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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE INFORMATION

The policy Brief outlines the evolving partnership between the
EU and Canada, emphasizing a strategic alignment that extends
beyond NATO’s command structure, with Ukraine catalyzing this
cooperation through enhanced coordination in training, logistics,
and sanctions linked to security sector reform. It advocates for
institutionalized defense dialogues, a transatlantic green industrial
zone, and joint initiatives in technology and cyber resilience,
aiming to create a differentiated three-layer structure where
NATO serves as the military pillar and the EU-Canada partnership
facilitates industrial coordination and hybrid threat responses.
The emphasis is on creating modular partnerships that integrate
economic security with technological resilience, including
strategies for critical minerals, data governance, and democratic
technology standards, while navigating geopolitical complexities
and aiming for a gradual transformation from coordination to a
structured, crisis-responsive system. The roadmap emphasizes
the necessity for durable institutional mechanisms, systematic
implementation, and alignment with NATO and US frameworks,
underscoring that the relationship should strengthen rather than
compete with existing security structures.
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Introduction

The key dimensions of the EU-Canada Strategic
Partnership, as discussed in this piece include economic
integration, political coordination, security cooperation,
normative alignment, regulatory cooperation, and
Indigenous policy considerations.

The partnership has evolved through various stages of
economic cooperation, including trade agreements like
the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement
(CETA). There is a focus on aligning political strategies
and governance frameworks between the EU and Canada,
as well as collaborative efforts in security matters that
reflect shared interests in maintaining stability and
addressing geopolitical challenges.

Both actors emphasize shared values and commitments,
particularly in areas such as human rights, democracy,
and sustainability. Regulatory cooperation is crucial
for facilitating trade and investment, while Indigenous
rights and governance play a significant role in shaping
both domestic and external policies, influencing the
partnership’s coherence.

In response to global uncertainties, both the EU and
Canada are adopting hedging strategies to reduce
dependencies and enhance resilience. Additionally, there
is a strategic imperative to diversify trade relationships
to mitigate risks associated with geopolitical volatility.
These dimensions reflect a comprehensive approach to
the partnership, emphasizing interconnectedness across
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various sectors rather than treating them as isolated
domains.

Indigenous policy considerations significantly influence
Canada’s domestic and external policies in several
ways.

Firstly, they shape infrastructure development, resource
governance, and environmental licensing regimes. By
integrating Indigenous perspectives and rights into
these areas, Canada aims to ensure that development
projects respect Indigenous land rights and promote
sustainable practices. This approach enhances the
predictability and legitimacy of external investments,
as companies are increasingly required to engage with
Indigenous communities and adhere to their governance
frameworks.

Secondly, reconciliation frameworks play a crucial role in
guiding Canada’s domestic policies. These frameworks
aim to address historical injustices faced by Indigenous
peoples and promote their economic participation. By
prioritizing reconciliation, Canada seeks to foster a
more inclusive society that recognizes the rights and
contributions of Indigenous communities.

Additionally, Indigenous policy considerations influence
Canada’s international relations. As Canada engages
with global partners, it increasingly incorporates human
rights and sustainability clauses into trade agreements
and external policies. This reflects a commitment to
uphold Indigenous rights on the international stage,
aligning with global standards such as the United
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
(UNDRIP).

Overall, the integration of Indigenous policy
considerations into both domestic and external policies
not only enhances Canada’s governance framework but
also strengthens its position as a responsible and ethical
actor in the international arena. The literature on EU-
Canada relations highlights several challenges in the
theoretical understanding of this partnership:

One significant challenge is the lack of a widely
accepted framework that explains the evolution of EU-
Canada relations. Scholars have struggled to articulate
why cooperation has intensified at certain historical
moments and how various dimensions—economic,
political, normative, and security—interact within
the broader relationship. This results in a condition
of theoretical under-integration, where substantial
empirical knowledge exists without corresponding
conceptual consolidation.

Another challenge is the fragmentation of the literature,
which often reflects broader trends within International
Relations theory and European integration studies.
Different generations of scholars have interpreted the

relationship through the dominant theoretical paradigms
of their respective eras, leading to a collection of parallel
conversations rather than a cohesive research program.

Additionally, there is a persistent asymmetry in the
literature, with much of the analysis approaching EU-
Canada relations from a European perspective. This
often treats Canada as a case study to examine the
external capabilities of the European Union, rather
than recognizing Canada as an actor with independent
strategic objectives.

Furthermore, the relationship is complicated by the dual
nature of Canada as a middle power, which generates
debate regarding the definition and characteristics of
middle powers. Scholars differ in their definitions, with
some focusing on material capabilities while others
emphasize behavioral traits such as coalition-building
and multilateralism. Lastly, the literature grapples
with tensions between governance-centered analyses
that focus on technical cooperation and geopolitical
approaches that emphasize power, security, and
strategic competition. These tensions coexist within a
fragmented body of work, complicating the theoretical
understanding of the EU-Canada relationship.

