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George Haynal:
Très bien, on pourrait commencer avec notre deuxième panneau. Et cette fois, on va discuter les illusions et les réalités économiques auxquelles notre pays fait face. I'm going to follow Gordon's example and make a few introductory remarks, even though I hadn't planned to. Precedent is precedent. To me, there are three points worth making.
First, we've exchanged one illusion for another. We used to believe that our dependence on the United States guaranteed both prosperity and security. Now, many seem to believe that we must assert complete independence or we won't survive. These are two powerful narratives, and both need to be tested against reality. The first already has been.
The second illusion is that, at least in public discourse, we've often looked down on rocks, logs, oil, and wheat. Yet those remain our strengths. In fact, they're among the few areas where we possess significant advantages and opportunities to build. Perhaps that reality is finally being recognized by the current government.
The third point relates to the discussion from the previous panel. I had the opportunity to work both inside and outside government, including at PCO, and I learned that excessive isolation within the public service is dangerous.
We sometimes fall into the belief that making policy is enough—that we know what policy should accomplish and everyone else simply needs to implement it. In reality, there's often a significant gap between policymakers and people working in the real economy.
With those observations, let me introduce our panel. We are very fortunate to have three speakers who are deeply involved in international economic issues and who bring a wealth of experience. 
Drew Fagan probably needs little introduction to anyone who followed The Globe and Mail over the years. Since then, he has played central roles in major issues at both the federal and provincial levels.
Nathalie Dubé is a seasoned diplomat and one of Canada's most thoughtful economic policy practitioners.
And Patrick Leblond is one of Canada's leading academic experts on international trade.
I think we'll have a discussion that is every bit as interesting as the first panel. Economic and security issues are clearly interconnected and inseparable, and this conversation will naturally build on the themes we've already explored.
With that, Drew. 
Drew Fagan:
Thanks, George. I have to start by saying that I just turned to Nathalie and said, "George is stealing our material."
Before I get into the economic discussion, I want to touch on something from the end of the previous panel: the relationship between government, academia, and the private sector.
I joined DFAIT mid-career and later became a deputy minister at Queen's Park. Recently, someone called me because they were thinking about bringing more people from outside government into senior public service positions. They asked about my experience. I sent them a report by Arthur Kroeger on the success rate of mid-career entrants into the public service. I was shown that report about six months after arriving at DFAIT. It concluded that most people fail. That was not particularly reassuring at the time. These are highly capable people, but government is a strong and complex culture. The federal public service is concentrated in Ottawa, and there are real barriers to entry. I managed the transition reasonably well, but the challenges are real.
The second point concerns academia. At the Munk School, I'm the only professor with that title who isn't a career academic. We have many sessional instructors and practitioners. Former public servants teach. Former deputy ministers teach. Rob Fonberg taught for several years. Others have as well.
Last year I spent time at Yale's Jackson School. Their model is interesting because about half of their instructors come directly from Washington. Their students are preparing for careers in public policy, global affairs, consulting, business, think tanks, and politics. That balance matters.
It's important to have career academics teaching subjects I don't fully understand, like advanced quantitative methods. But it's equally important to have practitioners who can connect theory to the real world.
Let me connect this to the broader discussion. Jonathan spoke about interconnectedness. Thomas spoke about the United States. My own view echoes some of what they said.
Geography still matters. 
I've been following the CUSMA negotiations fairly closely. There's a sense that Canada is playing defence right now, but also that our continental relationship remains fundamental. You can see this in the Prime Minister's messaging. People focus on the Davos speech, but his speech in New York was equally important. The New York speech emphasized continued integration with the United States. The Davos speech focused more on diversifying and reducing dependence. Those are not contradictory messages.
Let me offer a few rough numbers. Canada's economy is about $2.1 to $2.2 trillion. Roughly three-eighths of that is tied directly to trade with the United States. About one-eighth is tied to trade with the rest of the world. The remaining half is domestic economic activity. Those are approximate figures, but the basic point stands.
We are not going to move away from the United States.
