. There is no labour law. Higher 

education and post-secondary research financing. All of the universities are 

dependent on granting from the UK, but a lot of grant money comes from Brussels. 

The home office is going to have to register illegal immigrants. The illegal 

immigrants that I have in mind are those from France and Germany who currently 

live in and their passports are no longer valid for living in the UK.  

The department for exit in the EU has a few start-up problems. The first three weeks 

they met in a Starbucks in Victoria. And they have been sapping up, by essentially 



 
cannibalising all the other departments they could find. A lot of this is documented 

now in the House of Commons Library, edited volume in August 2016, titled “The 

Impact across policy areas”, and it goes on for 198 pages. None of that raises the 

question that I want to leave you with, which is the Divided Kingdom within the 

United Kingdom what does this do for Scotland. 

The effects on the EU. This gives permission to others to leave. It gives permission 

to others to break away like the Basque and Catalonia. I think the direction of 

integration will break. The EU clearly overplayed its hand on integration and this is 

the result. Consolidation of the regulatory powers is indeed much more likely. And I 

think the fear of overstepping other powers will stop the EU from doing somethings 

that it should do.  

What is the optimal size of the Union? Very unclear. I remember when they went 

from 6 to 9 and it was seemed to be too big. The point about Turkey is huge. Either 

you accept Turkey as part of Europe, or you push Turkey into to Central Asia. And 

there are profound consequences of that. And we can talk about Greece, Portugal 

and Ireland that are their own basket case.  

The EU also loses voice in the UN Security Council. So the EU will lose one of its 

members who would otherwise have voice but so does Britain lose involvement in 

groups like the core 10. If we are going to talk about the effects in Canada. And as 

this is organized by Tina and the centre for R2P. We should talk about how the 

relationship with Britain has been an important one for giving effect to what we 

wanted to accomplish in the European Union. Canada needs allies and Britain was 

an important one. Canadian investment in the Union is important, and I think it will 

grow at expense of our investment in Britain. British investment in Canada is 

important, but Britain is going to look at Canada in a very different way.  

Canada used Britain for many of our battles with the Union. When it came time to 

fight the two of them that I was involved in, one was fur, and getting responsible 

harvesting practices in fur acceptable in the European Union. Britain played a very 

important role. 

One of the great accomplishment of my time, and this is what we are really proud of 

my time in London, was we got Saskatoon berries admitted to the European Union. 

I mark my belt with that one. Let me tell you, it was crucial for us to have the support 

of Britain in getting it not viewed not as an anomaly but a fruit. 

CETA – the comprehensive economic and trade agreement in Europe. We lost a very 

important incredible voice in Brussels and in Strasburg by not having Britain. Hugh 

will talk about the effects on the Commonwealth. Last, about the P5 – that doesn’t 

change, Britain stays in the UN Security Council but will have a diluted voice, I think, 

in UN reform. 

So in conclusion, I think it is bad for Britain, bad for the Union, bad for Canada. It 

makes some Britons feel good to vote for Brexit, but not to do it. And it will make 



 
other Britons feel good to do it, even if it costs them. So at the end of the day, who 

thanks Michael Farage now? Not me 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Those were stunning figures that you gave on how ill prepared Britain is to enter 

into this divorce. Ladies and gentlemen our third speaker is the Master of Massey 

College. So he is now my boss and I report to him which he enjoys greatly. Hugh 

Segal and I go back a long way, when he was Chief of Staff to Bill Davis and I was with 

Mr. Trudeau, we were political opponents but constitutional colleagues in that great 

partnership. Hugh Segal went on continue his political career becoming Chief of Staff 

to Brian Mulroney, President of the IRPP as was Mel - two presidents of our leading 

think tanks, joined the senate where he became the chair of the Senate foreign affairs 

committee. And among his many foreign policy interests the Commonwealth was a 

particular one. He was part of the Commonwealth Eminent Persons Group and then 

Canada’s special envoy to the Commonwealth. So Hugh Segal knows politics, he 

knows government, and he especially has studied the Commonwealth. Master of 

Massey, take us away. 

 

The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

Thank you very much Tom.  

I didn’t know that we were allowed to have 

Saskatoon berries in Ontario.  

I recall the day when the referendum was, as they 

say in French, détaché and CBC was outside the 

House of Commons, interviewing various nobles 

and among them was Griffin, former Foreign 

Secretary, Defense Secretary, stature, was on the 

Eminent Person Group with me, and a person with 

the greatest sense of humour, immense 

experience...  

And he said look, the problem with the leave side, 

they haven’t figured out that if they win, there will 

be no dancing in Europe, there will be no dancing 

in London, there will be lots of dancing in the 

Kremlin. That’s the problem. It struck me as one of those interesting comments that 

was seen as partially humorous and partially fun, but actually spoke to the way in 

which Putin has been supportive of the ultranationalist groups in various parts of 

Europe, with Le Pen and Greece, and basically working against any kind of European 

cohesion and cooperation for reasons that appeal to Russia’s old strategic and 

tactical interests, which all may have various opinions on.  



 
One of the things that is deeply troubling to me, is the extent to which, it may not 

have had much impact as Randall says, the extent to which the Commonwealth was 

held out by Boris Johnson specifically, and others, as this wonderful coalition of “our 

people” – ie of the British Empire. 2.3 billion human beings. Every race and language 

and colour and faith in the world. Asia, Europe, Africa, the Caribbean... We don’t need 

the EU, We’ve got the Commonwealth! To what my respectful response is: piffle. The 

notion that because some commonwealth countries, largely in Asia, are 

experiencing substantially higher levels of growth than the countries of the EU, and 

that therefore can be a robust trading partner for the UK, was a very big part of what 

Boris Johnson said time and time again during campaign.  