Scientific Argument

The scientific argument surrounding EU-Canada
relations posits that the partnership is a complex,
multidimensional  strategic alliance shaped by
historical, political, economic, and normative factors.
This relationship is not merely a product of economic
interdependence but also reflects shared values and
strategic responses to global uncertainties. The argument
emphasizes the need for a comprehensive theoretical
framework that integrates various dimensions of the
relationship, including trade, security, governance, and
Indigenous rights.

Scope

The scope of this research encompasses the historical
evolution of EU-Canada relations, the impact of
geopolitical dynamics, and the role of Indigenous policy
considerations in shaping both domestic and external
policies. It examines the institutional frameworks that
govern the partnership, the strategic objectives of both
actors, and the implications of their cooperation in a
rapidly changing international environment.

Objective

The primary objective of this research is to provide a
nuanced understanding of the EU-Canada Strategic
Partnership by analyzing its multidimensional nature.
This includes exploring how economic, political, and
normative factors interact and influence the partnership’s
development. Theresearchaimstoidentify the challenges
and opportunities that arise from this relationship,
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particularly in the context of global power shifts and the
increasing importance of Indigenous rights.

Research Questions

1. What are the key historical milestones that have
shaped EU-Canada relations, and how do they inform
current cooperation?

2.How do economic, political, and normative dimensions
interact within the EU-Canada Strategic Partnership?

3. In what ways do Indigenous policy considerations
influence Canada’s domestic and external policies, and
how are these considerations integrated into the EU-
Canada relationship?

4. What theoretical frameworks can effectively capture
the complexities of EU-Canada relations, and how do
they address existing gaps in the literature?

5.How do geopolitical dynamics and global uncertainties
impact the strategic objectives of both the EU and
Canada?

Significance

The significance of this research lies in its potential
to contribute to a deeper understanding of EU-Canada
relations as a distinct area of scholarly inquiry. By
addressing the theoretical challenges and providing
a comprehensive analysis of the partnership, the
research can inform policymakers and scholars about
the implications of this relationship in a fragmented
global order. Additionally, it highlights the importance
of integrating Indigenous perspectives into international
relations, thereby promoting a more inclusive approach
to governance and cooperation. Ultimately, this research
aims to enhance the theoretical foundations of EU-
Canada studies and provide insights into the future
trajectory of their partnership.

During his speech at the World Economic Forum,
Prime Minister Mark Carney outlined his response to
the shennengians of President Trump by outlining a
three —pronged approach:(1) CND 8bn Growth package
(2) Hedging (3) Trade Diversification to be conceived
within a middle power strategy.

This piece will show that understanding EU-Canada
relations requires moving beyond narrow sectoral
analyses toward a more integrated perspective capable
of capturing the relationship’s multidimensional
nature. Rather than viewing trade, diplomacy, security,
governance, and normative cooperation as separate
domains, they should be understood as interconnected
components of a broader process of strategic
convergence. Such an approach not only provides a
more comprehensive understanding of EU-Canada
relations but also contributes to wider debates concerning
the relationship between great powers and middle-

power diplomacy, strategic partnerships, transatlantic
governance, and the future of democratic cooperation in
an increasingly contested international environment.

Definitions of Terms
Hedging

A foreign policy strategy through which states manage
uncertainty by maintaining relationships with competing
powers, avoiding exclusive alignment, and preserving
strategic flexibility, autonomy, and resilience.

Trade Diversification

A strategy aimed at reducing economic dependence
on a single market, trading partner, or supply chain by
expanding trade relationships across multiple countries,
regions, and sectors. Trade diversification enhances
economic resilience and reduces vulnerability to external
shocks and geopolitical pressures.

Uncertainty

A condition in which states face incomplete information
about future developments, intentions of other actors, or
potential risks in the international system. Uncertainty
often influences decision-making by encouraging states
to adopt flexible and risk-management strategies such
as hedging.

Middle Power

A state that is neither a great power nor a superpower
but possesses sufficient diplomatic, economic, military,
or normative influence to shape international outcomes.
Middle powers typically advance their interests through
multilateral institutions, coalition-building, diplomacy,
and support for a rules-based international order.
Examples include Canada, Australia, and South Korea.

Combined definition for policy analysis

In response to growing uncertainty in the international
system, middle powers often pursue trade diversification
and hedging strategies to reduce dependence on major
powers, strengthen economic resilience, and preserve
strategic autonomy.