And despite what some people suggest, that's not the government's intention either. If you read the Prime Minister's New York speech carefully, that becomes very clear. The goal is not to pivot away from the United States. It's to defend our interests while expanding opportunities elsewhere. We may end up with a new arrangement that includes less integration in some sectors and more integration in others.
If there is one area where integration may deepen, it's critical minerals—and possibly energy. In fact, critical minerals may play a role in the next phase of the relationship similar to the role energy played in the original free trade agreement of the 1980s.
This isn't a pivot away from the United States. It's a restructuring of the relationship.
The other illusion I'd mention concerns the idea of a sudden rupture. There's been a lot of discussion about a dramatic break with the United States. Certainly, many people feel that way. I spent the last year in the United States, in a blue state. People often asked what it was like. My answer was simple: I read the same news you do.
But if you look at the data, the shift didn't begin in 2025. If there was a rupture, statistically speaking, it happened around 2001. Back then, 88 percent of Canada's trade was with the United States. Today it's closer to 72 or 75 percent. More importantly, the U.S. relationship represented more than half of Canada's GDP at its peak. Today it's considerably less.
Whether that's good or bad depends on your perspective. The reality is that geography still matters. The illusion is that we're somehow moving away from the United States.
In reality, we're playing defence in North America while simultaneously pursuing opportunities elsewhere—in Europe, Asia, and beyond. And as Jonathan noted earlier, this is not an either-or choice. 
Nathalie Dubé:
I'll speak from what used to be my parish: Europe. 
As Drew and I were discussing earlier, Europe cannot replace the United States as Canada's primary market. Geography and economic gravity simply make that impossible. What Europe can be is a strategic complement. It can help diversify our markets, attract investment, strengthen supply chains, and give Canada more room to manoeuvre in its relationship with the United States. L'opportunité européenne est bien réelle, mais seulement si nous allons au-delà de nos illusions réconfortantes et agissons en fonction des réalités pratiques que nous offre l'Europe.
The first illusion is that Europe can replace the United States. It cannot. Our supply chains are too deeply integrated. The auto sector is a perfect example. You cannot unpick that supply chain.
The same applies to energy. In 2024, Canada supplied 70 percent of U.S. hydrocarbon imports and 81 percent of imported electricity. Those are enormous numbers. Mr. Trump can say all he wants in terms of “we don't need anything from Canada.” But if tomorrow morning all of that stopped, a lot of the industrial base of the U.S., particularly in the Northeast, but across the board, would suffer greatly.
C'est important, je pense, de penser que la diversification, c'est pas un abandon des États-Unis, c'est une police d'assurance. C'est un levier de négociation et c'est aussi une source de résilience pour notre pays.
Europe is our second-largest trading partner and collectively one of the world's largest economies. A stronger relationship with Europe—and with partners in Asia and Latin America—can reduce the risks that come from excessive dependence on a single market. 
The second illusion is that CETA alone can deliver the European opportunity.
Trade agreements create openings. They do not create outcomes. Canadian businesses still need market intelligence, financing, distribution partners, regulatory expertise, management commitment, and patient capital. Selling into Europe is fundamentally different from selling into the United States. A Canadian SME can often drive products across the border. Europe requires more preparation, more investment, more adaptation, and more time. Products may need different certifications, different labels, and different compliance processes. L'Europe, c'est pas non plus un marché unique. Elle constitue un ensemble complexe de marchés nationaux, régionaux, linguistiques et réglementaires. C'est pas aussi simple que l'on pense.
The third illusion is that shared values automatically create shared prosperity. They don't.
Europe and Canada share democratic values, support for the rule of law, climate objectives, labour standards, and open markets. That doesn't eliminate commercial friction. Les systèmes réglementaires européens peuvent être très exigeants. Les processus pour les marchés publics sont aussi très complexes. Les politiques industrielles deviennent plus stratégiques. Les instincts protectionnistes sont plus forts. Sans oublier que les entreprises européennes sont aussi très compétitives. We're not going in there by ourselves. That market's been integrated for decades, and the relationships that exist there exist for a reason. They've been really profitable for everybody involved.