Of the 53 of the countries in the Commonwealth, only 6 are serious global traders, 

and they constitute 80% of the total commonwealth trade. Those countries are the 

UK and Australia, Canada, India, Malaysia and Singapore. End of story. None the 

other players are at all significant either regionally or internationally.  

All the Commonwealth, the entire Commonwealth, does not have a single tariff free 

zone, or tariff reduced trade zone encompassing any compassing any cluster of its 

members. Does not exist. There used to be a preferential commonwealth tariff, some 

people certainly remember that. I remember. John Diefenbaker, was very angry at 

the British when they set aside the preferential Commonwealth tariff to join the EU. 

Baker thought this was disloyal to the Commonwealth of his day in 1973.  

There is a modest Commonwealth effect when two Commonwealth countries trade 

with each other, by reducing the costs of trade by about 19% and that would be 

because most Commonwealth countries are English speaking, and have similar laws 

and traditions which makes sorting out agreements between countries a little 

easier. But that modest 19% reduction in the cost of trade between commonwealth 

countries does not come anywhere near to the positive impact of the Free Trade 

Zone constituted by the European Union. There is not free trade or security 

agreement between the members of the Commonwealth. Period, full stop. No 

security agreement, no trade agreement. There are both of those in the EU.  

The UK Council on the EU only puts 40% of its entire exports. All of which, as has 

been pointed out by Mel, has to be renegotiated in some fashion. 

Sir Ronald Sanders Ambassador to Washington for Bermuda and Antigua, one of our 

senior fellows at Massey College and the Chair for the Organization of American 

States, has pointed out how parts of the Commonwealth will be seriously hurt by 

Brexit. Especially the small states, that constitute the vast majority of the countries 

in the Commonwealth. The large majority of the Commonwealth trade agreements 

of the Caribbean with the UK, actually are with the EU. There are no trade 

agreements with the UK because all the trade was handled by the EU. This means 

that everything from bananas, more importantly tourism, more importantly 

financial services, fundamental to the operation of the Caribbean, has to be 

renegotiated with the folks sitting at that Starbucks I guess.  



 
Now think about, school of public policy and governance here, think of government 

capacity. The British have to scramble to gather up the capacity to renegotiate series 

of agreements which are now written in the EU. Think about small Caribbean 

countries. There are some people in this room who were part of Canadian groups 

that would help those Caribbean countries negotiate their trade agreements with 

other parts of the world, because they don’t have multilayer capacity, as larger 

countries might have had for those negotiations. Those countries are now facing the 

challenge and for them, it is actually about survival. It’s not about wouldn’t it be nice, 

wouldn’t it be helpful, it’s actually about survival. Key and vital financial trade 

agreements. So I don’t for one moment believe that the people in support for Brexit 

were out to hurt the Commonwealth or hurt our Caribbean brothers, that is in fact 

the net effect of where we are as we sit here today.  

There are many good things to say about the Commonwealth. But not as many as 

there used to be. People in this room remember when the commonwealth stood 

against apartheid. People remember when the Commonwealth was an organization 

that promoted democracy, rule of law, human rights, traditional independence. Most 

of that has gone by the wasteland.  

Moreover, the British have made a mistake of installing a British Secretary General 

at the Head of the Commonwealth Operations. The understanding was always very 

clear. Her majesty, her heirs and successors, would be the titular head of the 

Commonwealth in perpetuum. She takes it very seriously, as the members of her 

crown. And the person who actually ran the plumbing would be from some other 

country. The first Secretary General was Canadian, others have come from New 

Zealand, Shridath Ramphal came from Guyana; people who played a tremendous 

and constructive role. Well now that a British member of the House of Lords, a peer, 

a Foreign Attorney General in the Labor Government of Tony Blair is the Secretary 

General that rule has been violated. This means in terms of the Commonwealth 

relationships, just adding to the joys of Brexit, when in approximately a thousand 

years your Majesty passes, there will be a debate, divisive, unproductive and 

unhelpful about who should be her successor as the titular head of the 

Commonwealth.  

Don’t forget the Ministry in the UK is called the FCO – Foreign & Commonwealth 

Office. And when the British celebrators went to office, they said we are bringing the 

C back in to the FCO, we are going to make the Commonwealth count. By virtue of 

the Brexit, sadly they have done the opposite.  

Q/A Section: 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Another very interesting perspective whereas Boris Johnson and others lorded the 

Commonwealth and Brexit, Hugh’s point was hurts the commonwealth, which I 

hadn’t really thought of before. We’re going to throw questions out to the audience 

now. I want to just take my right as a moderator though, just to pose one to the 
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panelists and then we’ll throw it out to everyone else. Mel makes some reference to 

this but I’d like to hear from everybody on this, and that is the role of Canada now. 

Brexit and Canada evolved on what the decision of Brexit means for the UK and for 

Europe, and Mel raised some aspects for Canada that it’s not helpful. But in a post-

Brexit world with the UK, and I see Barbara McDougall is here, former Minister of 

External Affairs, I’d be interested in her thoughts on this is at the back of the room 

as well. What is an intelligent Canadian policy? Do we think to the UK, or say to the 

UK, you’re one of the origins of our country, one of our oldest allies and friends. Do 

we help them in the post-Brexit world in terms of trade, in terms of other activities? 