Litterature review

The study of European Union (EU)-Canada relations
occupies a distinctive yet paradoxical position within the
broader fields of International Relations (IR), European
Studies, and EU external relations scholarship. Although
the relationship constitutes one of the longest-standing
and most institutionalised partnerships maintained
by the European Union with a non-European actor, it
has historically remained peripheral to mainstream
theoretical debates. Unlike EU-US relations, which have
generated extensive scholarship concerning transatlantic
governance, security communities, and international
order, or EU-China relations, which are frequently
examined through the lenses of strategic rivalry and

International Journal of Innovative Studies in Humanities and Social Studies V2. 14. 2026 50



EU-Canada Startegic Partnership

global power transition, EU-Canada relations have
often been treated as a secondary case study rather than
a subject worthy of independent theoretical inquiry.
As a result, a striking disjuncture exists between the
empirical density of the relationship and the relatively
limited degree of theoretical consolidation within the
literature.

This paradox is particularly noteworthy given
the exceptional degree of institutionalisation that
characterises EU-Canada relations. Since the
establishment of formal relations between Canada and
the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1959,
the relationship has evolved through successive stages
of diplomatic engagement, economic integration,
regulatory cooperation, and political coordination.
Over time, an extensive architecture of agreements,
joint committees, ministerial dialogues, parliamentary
exchanges, and sector-specific cooperation mechanisms
has emerged. The culmination of this process can be seen
in the adoption of the Comprehensive Economic and
Trade Agreement (CETA) and the Strategic Partnership
Agreement (SPA), which together created one of the
most comprehensive bilateral frameworks maintained
by either actor. Yet despite this remarkable institutional
development, scholarly analyses have often remained
fragmented across distinct subfields, preventing the
emergence of a unified understanding of the relationship
as a coherent political phenomenon.

The intellectual history of EU-Canada scholarship
reveals that this fragmentation is not accidental but rather
reflects broader trends within International Relations
theory and European integration studies. Different
generations of scholars have interpreted the relationship
through the dominant theoretical paradigms of their
respective eras. During the Cold War period, realist
and transatlantic approaches subsumed EU-Canada
interactions within wider structures of Western alliance
politics. The post-Cold War period witnessed the rise of
liberal institutionalism, which interpreted cooperation
primarily through the lens of interdependence and
institutional design. The early twenty-first century
saw increasing reliance on governance and regulatory
approaches that emphasised policy coordination and
transgovernmental networks. More recently, scholarship
has turned towards strategic partnership theory,
constructivist understandings of normative alignment,
and analyses of the liberal international order. Each of
these approaches has generated valuable insights, yet
none has fully captured the multidimensional character
of the relationship. Consequently, the literature
resembles a collection of parallel conversations rather
than a cumulative research programme.

A further complexity arises from the peculiar status of
Canadawithinbothtransatlantic politicsand International

Relations scholarship. Canada has traditionally been
classified as a middle power, a concept that itself has
generated considerable academic debate. Some scholars
define middle powers according to material capabilities,
while others emphasise behavioural characteristics such
as coalition-building, multilateralism, and diplomatic
entrepreneurship. Canada’s relationship with the
European Union intersects with all of these dimensions.
On the one hand, Canada lacks the economic and military
capabilities traditionally associated with major powers.
On the other hand, it possesses significant diplomatic
influence, substantial normative credibility, and a long-
standing commitment to multilateral governance. The
result is a relationship that cannot easily be explained
through conventional realist assumptions regarding
power balancing or hegemonic competition. Instead,
EU-Canada relations frequently appear as an example
of cooperation between actors whose influence derives
as much from institutional and normative resources as
from material capabilities.

Similarly, the European Union presents theoretical
challenges that complicate analysis of the relationship.
The EU is neither a traditional state nor a conventional
international  organisation. It possesses unique
forms of political authority, regulatory capacity, and
external representation that have generated extensive
debate regarding its status as an international actor.
Consequently, studies of EU—-Canada relations are often
simultaneously debates about the nature of the European
Union itself. Questions concerning actorness, external
governance, normative power, and strategic autonomy
frequently underpin analyses of bilateral cooperation.
The literature therefore operates at the intersection
of multiple scholarly traditions, each characterised
by different ontological assumptions and analytical
priorities.