The opportunity isn't sentimental. It's strategic. Shared values make cooperation easier, but durable prosperity comes from integrated networks, investment, and competition.
Now for the realities.
L'Europe, et plus précisément l'Union européenne, est l'une des plus grandes économies du monde. Le deuxième partenaire commercial du Canada après les États-Unis, le Royaume-Uni, l'Allemagne, le Pays-Bas, la France, l'Italie sont tous dans notre top ten déjà. Alors on va pas réinventer la roue ce côté-là, mais il faut juste aller plus profondément. 
In 2025, the good news is that exports to Europe and Central Asia rose sharply, increasing by $22 billion or 30%. That followed a 24% increase in 2024. That’s nothing to sneeze at and something that we can build upon. Since the provisional application [of CETA] in 2017, trade has really multiplied with the EU. We need to go and do more of that.
Investment ties are also deep. Direct investment stock from Europe went up by $32 billion to $529 billion at the end of 2025. That represents 33% of all investment stock in Canada. That's enormous. To compare, the US is 46%. So, Europe plays a really large role in our FDI stock in Canada.
Le Canada a aussi conclu, et ça c'est une des, une de mes, des trucs que je faisais lors de mon dernier travail comme direction, directeur général sur l'innovation. On a conclu de nombreux accords sciences, technologie, innovation avec tous les grands pays européens chefs de file en termes d'innovation et aussi avec l'Union européenne elle-même. Donc il y a beaucoup d'opportunités là qui se présentent pour aller plus profondément sur une intégration en sciences technologies pour justement découvrir les services et les biens de demain pour pouvoir les fabriquer ensemble. The new EU Canada strategic partnership for the future announced in June last year will, to quote the PM's press release will “build on our enduring commitment and further reinforce the strategic partnership between the European Union and Canada.”
The final reality is that Europe genuinely wants what Canada has to offer. Europe needs secure sources of critical minerals, energy, food, clean technology, digital infrastructure, and defence inputs.  Canada is well positioned in all of those areas. 
But we shouldn't simply export commodities. We should build value chains. That means processing, manufacturing, common standards, joint innovation, and attracting investment. It also means Canada must improve its own project approval processes if we want to attract more European capital.
In conclusion, Canadian prosperity requires optionality, more customers, more investors, more supply routes, more value chains, more standards partnerships, more joint innovations, and more strategic allies. Canada can provide all of that and help us be in a stronger position in North America by reducing our vulnerability created by excessive dependence. 
Il n'en tient qu'à nous pour faire les efforts nécessaires pour faire de ceci une réalité. Le gouvernement peut offrir des outils aux entreprises, mais encore une fois, les entreprises devront prendre les décisions qui s'imposent et aussi faire les efforts nécessaires. 
Et ça m'amène à parler à Patrick. 
Patrick Leblond:
Bonjour. Good afternoon. 
I'd like to thank Jonathan Berkshire Miller for emphasizing that economics and security cannot be separated. Too many people still treat them as separate issues, especially in academia. 
En fait, j'allais parler d'une réalité, d'une illusion, et en écoutant mes collègues ici sur le panel, j'ai décidé de les inverser. Donc en fait, l'illusion, si on part d'un point de vue purement économique, et c'est là où on voit le lien entre sécurité et économie. Si on part d'un point de vue purement économique, la diversification dont on parle est une illusion.
Trade diversification has been discussed in Canada for decades. Everyone in this room has probably heard the same conversation repeatedly throughout their careers. 
From a strictly economic perspective, the reality is much more uncomfortable. If our only goal were maximizing economic prosperity, Canada should become the fifty-first state. We would have lower taxes, access to a larger economy, and no tariff uncertainty. From a purely economic standpoint, Donald Trump would be right.
But that's not how we think about prosperity.
We care about sovereignty. We care about security. We care about democracy. We care about maintaining Canada as an independent country. Those considerations change everything. That's why we pursue diversification. We believe in Canada being its own country for the last 250 years. For those who have not read Madeleine Drouin's book about He Did Not Conquer about Benjamin Franklin, please go and read it. If it was not for what happened then in Canada, in Quebec, we would not be here. 