Do we make it, in a modest way, that we can in fact help them try to make something 

put of this Brexit mess they put themselves in? Mel or Randall, Who do we replace, 

the UK was our many ally, certainly one of them in the EU, who is it now? Is it 

Germany? Who replaces them? I would think for Canadian foreign policy, the UK’s 

been the pillar for a long long time. What do we think about for Canada in the post-

Brexit world. I’ll throw that out before we throw it out to the audience. 

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

I’ll let Mel speak to the issue of the UK and Canada and how that should be managed. 

There’s no question that we should look to Berlin, absolutely, there’s no doubt. For 

two reasons. One is that Germany is the main player, and the second, and I have been 

arguing this for years to anyone who will listen, there is a wellspring of sympathy in 

Germany for Canada that we’ve never fully recognized and we’ve never fully 

exploited. So now that our best friend has committed suicide, let’s look to Germany. 

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

Selon moi, c’est la France. No, I think that that is a fraught relationship as well. I think 

the answer may well be that we want to be very strategic about this. I don’t think we 

want to cut off our relationship with Britain. Britain is still a member of the P5 at the 

Security Council, they are one of those nuclear powers that matter. We’re going to 

have to be friendly with them and find a way of doing that. But when the British 

Foreign Secretary, and by the way Hugh before the FCO it was the FCO, it was the 

Foreign Colonial Office. The challenge for us I think, is to recognize that Britain is 

going to be a force I think for good in the world, and we won’t rely ourselves with 

them, and use them to our advantage, and support them so we can make progress 

like that. So, the thing that used to really drive me crazy is when the British Foreign 

Secretary would take you aside and say “can you guys deliver the Caribbean”. I mean 

if our reach is going to be Jamaica and Antigua with all due respect to the 

commonwealth, that’s not good enough. So we should be seen by Britain as being 

able to be a player in advancing their interests in other places like Afghanistan, like 

Iraq, like Iran. 

The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

Um, I guess I would separate out strategic issues from trade issues. Everybody in the 

room will remember that the purpose of NATO was strive to keep the Russians out, 



 
the Americans in, and the Germans down. Thank God a lot of time has passed, but 

two of those propositions I think still apply: Keeping the Americans in and the 

Russians out. In Eastern Europe that is more of a challenge as many of us care to 

admit as we speak. When you talk to Canadian forces who’ve been back from Latvia, 

in preparation for the mission which Canada is about to dispatch, they would like to 

know how people just like us, sitting in rooms just like this, in various parts of 

Latvian universities are scared to death of the Russians. It’s not an ideological excess 

on their part, they have sufficient evidence to understand how the existing Russian 

population and their jurisdiction makes them very very nervous. And I think that 

Canada’s strategic relationship has to be with broadly European strategic agencies, 

of which NATO and the EU security agreement are two important pillars. It is 

fundamental that we don’t back off from any of that, because of the context of Brexit. 

The sovereign country has right to, as I’ve said in many elections, my party didn’t 

win, has the right to make mistakes. The British have made a mistake, but they have 

the right to do that, we should respect their right to do that. I guess the real question, 

I’m glad that Mel reminded us that the FCO used to stand for the Foreign and Colonial 

Office, is will the British want any help from us. Those of us who have had the great 

privilege of working with the British in great admiration and affection and respect, 

understand that there is a tinge of condescension. Occasion exists with respects to 

strategic, economic, or financial matters. I’m kind of hoping that the modest invasion 

that the Bank of England is now run by a Canadian, the post office is run by a 

Canadian, Figure out, Cambridge, Right! Did you notice the piece that said Steve is 

going to the 350th head of Cambridge University? I’m the fifth Master of Massey 

College. 350th leader! But the fact that they are deciding that their institutions can 

only be well-run by Canadians may be a bridge by which we can be helpful to them, 

but I wouldn’t count on it. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Very good. Well the questions have been flooding in, I’ve tried to very quickly group 

them by area. So let’s begin first, there have been two or three question around topic. 

What happens or is there be a possibility that there will be no Brexit. One of our 

colleagues ask if there is a chance that Theresa May will simply not invoke Article 

50, and the Brexit fury might die away because of all the difficulties that we’ve talked 

about. So what happens in the end if there is no agreement? Is that whistling in the 

dark, or perhaps the Brexit fury will not occur? Question, Randall, do you want to 

start? 

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

Extremely unlikely. I thought for some time that there would a possibility of 

overturning the result, either with a second referendum or by putting the matter to 

parliament. Given, again, the weakness of the Labour Party, given the referendum 

result, given that everyone said that they have to respect the referendum results, 

Theresa May would have to say this: I’m prepared to do this, I’m prepared to try and 

stop this, but that will be the end of me and that will be the end of the conservative 



 
party. Now, we might say she should still do it, and put country above party, and 

perhaps even less likely, country above ambition, but I think it will not happen. I 

think we are almost inevitably headed for Brexit. 

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

I would just quote a very well-known British scholar of government, what’s her 

name, Theresa May, she said “Brexit means Brexit”. So I think that in a sense she and 

everyone else are committed. Randall may reference the parliament, I’m one of 

those people who actually believes that it has to go to parliament, because there is 

an act of parliament that brought Britain into the EU. So you need to go to parliament 

eventually. My problem with this is it probably won’t go in the near term, and she 

has said that it won’t go, that then you wait for the next election. And who’s going to 

run on a campaign that says “we shouldn’t do what you told us to do”. It’s going to 

be very hard to see a British leader to go to the British people, as Randall points out, 

it ain’t going to be Jeremy Corbyn that’s going to say let’s not do what we’ve said 

we’d do. 