The fragmented nature of the field becomes particularly
evident when examining its major intellectual milestones.
One of'the earliest attempts to conceptualise EU-Canada
relations as a distinct area of scholarly inquiry was the
edited volume by Ayres and Barry (1998), Canada and
the European Union: The Challenge of Closer Economic
Relations. Published during a period characterised
by optimism regarding globalisation and regional
integration, the volume reflected prevailing concerns
with economic interdependence, trade liberalisation,
and institutional adaptation. Its significance lay not
merely in its substantive analysis but in its recognition
that relations between Canada and Europe deserved
systematic examination independent of broader
transatlantic frameworks. The contributors explored the
implications of European integration for Canadian trade
policy, investment patterns, and economic governance,
thereby helping establish an empirical foundation for
subsequent scholarship.
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Yet the Ayres and Barry volume also illustrates the
intellectual limitations of its era. The relationship
was conceptualised primarily through the language of
political economy. Cooperation was understood largely
in terms of market integration, trade opportunities, and
institutional coordination. Issues such as geopolitical
competition, security cooperation, strategic alignment,
andglobal powertransformationoccupiedonly amarginal
position within the analysis. This reflected the broader
intellectual climate of the 1990s, when many scholars
viewed economic globalisation as the principal driver
of international politics and anticipated the continued
expansion of liberal institutional order. In retrospect, the
relative absence of security and geopolitical concerns
reveals how profoundly scholarly interpretations are
shaped by prevailing historical contexts.

The publication of Croci and Tossutti’s (2020) The
European Union and Canada: Theory and Practice of
a Strategic Partnership illustrates the extent to which
scholarly understandings had evolved by the early
twenty-first century. Whereas earlier studies focused
predominantly on economic integration, this later
volume conceptualised EU—-Canada relations as a
multidimensional strategic partnership encompassing
foreign policy coordination, climate governance,
security cooperation, democratic values, and support

for multilateral institutions. The shift reflects broader
transformations within both international politics and
academic discourse. Growing concerns regarding
democratic  backsliding, geopolitical competition,
challenges to multilateralism, and the future of the
liberal international order encouraged scholars to move
beyond purely economic explanations of cooperation.

The EU and Canada increasingly came to be portrayed
as “like-minded partners” united not merely by material
interests but also by shared normative commitments.

However, the emergence of strategic partnership
scholarship has generated new analytical challenges.
While the concept of strategic partnership has become
increasingly popular within EU external relations
research, its theoretical foundations remain contested.
Scholars disagree regarding what constitutes a strategic
partnership, how such partnerships differ from other
forms of institutionalised cooperation, and how they
should be measured empirically. Consequently, there is a
risk that the concept functions more as a descriptive label
than as an explanatory framework. The proliferation of
strategic partnership terminology within EU-Canada
studies therefore reflects both the maturation of the
relationship and the persistence of unresolved conceptual
questions.

Adeeper review of the literature reveals several enduring
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tensions. The first concerns the relationship between
structure and agency. Some scholars emphasise the
role of broader systemic factors, including changes in
the international distribution of power, transformations
in the transatlantic alliance, and challenges to the

liberal international order. Others focus on institutional
entrepreneurship, policy learning, and deliberate political
choices made by Canadian and European policymakers.
The second tension concerns material versus ideational
explanations. Political economy approaches stress
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trade flows, investment relationships, and economic
interdependence, whereas constructivist perspectives
emphasise identity, norms, and shared values. A third
tension emerges between governance-centred analyses
that focus on technical cooperation and geopolitical
approaches that emphasise power, security, and strategic
competition. These tensions are rarely resolved; instead,
they coexist within a fragmented literature characterised
by multiple competing explanations.

Another notable feature of the field is its persistent
asymmetry. Much of the literature approaches EU—
Canada relations from a European perspective, often
treating Canada as a case through which to examine the
external capabilities of the European Union rather than
as an actor possessing independent strategic objectives.
This tendency reflects broader patterns within EU studies,
where external partners frequently appear as recipients
of European policies rather than as co-constitutive
participants in international cooperation. As a result,
Canadian perspectives, domestic political dynamics,
and strategic calculations are often underrepresented
within academic analyses.

The cumulative effect of these tendencies is a literature
that is exceptionally rich in empirical detail yet
comparatively limited in theoretical synthesis. Scholars
have generated extensive knowledge regarding specific
agreements, policy sectors, institutional arrangements,
and episodes of cooperation. Nevertheless, there remains
no widely accepted framework capable of explaining
why EU—Canada relations have evolved in the particular
manner they have, why cooperation has intensified at
certain historical moments, or how economic, political,
normative, and security dimensions interact within
the broader relationship. The field therefore exhibits
what might be termed a condition of theoretical under-
integration: substantial empirical accumulation without
corresponding conceptual consolidation.

Persistent Gaps in the Literature

Despite the growing sophistication of scholarship on
EU-Canada relations, significant theoretical, empirical,
and methodological limitations continue to constrain
the development of the field. These shortcomings help
explain why the relationship remains empirically rich
yet theoretically fragmented.

One of the most significant weaknesses in the literature
is the absence of a coherent theoretical framework
specifically designed to explain relations between
advanced middle powers operating within complex
multilateral environments. Existing approaches draw
selectively from liberal institutionalism, governance
theory, political economy, and strategic partnership
literature, yet none adequately captures the distinctive
dynamics of EU-Canada relations.