The challenge is that many people assume diversification will happen automatically. Our prime minister is going to have this great investment fest in September. And all of a sudden, there's going to be half a trillion dollars just falling from the sky to fund all these great projects that we are putting forward. There's an expectation that governments will announce initiatives, investors will show up, and money will simply appear.
That's not how business works. Businesses follow the path of least resistance. They go where risks are lowest and returns are highest.
If Canada wants greater economic independence while preserving broader notions of prosperity—good healthcare, strong education, democracy, openness, diversity—then we will need to invest heavily. And much of that investment will have to come from the public sector. Governments will need to reduce risks and create incentives.
Take pipelines. There is a reason private companies have been reluctant to build major new pipelines. It's not because they're waiting for government handouts. It's because the economics and risks are uncertain.
Donc il va falloir être prêt à payer. Ça veut dire pour les entreprises, les PME, c'est pas juste de signer des accords de libre-échange qui ouvrent la porte, c'est de les accompagner main dans la main. Pour des années, si on veut qu'elle puisse développer les marchés européens, japonais, coréens, thaïlandais, indiens, si vous voulez.
At the end of the day, geography still exerts a powerful pull. Drew talked about gravity. If we want to partially escape the gravitational pull of the United States, we need enormous amounts of fuel. Human capital. Financial capital. Political capital. As a society, we need to decide whether we're willing to make those investments.
The goal isn't to drift away from the United States entirely. It's to achieve a more balanced orbit—one in which we retain greater freedom of movement and greater strategic autonomy. And for the record, I'd prefer that those rockets not come from Elon Musk. 
Thank you. 
George Haynal: 
A good start. Three quite different perspectives. Let me ask a few questions to get the discussion moving. Drew, I'll start with you.
This takes us back to the famous Third Option from more than fifty years ago. Interestingly, although many people associate it with Foreign Policy for Canadians, it was never actually adopted as policy. It was more of an idea than a formal government strategy. Another myth, perhaps.
Since then, Canada has experimented with several approaches. At times, we've simply allowed integration with the United States to proceed without a formal framework. At other times, we've negotiated treaty arrangements in the hope of securing access to the American market. We've also pursued diversification through free trade agreements with many countries, yet our exposure to the ups and downs of U.S. politics remains largely unchanged. So, what comes next?
How would you envision a Fourth Option—one that combines an optimal level of integration with the United States, more independence, and a broader network of global relationships? Could this Fourth Option amount to a new form of sovereignty? 
Drew Fagan: 
I want to start with Patrick's point. Fundamentally, the Fourth Option is recognizing that we don't really have discrete options. We're not making a single choice. We're trying to do everything at once. We're trying to balance domestic expansion, including infrastructure development, broader global engagement, and managing our relationship with the United States.
Take the Gordie Howe Bridge. We managed the financing and construction side remarkably well. We just haven't managed to open it yet.
The notion that Canada ever had true free trade with the United States is also somewhat misleading. 
We never had a European-style integrated market. Even after free trade agreements, regulatory differences remained significant barriers. If we truly had seamless free trade, our economic integration with the United States would be much deeper than it is today.
Paul Krugman once observed that Canadians live closer to Americans than they do to one another. Most major Canadian cities are closer to major American cities than they are to other major Canadian cities, with a few exceptions such as Calgary and Edmonton. That geography still matters.
On Patrick's fifty-first state thought experiment, I'd point out that Trump isn't actually offering us equal status. The dysfunction of the American political system can be illustrated by the fact that the twenty-one smallest states have forty-two Senate seats. Collectively, they have roughly the same population as California—and roughly the same population as Canada.
If Canada were to make a counter offer, perhaps we'd ask for twenty-one Senate-equivalent states. If Trump were serious, maybe we'd negotiate down to fifteen. The point is that representation and political power are deeply distorted.