The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

Tom I would just add one thought Sylvia Ostry always used to say that in any 

agreement or way forward you should never set aside the benefits of the binding 

gloom of ambiguity. So if you think about it, as the British government sorts out how 

it’s going to proceed and do what when, and what legislation it will pass when, the 

notion that it’s not an instant Brexit, one act, but a series of different acts that have 

to be put together to deal with different pieces. That will take place over a period of 

time. And the dynamics of the economy, trade relationships, strategic issues as they 

emerge and may not now be known, may in fact diminish or extend the rate at which 

the actual impact takes place. Over time, everything can change in some modest way 

in politics. Remember this, Bill Clinton was swept to office by being against NAFTA, 

so was Jean Chretien as a matter of fact as I recall. And they worked it out in about 

an hour and a half after they were both elected. So there are ways to mediate, yes 

Brexit means Brexit, but what is the implementation plan for Brexit? How will that 

be structured? Over what period of time? And at what rate? And that may provide 

some measure. What I hear from financial circles is one of the reasons that the 

British stock market is still relatively robust, people are talking about investing, is 

because they actually think that classic British incrementalism will affect 

implementation. Brexit may be Brexit, but it may be a thousand little steps to Brexit 

over a period of time that is absorbable by the British economy, at which point there 

may be other issues that are actually more troublesome. So I would just add that to 

the fetter in terms of understanding the balance. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

We also have questions which our speakers alluded to but didn’t go into detail. One 

of the questions is what are the implications for the future of the UK itself as a United 

Kindgom? What will be the impact on Scotland as we think of Brexit? Also was 



 
mentioned the Good Friday agreement with Northern Ireland, the UK, and Ireland. 

Now they do not have border controls within Ireland, but will this have to occur in 

the post-Brexit world? Can our speakers speak a little bit more about Scotland, 

Northern Ireland. Might this be the end of the United Kingdom? 

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

I think the answer is no, but it doesn’t mean that there won’t be a lot of hills and 

valleys between this now and the resolution of this. My view is that this issue will 

never be resolved, the issue of the United Kingdom. Scottish independence is going 

to be like Quebec independence, it’s like a low-grade fever that continues in the 

polity that you never get rid of. And so in that sense it will always be there but I don’t 

think it will actually trigger. A friend of mine was just in the UK last week and talked 

about how Nicola Sturgeon is not necessarily well-received. The problem for a while 

is the two leaders in Scotland were Sturgeon and Sam. But the challenge is going to 

be how to manage it. Will London, Westminster, and White Hall have any traction to 

be able to manage the sentiment of Scottish independence. I think that one of the 

things that I didn’t mention that I think is one of the great problems for Canada, is 

that now all of White Hall is totally engaged in Brexit. And so nobody has time for 

anything else. They better pay attention to what’s going on in Scotland. Margaret 

Evans, or was it one of the CBC reporters had an interesting piece just recently on 

Scottish independence, and how it was rearing its ugly head again. 

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

I’m less pessimistic than I was. I did think in the immediate aftermath of the 

referendum that the United Kingdom was over. I agree it’s less likely now, though I 

also think that it’s also more contingent. If oil prices come back and the Scots see 

them as having an independent economic future of the UK, the last referendum was 

incredibly close. And if now it’s part of the UK it’s a very different decision matrix. I 

think of greater importance though is the Good Friday Agreement and the border. 

There are three issues that split the parties in UK political history: free trade, 

Europe, and Ireland. And now we have Ireland. Because if one Britain leaves the 

European Union, anyone traveling to Ireland, taking advantage of free movement, 

can if there’s an open border move on from there and live legally and easily in the 

UK in absence of ID checks. So if taking back control means anything, it would have 

to mean a border between the two. That reopens the Friday Agreement. That raises 

the question of Northern Ireland’s continued membership in the European Union, 

and that raises the equally more worrying prospect of the feature of Irish politics, 

returning the gun. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Colleagues, we have two questions or groups of questions about the theme of 

democracy, which I began at the opening of the panel. There are different kinds of 

questions, and I’d like you to respond to each of them. The first is in reference to the 

statistics Randall you brought about the tremendous divide between those who 



 
voted pro and against, the young and the old, and so on. This very deep generational 

division. What does this mean for the future of their democracy and Britain’s ability 

to cohere and mount the challenges that you are talking about when there is such a 

stark generational divide. We used to have other divides but now a generational one, 

is it a challenge to democracy. Can we have some reflections on that? 

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

I’ll just make one point and leave it to Randall to make the larger one.  

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

And you know something about democracies, having run a couple of campaigns, so 

how do you handle divides in a campaign? 

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

This is where I admit to only having one failing. That is I am trained as an economist 

not a political scientist. But that won’t stop me from having a view on democracy. 

We have a system of representative democracy, we send people to legislatures to 

deal with very tough problems, to study them, to understand them, to delve deeply 

into them, and come to judgment. And I think that the referendum is a bad way of 

reflecting democracy. You may want a plebiscite to find out, or a focus group, or a 

poll to find out what the public thinks, I don’t think you actually want the public to 

make binding decisions on themselves, and I would apply that to democratic form 

in Canada as well. 