A particularly notable gap is the lack of a middle-power
relational theory capable of explaining how actors thatare
neither great powers nor traditional security dependents
construct durable forms of strategic cooperation. While
both the European Union and Canada are frequently
characterised as middle powers, scholarship rarely
examines how this shared status shapes patterns of
interaction, institutional design, or strategic behaviour.

The literature also exhibits limited integration between
debates on European strategic autonomy and analyses
of Canadian foreign policy. Research on EU strategic
autonomy generally focuses on the Union’s relationship
with major powers such as the United States, China,
and Russia, while studies of Canadian foreign policy
continue to emphasise North American and NATO-
centred perspectives. Consequently, the intersection
between these evolving strategic agendas remains
insufficiently theorised.

Furthermore, existing alliance theory has been only
partially adapted to contemporary forms of strategic
cooperation that extend beyond traditional military
alliances. EU—Canada relations increasingly encompass
collaboration in areas such as digital governance, climate
security, Arctic policy, supply-chain resilience, and
regulatory coordination. Yet the conceptual tools used
to analyse these developments remain largely rooted in
conventional understandings of military alliances and
security partnerships. This creates a significant analytical
gap in understanding how strategic alignment emerges
in the absence of formal defence commitments.

The empirical literature has expanded considerably
in recent decades, but important areas remain
underexplored. One persistent limitation is the absence
of comprehensive longitudinal datasets capable of
systematically tracing the evolution of EU-Canada
relations over time. Although individual studies examine
specific agreements, policy sectors, or historical periods,
relatively few provide a continuous analysis spanning
the post-Cold War era from 1990 to 2026. This limits
scholars’ ability to identify long-term patterns of
institutionalisation, policy convergence, and strategic
transformation.

Several emerging policy domains also remain
insufficiently researched. Arctic governance has become
increasingly important in the context of climate change,
geopolitical competition, and resource security, yet
dedicated studies of EU—Canada cooperation in the
Arctic remain relatively scarce. Similar gaps exist in
research on artificial intelligence governance, digital
regulation, critical technologies, and defence-industrial
cooperation, despite their growing prominence within
contemporary policy agendas.
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Comparative scholarship is likewise limited. Existing
research typically examines EU-Canada relations in
isolation, with relatively little systematic comparison to
other strategic partnerships, such as EU-Japan or EU—
Australia. The absence of comparative analysis makes
it difficult to determine whether observed patterns are
unique to the EU-Canada relationship or reflect broader
trends in the European Union’s external partnerships.

Methodological limitations further contribute to the
fragmentation of the field. Much of the existing literature
remains heavily dependent on descriptive institutional
analysis, focusing on agreements, declarations, and
formal governance structures. While such approaches
provide valuable empirical detail, they often offer
limited explanatory leverage regarding the underlying
drivers of cooperation and strategic change.

The field has also made relatively limited use of
computational methods. Diplomatic discourse, official
statements, summit declarations, and policy documents
provide extensive textual data that could be analysed
through computational text analysis, discourse mapping,
and natural language processing techniques. However,
such approaches remain rare within studies of EU—
Canada relations.

Similarly, network analysis has been underutilised
despite the highly institutionalised and multi-level
nature of the relationship. Mapping interactions among
governmental actors, regulatory agencies, international
organisations, and policy networks could provide
valuable insights into the mechanisms through which
cooperation develops and diffuses across sectors.

Finally, the literature exhibits only limited engagement
with mixed-method research designs capable of
supporting stronger causal inference. Combining
qualitative process tracing with quantitative longitudinal
analysiswould allow scholars tomove beyond descriptive
accounts and develop more robust explanations of how
and why EU-Canada relations have evolved over time.

In summary, The evolution of EU-Canada relations
scholarship reflects the broader transformation of the
relationship itself. What began as a largely peripheral
component of wider transatlantic studies has gradually
emerged as a recognised field of inquiry encompassing
trade, governance, foreign policy, and strategic
cooperation. Successive waves of scholarship have
documented increasing institutionalisation, regulatory
convergence, and political coordination between the
European Union and Canada.

Nevertheless, the literature remains characterised by
substantial fragmentation across theoretical traditions,
policy domains, and methodological approaches. While

empirical evidence increasingly points towards a pattern
of strategic alignment, existing frameworks struggle to
explainthemechanismsthroughwhichthistransformation
has occurred. The central challenge for future research
is therefore not the absence of empirical material but
the lack of an integrated analytical framework capable
of linking economic interdependence, institutional
development, regulatory cooperation, and geopolitical
convergence.