Back in 1970, when discussions about diversification were taking place, none of the six chapters of the report focused on the United States. At the time, politics still dominated economics.
Then came the shift toward market liberalization in the late 1970s and 1980s—Thatcher, Reagan, Mulroney, freer trade, lower taxes, and more open markets.
Now we're moving into another era.
As Jonathan noted earlier, everything is connected. Security is connected to trade, and trade is connected to security.
The Fourth Option is not about choosing between the United States and the rest of the world. It's about playing defence with the United States while expanding opportunities elsewhere.
I actually think the current negotiating team is handling a difficult situation reasonably well. There will be deeper integration in some sectors and less integration in others. Critical minerals may see deeper integration. Autos may see less. And frankly, if we have to choose, I'd focus on critical minerals.
Critical minerals are today's equivalent of the old staples economy. Autos are increasingly a declining sector in North America. That's not something I'd say publicly to Doug Ford, but I believe it's true.
At the same time, we're finding opportunities in Europe, Asia, and elsewhere. So, this isn't a choice. It's a balancing act. 
George Haynal: 
Nathalie, you spoke eloquently about Europe. My question is how much deeper that relationship can realistically become. Given the erosion of confidence in Atlanticism, and Canada's current focus on managing its relationship with the United States, is there really room for a significantly deeper partnership with Europe?
And more broadly, are there governments interested in developing economic partnerships with Canada as a way of resisting what increasingly looks like a U.S. preference for a Fortress North America model?
What can Canada offer that would make us indispensable to foreign partners despite America's desire to keep us firmly within its orbit? 

Nathalie Dubé: 
Thanks, George. I touched on some of this earlier but let me expand.
I do think it's important to deepen our relationship with Europe—not just in terms of trade, but in terms of working together. Europe increasingly sees Canada as a trusted transatlantic partner. Whether we're talking about Coast Guard ships being built in Finland, access to critical minerals, or broader industrial cooperation, there are many areas where we can work jointly. Those kinds of partnerships help create resilient alliances that can protect both Europe and Canada from overdependence on any single actor.
They also help provide balance in relation to China's growing influence. Countries such as the United Kingdom, France, Italy, and Germany are natural partners. Germany, in particular, is a highly advanced industrial economy that needs secure access to critical minerals. That creates opportunities for mutually beneficial partnerships. We've already deepened cooperation with Germany and the UK on critical minerals.
The next step is to move beyond extraction and into processing and manufacturing. At present, we're overly dependent on China for critical minerals processing. China possesses much of the expertise and infrastructure required. Working with technologically advanced partners such as Germany, France, the UK, and the broader European Union gives us a chance to change that.
The goal should be not only to extract critical minerals in Canada but also to process them here and become a reliable supplier to global markets.
We're already expanding science, technology, and innovation cooperation. One of the last agreements I signed as a director general was with the Netherlands to deepen collaboration in these areas.
Another important opportunity relates to scientific talent. The United States has reduced funding for universities, research institutions, and scientific programs over the past several years. Canada now has access to major European research initiatives, including Horizon Europe.
We should be more proactive about attracting researchers from the United States—whether they are Americans or international scientists working there—who may be looking for funding, stability, and freedom to pursue their research. That represents a real opportunity for Canada.
I'll leave it there. 
George Haynal:
Patrick, you made the point that Canadian businesses have built their strategies around proximity to the United States despite decades of trade agreements elsewhere. Businesses respond to opportunities and threats. 
So where do you see the opportunities outside the United States that could actually support the Prime Minister's diversification agenda? And are current U.S. trade policies creating enough uncertainty to encourage Canadian businesses to look elsewhere?
Let me end with a more pessimistic question. Is it possible that geography still wins? Will businesses decide it's easier to absorb tariffs and regulatory uncertainty—or even relocate operations to the United States—rather than fundamentally change their business models? How do we keep Canadian businesses rooted here while encouraging them to compete globally? 
Patrick Leblond:
I was tempted to answer all of your questions with "yes." Before I do, let me clarify something. If anyone thought I was seriously advocating for Canada becoming the fifty-first state, I wasn't. My point was simply that if we don't want that outcome, we need to be prepared to invest significant effort into reducing our dependence.