The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

Tommy, my instinct is that we have seen generational divides not as extensive as we 

ave in Brexit. But if you are thinking about what was the real substantial difference 

between the Canadian federal election of 2015 and the one that took place in 2011, 

because the chief electoral officer in Canada went out of his way to discredit, to make 

sure there were many many polling stations with much more flexibility for students 

and young people on campuses across Canada, the lower area of percentage turnout, 

normally between the ages of 18 and 30 went from 28% to 59% on election day in 

October of 2015, which speaks eloquently to why the party that won, won, and 

where that generation felt the country should be going, for better or for worse. So 

this sort of thing will happen from time to time. There is a larger question which 

doesn’t relate so much to Brexit as it does the generational conflict between great 

requirement for resources for older people, for health care, for home care and all of 

that important stuff, pharmaceuticals, and young people who are finding it hard to 

get into the housing market or find jobs, and for whom raising taxes for people who 

are deemed to be already to be the better off are deemed politically problematic. So 

that did not play itself out quite as well in Brexit, it was about something else, it was 

about young Brits who saw Europe as part of their general frame of reference and 

who wanted to be a part of that. But the generational thing is as much of a problem 



 
as it is in Canada as it is in the UK. I’m not pessimistic about the UK’s ability to 

manage it. 

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

I’m more pessimistic, if I and others who think this was a terrible idea are right, and 

the economic situation that comes worse in the United Kingdom, chances for young 

people are going to reduce in the context of a system that is weighted against them 

anyway. I think they are going to come to the realization that they’ve been robbed 

of their economic future by elderly voters. But there are two divides here: there is a 

divide by age, but there is also, and this is a corrective to my moral criticism for those 

that voted leave on social liberal grounds, the huge class of people who have been, 

since Margaret Thatcher, left behind. Huge sways of the country where there is no 

economic opportunity in the Midlands and above all the north, where huge numbers 

of people, young and old, have really very little economic future. This was probably 

a vote against London as much as a vote against Brussels, well those places actually 

did quite well under the EU, investment in New Castle, investment in Birmingham. 

There’s going to be less EU money, and less money overall. Their situation is going 

to get worse. Now that you can’t blame Brussels, what’s going to happen there? So I 

think we have two divides we have to worry about. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

So you’re more pessimistic than Hugh about the impact of the young people feeling 

let down by their parents and grandparents. 

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

Of course, it’s true, it’s a country that I care about deeply, and I think it’s going to be 

more divided by age and more divided by class. That’s going to be the result of this 

vote. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

I mentioned that Barbara McDougall is with us, I’m delighted she has her hand up. 

Barbara, do you have a comment you would like to make? We have the very 

distinguished Former Minister of External Affairs. We’ll bring you a mike Barbara. 

Barbara McDougall 

Thank you. Just in relation to democracy, I know you asked me to speak about 

Canada but I want to talk about democracy not in Britain, but in Europe. Because the 

European Union it’s definition of democracy is very different than ours would be. I 

bet if you asked anybody in Britain to name their member of the European 

Parliament, they couldn’t do it, because the parliament in Strasbourg, the European 

Parliament, does not have the same kind of power that parliaments have in London, 

or Ontario, or Ottawa. The European community it really is run from Brussels, it’s 

run by the Commission, and that’s an appointed position. So the democracy, I think 

this is a great lesson to the remaining members of the EU that they have to take a 



 
look at how they run the union. In terms of how Canada should play whatever cards 

we may have, I think that we have to pursue both sides with vigor, both the 

European Union, probably through Germany with all respect Mel, to France, and not 

sure that that’s exactly where our best interests lie. But also with Britain. I don’t 

think we can let that go, although they are involved almost totally with Brexit, it 

doesn’t mean we forget them. It means we keep working, and Mel has done this 

every day during his appointment there, and knows of the diplomacy, but we do not 

stop. We keep up with Britain and we pursue more in Europe, and especially through 

Germany. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Comments, colleagues? 

The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

I agree with Barbara, and I think if you think about what was said that the outset 

about where we are with politics and democracy generally, and the blowback of 

institutional arrangements and framework. I think we have to ask ourselves a 

question about liberal democratic (small L) idea, as it exists right around the world 

and how we try to promote it: Japan, to Canada, to Europe, to Eastern Europe, to 

South America, to all those other places.  

Where we are in comparison to a different model now being advanced by our friends 

in Russia and China. Putin is the most democratic president they’ve had, ever, but 

it’s still democracy “light”; and there is no gain in favor of democracy in the Chinese 

construct, whatever else they might be doing that is of great value, lifting millions 

off poverty and all the rest, which does count. But there is a model now, that says 

there is an authoritarian economic mission – I think Putin calls it the Eurasian 

cultural premise, which is not about liberal democracy and is not about engaging 

with a pluralist society (which says different faiths, different religions, different 

sexual orientations, different cultural practices… it’s all good. That is what the liberal 

democratic idea has come to mean. That’s not what Putin stands for, and it’s not 

what the Chinese stand for that. And those are acting as engaged competitive force. 

And as Barbara was saying, if Europe doesn’t get its act in shape with respect to the 

clarity and coherence of a democratic system where average working people feel 

that their interests are being at least modestly protect. Then the drift that we will 

see in Brexit and that we are seeing south of us can be quite problematic going 

forward. And that would make them dance even more intensely in the Kremlin. I 

think we need to be frank about that.  

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

I think that Barbara is onto something. Restated, slightly, is that governance matters. 

And I come from the school of Public Policy. Your point about the Commission is 

right, that they are appointed. But who appoints them? You are right, nobody knows 

who appoints them, but there is the European Council which is the head directing 

mind of the European Union. It is composed of the leaders of each of the member 



 
countries. So all those leaders who abdicated the responsibility by not letting the 

commission in and not having them propagate policies that would be positive and 

allow them their head, have led to the overreaching by Europe. So I think they need 

to rethink the council. 