Addressing this challenge requires moving beyond
sector-specific analyses and developing theories capable
of explaining how advanced middle powers construct
and sustain strategic partnerships in an increasingly
fragmented and contested international order. Such
an approach would not only deepen understanding of
EU-Canada relations but also contribute to broader
debates concerning strategic alignment, middle-
power diplomacy, and the evolution of contemporary
international partnerships.

Thus, it also seems safe to assume Mark Carney’s
framing at Davos can also be understood as a response
to a scholarly challenge , while Canada’s strategic
posture can be read as an attempt to recalibrate its
position within an increasingly polycentric and uncertain
international system, where hedging strategies and
trade diversification have become central instruments
of middle-power statecraft. Rather than relying on a
single anchor—historically the United States—Canada
is progressively constructing a portfolio of economic
and regulatory alignments designed to reduce exposure
to geopolitical volatility and supply chain fragility. This
requires not only sectoral adjustment (critical minerals,
clean technology, digital services, and defence-industrial
cooperation), but also institutional recalibration across
federal and provincial competencies.

Scholarly Contribution

This study contributes to the understanding of the EU-
Canada Strategic Partnership by examining it primarily
from a Canadian perspective. While recognizing the
diverse viewpoints within the European Union and its
member states, the analysis emphasizes Canadian policy
priorities, strategic interests, and perceptions of the
partnership. Given the complex and multidimensional
nature of EU—Canada relations, the research pays
particular attention to key political and security
dimensions that are most relevant to the evolving
Strategic Partnership.

As a collective great-regional actor, the EU is
characterized as both a regulatory superpower and a
fragmented strategic entity. It pursues a strategy of “de-
risking” rather than decoupling in its external relations.
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The Strategic Partnership framework with Canada
serves as a fallback to a great power form within the
UN, functioning as a hedging interface that allows both
actors to diversify trade exposure while reinforcing
normative convergence in critical areas such as climate
policy, digital governance, and supply chain resilience.

In this evolving configuration, Indigenous policy
considerations emerge as a crucial yet often under-
integrated dimension. This aspect lends itself well to
comparative analysis, particularly concerning Canada’s
Indigenous Peoplesunderthe United Nations Declaration
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) and the
complexities of Canada’s federal system of treaties and
land rights. The integration of reconciliation frameworks
and Indigenous economic participation increasingly
influences infrastructure, resource governance, and
environmental licensing regimes in Canada, thereby
affecting the predictability and legitimacy of external
investments.

Conversely, while discussions around Indigenous rights
inthe EU contextare less structurally embedded, the EU’s
external trade agreements are increasingly incorporating
human rights conditionality and sustainability clauses
that intersect with Indigenous governance in partner
states.

Ultimately, both Canada and the EU are navigating a
transitionfromglobalizationtomanagedinterdependence,
where hedging behavior supplants pure liberal openness,
and trade diversification becomes a strategic necessity
rather than merely a policy preference. Their partnership
reflects not only shared values but also converging
responses to systemic uncertainties, emphasizing the
need for resilient supply chains, regulatory autonomy,
and selective engagement with rival power blocs.

In this light, the EU-Canada relationship is best
understood as a stabilizing axis within a fragmented
international political economy—neither fully aligned
nor adversarial, but increasingly characterized by
calibrated ambiguity. This analysis situates the
evolving relationship within the EU’s broader Strategic
Partnership framework and its expanding geopolitical
and economic footprint in the Americas. It underscores
how both actors are increasingly adopting hedging
strategies amid systemic uncertainty and intensifying
great-power competition.

Trade diversification emerges as a central policy
imperative, reflecting a shared commitment to reducing
strategic dependencies while maintaining openness.
The complementary nature of Canada’s middle-power
diplomacy and the EU’s regulatory great-power capacity
is becoming more pronounced under these conditions.

Furthermore, Indigenous policy considerations continue
to shape Canada’s domestic and external policy
coherence, influencing investment, governance, and
sustainability standards.

Within the Americas, the EU’s positioning increasingly
relies on structured partnerships rather than unilateral
influence. Against this backdrop, the next phase of the
EU—Canada Strategic Partnership is oriented toward
a more balanced, resilient, and normatively aligned
framework. This partnership thus embodies a calibrated
search for stability through managed interdependence in
an increasingly fragmented global order.

The analysis also highlights that hedging and great
power competition are institutionally mediated,
suggesting that there are various ways to navigate the
balance of power. The parties involved are compelled to
make the partnership strategic to advance and maintain
peace. In contemporary discourse, there is a consensus
that demonstrating strength and clear communication of
objectives are essential for effective engagement in this
complex international landscape.

Strategic Challenges

The partnership between the European Union and
Canada is strategically important, but it faces significant
challenges across security, economics, governance, and
geopolitical coordination.