As for diversification, I don't think the choice is really about specific sectors. If Canadian companies are competitive in Europe or the Indo-Pacific, they're probably competitive in the United States as well. And if it makes sense for a Canadian company to do business in the United States, we shouldn't stop it.
The challenge is how we encourage businesses to expand beyond the U.S. market. We also need to think about attracting investment into Canada for Canada—not just as a gateway to the United States.
For years, Canada's pitch was simple: invest here and gain access to North America. That argument still matters, but it's no longer enough.
Many companies will happily pay a 10 or 15 percent tariff if that's still cheaper than breaking into markets such as Japan, Germany, France, or South Korea. Others will simply establish operations in the United States and serve that market directly.
The real question is how we make Canada attractive as a place to invest, innovate, and export from. This is where I think the current government's messaging is sometimes mixed. 
Mark Carney occasionally governs this issue like a central banker. The idea seems to be that if the government sends enough positive signals, markets will respond on their own. It's reminiscent of Mario Draghi during the euro crisis. Draghi famously said the European Central Bank would do "whatever it takes." Markets believed him, confidence returned, and the program largely succeeded without being fully deployed.
I think Carney hopes something similar will happen here. The government sends the right signals, investors gain confidence, and capital flows in. I hope that works. But I'd also like to see a Plan B. Because if confidence alone isn't enough, we may need stronger interventions and more direct investment.
I'll leave it there. 
Drew Fagan:
A couple of additional thoughts. Current global conditions do suggest that the world needs at least some of what Canada has. Remember when the German chancellor came to Ottawa in 2022 seeking LNG and critical minerals? At the time, Canada effectively turned him away. That has changed.
Today there is much greater recognition of Canada's role in supplying energy, minerals, and strategic resources. The other major change involves the United States.
When free trade was negotiated in the 1980s, nobody seriously imagined that economic dependence could be weaponized. We worried about dependence, certainly, but we assumed it would operate within a framework governed by rules.
Donald Trump changed that. He has weaponized economic integration.
Take autos. For decades, automobiles were viewed as the quintessential integrated North American industry. Today they're treated as a political weapon.
The same is true of sectors such as supply management. Whatever one's views on supply management, Trump focuses heavily on sectors that are actually declining. Coal is another example.
The point is that he has politicized relationships that previous administrations largely treated as economic questions. Back in the 1980s, Chapter 19 dispute settlement was controversial in the United States because it represented a significant concession to rules-based trade.
Today, those protections look much weaker because they can simply be overridden politically. That's a reality Canada has to confront. 
George Haynal:
Let's go to questions. 
Audience Member:
Thank you to the panelists for an insightful discussion. I especially appreciated the references to space. I'm a recent graduate of the University of Ottawa Faculty of Law. Before that, in a previous life, I worked as a trade commissioner in Tanzania. One thing I've noticed is that we've discussed Europe, Asia, and North America, but nobody has mentioned Africa. Canada recently released its first-ever Africa Strategy, which includes economic cooperation, security cooperation, climate initiatives, and development. Is that strategy itself an illusion? And what role does Africa play in Canada's future prosperity? 
Nathalie Dubé:
I'll take that question. No, I don't think the Africa Strategy is an illusion. I do think Africa is the continent of the future. Just look at the demographics. That doesn't mean engagement will be easy.
My own experience comes primarily from Morocco and Mauritania. There is already meaningful trade between Canada and Morocco. For example, much of the couscous produced in Morocco is made using Canadian durum wheat. During my posting, I spent three years trying to negotiate a free trade agreement with Morocco. Unfortunately, we didn't succeed.
There is definitely room for deeper engagement. The key is to think strategically and regionally. Africa is enormous. Canada needs to prioritize where it can build meaningful partnerships. 
Investment protection is especially important. Canadian mining companies, for example, have occasionally faced nationalization or other disruptions. Strong foreign investment protection agreements are critical. Trade often follows investment. If we can create secure investment frameworks, there's real potential for growth. But this is a long-term project, not something that will deliver results overnight. 