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

I’m going to defend the EU a bit on that. You are absolutely right that the European 

Parliament has no visibility, point absolutely taken. On the other hand, the Euro-

skeptics were always most opposed to expanding the power of the European 

Parliament. So whilst condemning the democratic deficit, they opposed actually 

doing anything about it. There is the European Council but there is also a Council of 

Ministers, made up of ministers from member states who are themselves elected. 

And you think of the greatest overreach… What was the greatest example of 

overreach? The Euro. That wasn’t a commission decision. The refugee crisis – Who 

is making decisions there? Angela Merkel is the key one. The member states elected 

leaders are pushing the EU forwards, if there is a problem with where they are going 

that is one thing, but it is not fundamentally undemocratic.  Where I do absolutely 

agree is that the EU has to recapture a sense of itself as an institution providing hope, 

perspective, and optimism. When I was in Paris in 1992, in New Years, the city 

exploded, the lights were going down. What was everybody celebrating? The 

Maastricht Treaty. Could you imagine that now? That is utterly unconceivable. 

People were intoxicated about the idea of completing the European Project. That 

idea is gone, and that needs to be recaptured. And we need another four hours to 

discuss how, so I’ll stop there. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

There is a question on democracy from a different perspective, and I think I’ll start 

with Hugh. One of our questionnaires in the audience says that although our panel 

would have voted to Remain, from the comments that you have all made, that Brexit 

in fact is a great movement because it challenges elites and the politicians that were 

not in fact representing the people that they were elected by to do. Isn’t Brexit a 

good example of how untouched governing elites and politicians can be when they 

are going one direction and large masses of people don’t want to go there. And 

doesn’t Brexit show real representation issues, perhaps we need more Brexits. Can 

we start with you, Hugh.  

The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

Democracy actually requires competence on the part of political leaders. Bob Rae 

spoke the other day at Massey College in a very thoughtful analysis of what is going 

on in the United States. And he said Spare me the notes that this was the greatest 

Prime Minister we never had. Or that was a superb debater, very articulate, he just 

could never get elected”. In Bob’s view, if you can’t get elected you are not much of 

a leader. And if you don’t get elected, you don’t get to put your program into place. 

And if you unleash a referendum on the relation for the EU and you don’t actually 



 
have a thoughtful strategy on which you might win, then you do pay the price for 

incompetence.  

We can all talk about the referendum that we went through in Canada. And we all 

knew, and Mel knows from advice shared by Canadians with our British friends 

before the Scottish referendum. That if the answer to the question that keeps people 

together is n, and the answer to the question that rips people apart is– no always 

wins. There is always that basic small seed, anxiety of change. The British found a 

way to set aside the yes and now, that could’ve applied to this referendum as well as 

any other, so they had two very weak words: Remain and Leave. This allowed the 

dark forces to make anything they wanted like that terrible poster of giant groups of 

people who were not trying to get into Britain actually. That’s the problem. And 

there was in my view a lack of competence of the Remain people and they paid the 

price. So the notion that competence strategically and tactically matters is at the core 

of real leadership in a democracy. And I think it was lacking in this particular 

context, on the Remain side.  

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

I agree with the question to a degree. Among those who voted remain, some of them 

were just stupid and mean. We have seen an incredible upsurge of appalling racist 

incidents since the referendum, and we should call that what it is. But there was a 

substantial vote, perhaps the majority of the Leave vote, was cast by people who 

fundamentally feel that they have been left behind. And if you look at their lives, and 

their earnings, and their incomes, they have been left behind. To that degree I agree, 

if there is anything good about this, it’s that those people were given a sort of voice. 

That said, it was not an ideal democratic exercise for all the reasons that 

referendums are problematic. And also because the Leavers lied, repeatedly. They 

lied about the European Army. They lied about the 350 million. They lied about 

Turkey. They lied about the ease of new free trade deals. To call democratic result a 

referendum that was founded on a series of lies, would be like waking up on 

November with President Trump and saying that this was a wonderful democratic 

outcome.  

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

I think Hugh is onto something, we’ve lived this in Canada, which is the positive 

reason to say no, which is a bit of an oxymoron and well if you are not an oxymoron 

then what kind of moron are you. But on the point about elites, I think this is a very 

significant and profound question. Of course it was a challenge to the elites, and of 

course the elites were out of touch, but this has consequences. This isn’t a vote about 

elites, it is a vote about whether you are going to stay in the European Union or not, 

this really matters. On Randall’s point about the disadvantaged who have been left 

behind, I was trying to get to this before with adjustive mechanisms. Globalization 

and free trade are good things and are here to stay. I know that there are people who 

think that globalization is a bad thing and the Yukon Oranges Association are the 

lead of that. But those people need to be adjusted out, they need to have training and 



 
other adjustive mechanisms, and intergenerationally adjusted out. Don’t wait for the 

fish to come back, don’t wait for the minds to be opened, get onto something else. 

On this point about elite, Senator Monyihan, who was a former academic, said you 

are entitled to their own opinions but not entitled to your own facts. And the elites 

really are basing their opinions on facts and analysis, and we shouldn’t be 

undermining that. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

We are starting to move on time, we have three categories more of questions. So let 

me get onto those questions about Europe and the impact of globalization and some 

more about Canada. On Europe, questions are that, and I think that Randall and 

others have raised this, because of Brexit is it not going to be more likely that the EU 

could even integrates more deeply, although I think that Mel thinks it will split apart. 