One of the central challenges is balancing relations with
the United States. Canada remains deeply connected
to the U.S. through geography, trade, NATO, and the
USMCA framework, while the EU still depends heavily
on the United States for parts of its security architecture.
The challenge for both partners is determining how far
EU-Canada cooperation can advance without creating
friction inside the broader transatlantic alliance or
conflicting with American strategic priorities.

Defence and security coordination also present major
difficulties. The new EU—Canada Security and Defence
Partnership expands cooperation on cyber threats,
maritime security, artificial intelligence, and defence
industries. However, the EU and Canada maintain
different procurement systems, industrial strategies,
and military priorities. Integrating Canada into EU
defence initiatives such as SAFE will require complex
negotiations over market access, industrial standards,
interoperability, and sovereignty concerns.

Economic security and supply-chain resilience are
becoming increasingly important. Both sides aim
to reduce dependence on authoritarian suppliers,
particularly in critical minerals, semiconductors, energy
technologies, and advanced manufacturing inputs. At
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the same time, competition may emerge over subsidies,
industrial policy, investment incentives, and access to
strategic resources. Coordinating “de-risking” from
China without undermining trade efficiency or economic
competitiveness remains a delicate balancing act.

The incomplete implementation of CETA continues
to limit the full potential of the relationship. Although
the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement
significantly expanded trade and investment flows,
several EU member states have still not fully ratified
the agreement. Agricultural regulation, environmental
standards, and investment protection mechanisms
remain politically sensitive across parts of Europe,
where public opposition to deeper trade integration
continues to influence domestic politics.

Regulatory divergence in digital governance is another
growing challenge. The EU increasingly promotes
strict regulatory frameworks covering privacy, artificial
intelligence, digital competition, and online platforms,
while Canada remains more closely aligned with North
American regulatory traditions that prioritize flexibility
and innovation. Aligning these systems without
weakening competitiveness or slowing technological
development will become increasingly difficult as digital

regulation expands.

Arctic geopolitics adds another strategic dimension.
Climate change, new shipping routes, energy resources,
and expanding Russian and Chinese activity are
transforming the Arctic into a critical geopolitical theatre.
Canada and the EU share many strategic concerns, yet
Arctic governance involves sensitive issues surrounding
sovereignty, Indigenousrights,environmental protection,
and military competition. Coordinating policy in this
environment requires balancing security priorities with
legal and political sensitivities.

Climate and energy transition policies also create
potential tensions. Both partners support climate
neutrality and green-transition goals, but their economic
structures differ significantly. Canada remains a major
exporter of energy and natural resources, including
LNG and mining products, while the EU is pursuing
increasingly strict climate regulations, carbon border
adjustment mechanisms, and green industrial policies.
These measures may generate friction with Canadian
exporters and resource industries.

Maintaining political unity during a period of geopolitical
instability represents a broader structural challenge. The
partnership is partly driven by concerns over Russian
aggression, trade fragmentation, technological rivalry,
and uncertainty in global leadership. However, EU

member states do not always share identical strategic
priorities, and Canadian policy direction can shift with
domestic political change. Sustaining long-term strategic
alignment therefore requires durable institutional
mechanisms rather than temporary political consensus.

Ultimately, the strategic challenge is not whether the
European Union and Canada share democratic values—
they largely do—but whether those shared values can
be translated into coordinated policies on defence,
technology, trade, energy, and global governance within
an increasingly fragmented international system.

Execution Plan

A successful EU-Canada strategy must therefore move
beyond symbolic diplomacy and focus on operational
integration. The primary issue is no longer agreement
on principles, but the ability to implement coordinated
action across institutions, industries, and political
cycles.

The first priority should be the creation of a permanent
EU-Canada Strategic Council designed toinstitutionalize
cooperation. This structure should include annual
leaders’ summits, quarterly ministerial meetings, a
joint secretariat, and crisis coordination mechanisms.
Dedicated working groups should focus on defence
industries, critical minerals, artificial intelligence,
Arctic security, energy transition, and supply-chain
resilience. The objective would be to transform ad hoc
coordination into continuous strategic management
similar to NATO’s integrated committee system.

At the economic level, the partnership should fully
implement and modernize CETA. Beyond securing
remaining ratifications, the agreement should be updated
with provisions covering digital trade, green industrial
standards, critical minerals, and secure supply chains.
Politically, the agreement should be reframed not simply
as a free-trade arrangement, but as an economic security
framework among democratic partners. Deliverables
could include trusted supply-chain certification systems,
common ESG reporting standards, and reduced customs
barriers for strategic industries.