George Haynal:
I suspect those observations apply to many regions beyond Africa as well. 
Audience Member: 
Bon, elle m'a volé un peu ma question parce que c'était aussi sur l'Afrique. J'étais au Congo tout récemment. Vous avez parlé tout à l'heure d'ailleurs de la question des minéraux critiques, et puis que c'était la Chine où il y avait la plus grande capacité de traitement. Mais s'ils ont la plus grande capacité de traitement, c'est parce qu'ils ont justement accès à ces ressources-là. Et si on n'agit pas maintenant maintenant, je pense qu'on perd aussi une opportunité. Ça fait quoi, depuis une heure et demie, depuis une heure qu'on parle, c'est la première fois qu'on parle d'Afrique. C'est important de s'ouvrir. On avait une stratégie des Amériques aussi il y a pas si longtemps que ça, pour ceux qui s'en souviennent. J'aimerais aussi vous entendre parler des Amériques et voir comment Comment tout ça, ça se positionne?
George Haynal:
We could easily spend an entire day discussing regional opportunities. Unfortunately, we only have a couple of minutes left, so we'll have to leave that for another occasion. 
Daryl Copeland: 
My name is Daryl Copeland. Security and prosperity are ultimately the goals of international policy. To achieve those goals, governments rely on diplomacy, defence, and development. 
What concerns me is that we're dramatically increasing defence spending while reducing investment in diplomacy and development. That imbalance makes it much harder to achieve the Prime Minister's broader objectives. You can't solve climate change with an airstrike. You can't deploy an expeditionary force to create alternatives to a carbon-based economy.
Do we actually have the policy tools and resources required to achieve the outcomes we're talking about? 
Audience Member:
There's another issue that hasn't really been discussed. We're living through a shift from an Anglosphere-centred world toward a more Sinosphere-centred world. By almost any measurable indicator, that's happening. Are we prepared for it? 
George Haynal:
That could easily be the topic of another full-day conference.  Michael has the final question, and as president, he gets the privilege. 
Michael Small:
A simple question for each of the panelists. Are you optimistic or pessimistic about Canada's ability to play defence at home, to use Drew's phrase, while also playing offence abroad over the next five years? 
Patrick Leblond:
Yes, I'm optimistic. We don't really have a choice. Otherwise, we're back to the fifty-first-state scenario.  We need to remain optimistic, but we also need to take the actions required to justify that optimism.
As for Africa, Latin America, diplomacy, and defence, my answer is yes to all of it. We're no longer living in a world where we can choose one priority over another. 
We need to do everything. We need a whole-of-society approach.
The United States isn't going to change anytime soon. China isn't going to change anytime soon. Russia isn't going to change anytime soon.
Canada remains one of the ten or eleven largest economies in the world. That matters. We're not large enough to navigate these challenges alone, but we're large enough to make a meaningful contribution alongside partners who share our values and interests. I genuinely believe we can succeed.
But it will require investment. Human capital. Physical capital. Financial capital. And governments will have to explain clearly to Canadians why those investments matter. If we want the country that we say we want, we need to be prepared to pay for it. 
George Haynal:
I would describe that as pessimistically optimistic. 
Nathalie Dubé: 
I'm optimistic. I've seen what Canadians can accomplish when we work together to meet challenges. That's my answer. 
Drew Fagan:
This situation—if we want to call it a crisis—has been unfolding for about eighteen months.  Oddly enough, I'm becoming more optimistic.
At the same time, some of the rhetoric makes it sound as though we're living through the Battle of Britain. We're not. 
But I'm also not convinced that Canada has fully adapted to the challenge yet. There's still a lot of old politics, old rivalries, and old habits. So, I'm hopeful, but cautiously so. 
George Haynal:
Maybe more 51st state stuff from President Trump will help. We do owe President Trump a whole new sense of national identity, by the way. This conversation makes me more positive in terms of a country that sticks together and works together
Thank you very much. 
…
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