This may make it easier to govern or move forward in the European integration 

project, and what Brexit may mean for the preservation of the Euro and the 

Monetary Union. Questions about in the future of time, may people well say this took 

out the outrider in European integration. I can also say in our audience as well, Jon  

Allen who is our formed Canadian ambassador to Spain, I’d like to also hear the 

views on Europe as well from him. But Europe and Brexit: Good thing or bad thing? 

Integration or not? 

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

Well, I think you have to break it down by sphere. I think in the area of immigration, 

Schengen is in a lot of trouble. I’d be very surprised if we have more integration 

there. But in the area of the Eurozone, much has changed anyway. There is a much 

larger degree of fiscal integration. The Germans said they would never accept this. 

A European Central Bank is currently printing money at the moment. The Germans 

said they would never tolerate that. We need a better banking union in the European 

Union and now that the Deuthzebank and Commerzbank are in serious trouble, even 

the Germans are going to get prepared to admit this. So in the architecture of the 

Eurozone, I could see further integration there. I have no hope of integration, and 

defense was always hopeless – that is not going to happen. The French, we almost 

say champagne in Paris again, the French could barely contain their glee on the 

decision. And part of that goes back to the 1660 complicated relationship position 

between the two countries. But a more respectable view in France, that Britain has 

been a break in integration, and with Britain out it will be easier to achieve 

agreement. Whether that is true or not that depends on the new EU member states. 

So, ill hedge on that one.  

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

I was not going to intervene on this but Randall spoke of something: The Europeans 

should think of variable geometry. The Euro is not the European Union. Schengen 

includes countries that are not in the European Union. You can build these things 

around likeminded states without saying all in.  



 
The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

The one word that I would add is this notion about asymmetry. I think European 

ability to succeed in face of what would be the contagion effect amongst nationalist 

and left wing parties that would want to blame the EU and European countries for 

every domestic, political, economic problem that is there. I think one of the 

initiatives that the Europeans could take is to think of asymmetry as more of an 

instrument. Not every relationship on every issue with every EU member must be 

the same. We’ve had de facto asymmetry in Canada since Mike Pearson and Jean 

Lesage, it’s part of what has kept the country together. So if it works for us, perhaps 

the Europeans should perhaps take a course in asymmetry from Canadians and 

figure out that there is some progress that can be made in Europe by not being so 

rigid and narrow. And that may be the best way to face the asymmetry effect from 

Europe.  

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Asymmetrical federalism for Europe. Ok, the ambassador. Can we give you a mike 

Sir. 

Jon Allen, former Ambassador of Canada to Spain:  

Thanks. Our ambassador in Geneva has already been invited in London to begin to 

help explain how the WTO works. Just from the Spanish perspective, it was 

interesting to talk to them and to hear that they have their issues with Britain, 

obviously. 40 million Brits visit Spain and a million live there. But their view, at least  

in the Foreign Ministry was that if Britain was continue to criticize the EU and 

complain about the EU, perhaps it is better that they are gone for the EU. I just 

wondered to what extent the rest of Europe is feeling that even though they 

recognized that the Brits leaving was not a good thing, and maybe that goes to your 

point Randall to your point they might rally to some extent.  

The other thing I would just say, is really a question to the panel. Randall, you talked 

about spirit of hope and optimism. So much of what is going on is about of the 

economy. At the time of Maastricht the EU was it was booming and everybody was 

benefiting in Northern England and etcetera. But it was booming and now you have 

a very depressed politee and a slow economy. And so much of that frustration has 

been brought on parties in Spain and Le Pen as result of not feeling the great benefits 

of the EU anymore. 

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

Well, thank you Ambassador. I certainly agree with that. The economy is not a 

switch, you cannot say “Oh, there is the problem, I forgot to turn that one on”. There 

is obviously competition from Asia, there is many part of the European economy 

which is uncompetitive, and there remains divergence between North and South. 

There is areas of great strength in Europe that we often forget about there is 

Germany, Finland, Northern Italy, Spain is looking a lot better now. But rhetoric is 



 
free. I’m generally quite Germanophile and I’m being hard on the Germans today, 

I’m usually their great friend. When you think about what a difference the Central 

Bank made when it said “We’ll do anything it takes to save the Euro”. That is doing 

nothing, it’s like saying “we are here to help”. That is nothing at all. And all of the 

sudden you saw the markets took off, and the Euro settled. But by saying we’ll do 

whatever it takes, you have an immediate effect of hope. What the Germans and 

specially Merkel have to do is to drop this punitive moral talk “You need to save, and 

you need to suffer and you got into this mess” and present a much more optimistic 

picture. That won’t make a lot of difference, but it will make a little difference, and 

it’s free.  

The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

 I think the old line used to be “In defeat humility and in victory magnanimity. My 

view is that a little bit of magnanimity on both sides will help in solving this more 

constructively. I’d also say that the notion that the response to the credit challenge 

is greater austerity, which actually doesn’t affect wealthy people or the elites, it does 

affect middle class working people, is precisely the wrong answer. We kept Europe 

out of totalitarian hands, in part through NATO but also the Marshall Plan. And a 

massive investment to help Europeans build their society. We need to be looking at 

what is necessary now to give Europeans that same sense of confidence and 

structure, because whatever we fail to invest now, will be much more expensive in 

10 years’ time if we don’t. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Two more baskets of questions and we are just about out of time ladies and 

gentlemen. Last set is questions about globalization and trade. That Brexit is 

rejection of the EU trade relationship, we have Donald Trump campaigning against 

trade. What does this mean for the future of free trade and globalization? With the 

intense reaction with Brexit and now seemingly US politics.  

The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

As someone that lost about 60 pounds in the last two year, I had to have all my suits 

tailored, had to have them trimmed to fit. And I would say that the EU trade deals 

have to be subject to the same discipline. They don’t have to destroyed, they don’t 

have to be set aside, they don’t have to be lumbered. That kind of cartoonish 

approach by Mr Trump is what it is. But the notion that there shouldn’t be a period 

constructive adjustment and realignment that reflects reality on the ground and 

respects working people and their prospects, I think would just be mean-spirited, 

unconstructive and self-defeating.  

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

Mel said it, all the evidence is that free trade expands wealth for all parties in the 

trading arrangement. The problem is putting in place policies that help those left 

behind. And the degree for Britain failed to do that, it was Britain not the EU. If you 



 
look at what the Germans have done. Coal is almost dead in Germany but it went on 

down much more gradually, with much more support and was much less damaging 

for the communities than this Thatcherical choice. That was a domestic choice, had 

nothing to do with the EU and nothing to do with the pressures of free trade, because 

Germany was subjected to the same ones.  

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

I think there are clear gains from trade, but the gains are not shared equally and that 

is the problem. The last time that Britain face this in a severe fashion was the closing 

of coal mines in Britain which was a globalization effect. And the best popular view 

of that is to go watch the play of Billy Elliot. But, there were losers. So Tom when you 

say wither in trade and globalization, is that with an Asian or without an Asia?. 

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Last set of questions about Canadian implications again. Questions first of all, with 

all the issues you outlined in the UK and the difficulties and perhaps financial the UK 

may be under, will this affect their capacity in commitments to international 

development, where Britain has been a real world leader. And can this affect 

Canadian international foreign policy if Britain begins to withdraw? And similarly 

on that line, whether there are implications then of Brexit on Canada’s humanitarian 

policy or of Britain’s leadership in that development humanitarian world. The last 

question or point, we talked about Germany as a Canadian friend and ally within 

Europe. One of our colleagues asked about, what about the EU itself? The president 

of the EU and the EU commission. Shouldn’t our diplomacy be aimed at the European 

Union entity as opposed to a nation-state within it, so that is another option on the 

question of the future of our foreign policy. So: International development, 

humanitarianism, Britain’s role on that and then a second question about how we 

operationalize post-Brexit in our foreign policy. Mel would you like go first? 

Dr. Mel Cappe: 

Britain has been very clear that they are going to preserve their development 

budget. That is under the Torie government, and both Brown, and Blair. We are clear 

about that. This is one of the things that I was surprised by being in the UK, but it is 

so engrained. Maybe this is the result of Empire and the Commonwealth, it is so 

engrained in British society to be a benefactor. They are one of the founding 

members of the G.07. So I think that that is not in jeopardy, and will continue to be 

a leader. Britain is one of the leading institutions globally on how to do development 

as well.  

Dr. Randall Hansen: 

I guess my only qualification for that would be if the economic situation is as dire as 

we suspect. If you’ve promised the health services this money, you’ve promised the 

farmers this money, you’ve promised universities this money. Cuts are going to 

come somewhere and foreign aid might have to on the block speculatively. Canada 



 
should have a multi-scope approach. I can’t speak much about our lobby in Brussels, 

I haven’t read anything about out lobby in Brussels, so something tells me it needs 

some improvement.  We should absolutely not pivot, but expand our efforts in 

Berlin, but then do the same in the United Kingdom. We are getting all this attention 

at the moment, it is Canada this and Canada that and so much about the Canadian 

model – well let’s see if we can build an even closer relationship post EU, we really 

don’t have to decide, we can do both.  

The Honourable Hugh Segal:  

Tom the most impressive thing, quite outside the amounts of money the British have 

invested for international development, is the way that these decisions have been 

made coherently around the capital table where defense, foreign policy and 

development were part of a harm prevention group that acted in unison in places 

like Sierra Leone and others, deploying what was necessary. Diplomacy, aid, 

investment, British forces, and we have yet to achieve that level of coherence. We’ve 

done some of that that in theatre in places like Afghanistan, but in theatre. We still 

don’t do that very effectively at the government level in Canada, and that’s because 

of the politicians don’t really want to share. It’s not because of the public service who 

would go there in a nanosecond but it is because politicians prefer a stone cut 

relationship with the Prime Minister de jure, because why would they share if they 

don’t have to. And that is one of the reasons that our effectiveness has not been as 

sustained as well as the fact that our numbers are still too low. And the notion that 

foreign policy is affected by trade, and trade is sustained by economic wellbeing 

abroad, and investing in that wellbeing constitutes a national security investment 

for a safer world is the equation we really need to get more Canadian eyes than there 

is as we speak.  

Dr. Tom Axworthy:  

Ladies and gentlemen, on your behalf I want to thank our speakers for elucidating 

the impact of Brexit on the UK, on Europe and on Canada, it was a real tour de force 

want to call Graydon Kelch from the International Relations Society who will give 

some formal thanks to our panelists. 

Graydon Kelch: 

Thank you Dr Axworthy. I’d like to thank all of you, both amongst the audience and 

the panelists for extending in this insightful discussion, it was truly enlightening. 

And I’d also like to extend thanks to you, Dr Axworthy for moderating this extremely 

difficult and contentious topic. Finally, from the international relations society, the 

Canadian centre for the Responsibility to Protect, and all of our other sponsors, we 

would like to present you a few pieces of thanks.  

 