A joint critical minerals strategy should become a
flagship initiative. Canada possesses substantial reserves
of lithium, cobalt, nickel, and rare earth elements, all
of which are essential for batteries, semiconductors,
electric vehicles, and defence technologies. The
EU could support Canadian extraction and refining
through targeted financing, strategic reserves, recycling
infrastructure, and Indigenous partnership mechanisms.
This would help both sides reduce dependence on
Chinese processing dominance while strengthening
supply-chain resilience.
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Over the medium term, the partnership should establish
an EU-Canada defence industrial corridor. The
objective would not be full military integration, but
coordinated production capacity in areas such as drones,
cyber defence, Al-enabled systems, naval surveillance,
Arctic monitoring, and ammunition manufacturing.
Shared standards, joint research funding, and mutual
procurement access would strengthen industrial
interoperability while remaining fully compatible with
NATO structures.

The Arctic should become another central pillar of
strategic coordination. A joint Arctic strategy could
integrate maritime surveillance, climate monitoring,
Indigenous governance cooperation, infrastructure
resilience, and search-and-rescue operations. Security
coordination should also address Russian militarization
and expanding Chinese polar investment activity through
shared satellite intelligence, joint naval exercises, and
collaborative Arctic research infrastructure.

Digital governanceandartificialintelligence coordination
will also be essential. Rather than attempting complete
regulatory harmonization, the EU and Canada should
develop interoperable Al standards, compatible privacy
frameworks, trusted democratic cloud infrastructure,
and joint Al safety institutions. This would help create
a democratic alternative to both American platform
dominance and Chinese state-centric technology
models.

In the longer term, the partnership could evolve into
a broader transatlantic green industrial zone. Such a
framework would coordinate carbon pricing, mutual
recognition of environmental standards, cleanenergy
financing, hydrogen infrastructure, and battery
supply chains. The objective would be to strengthen
competitiveness against large-scale American and
Chinese industrial strategies while avoiding subsidy
conflicts among allies.

A parallel democratic technology alliance could
coordinate investment and research in semiconductors,
quantum computing, biotechnology, space systems, and
cyber resilience. Public-private investment mechanisms
involving EU institutions, Canadian pension funds,
sovereign investment vehicles, and industrial firms could
provide long-term financing for strategic technologies.

The partnership should also institutionalize crisis
coordination mechanisms capable of responding to
cyberattacks, trade coercion, energy disruptions,
Arctic incidents, and disinformation campaigns. Joint
early-warning systems, intelligence-sharing protocols,
coordinated sanctions frameworks, and democratic
resilience task forces would improve collective
preparedness.

Politically, the partnership must remain compatible with
the broader transatlantic alliance. The objective should
not be anti-American strategic autonomy, but increased
strategic capacity within NATO and the G7 framework.
Public legitimacy will also be essential. Cooperation
should therefore be framed around economic security,
democratic resilience, technological sovereignty, energy
independence, and job creation rather than abstract
globalization narratives.

Indigenous and regional stakeholders must also play a
central role, particularly in Arctic governance, mining
projects, infrastructure development, and environmental
policy. Without meaningful inclusion, implementation
delays, legal disputes, and legitimacy crises are likely
to emerge.

The largest obstacles remain institutional fragmentation
within the EU, domestic political turnover, industrial
competition among allies, potential American
resistance to autonomous industrial coordination, and
the enormous financing requirements associated with
defence modernization and infrastructure development.

For this reason, the partnership should prioritize a
limited number of highly visible flagship projects rather
than broad declarations. Areas such as an EU-Canada
battery supply chain, a joint Arctic surveillance network,
coordinated cyber defence infrastructure, democratic
Al certification systems, and interoperable defence
procurement mechanisms could produce tangible results
and build long-term political durability.

Without concrete operational successes, the EU-Canada
partnership risks remaining strategically ambitious but
institutionally symbolic.

Strengthened Areas of EU-Canada Strategic

Cooperation

A more strategically coherent EU-Canada partnership
requires expansion beyond existing trade and diplomatic
coordination into a set of high-intensity cooperation
domains that directly respond to systemic geopolitical
fragmentation, financial volatility, technological
disruption, and democratic stress. These domains
should not be treated as isolated policy sectors, but as
interdependent pillars of a broader strategic alignment
architecture.

Financial
Cooperation

System Integration and Banking

A first priority area concerns the deepening of
financial regulatory coordination and banking-sector
interoperability. While both actors already maintain
highly developed regulatory regimes, cooperation
remains limited in scope and largely indirect. A
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strengthened framework should focus on enhanced
supervisory dialogue between the European Central
Bank, the European Banking Authority, and the Office
of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions in
Canada. This would include structured cooperation on
stress-testing methodologies, systemic risk monitoring,
and digital banking regulation, particularly in relation to
fintech platforms and cross-border capital flows.

The strategic rationale is not financial integration per se,
but the creation of resilient and interoperable regulatory
responses to global financial instability, particularly in a
context of increasing fragmentation of global payment
systems and rising geopolitical financial risk.

Media Freedom, Information
Democratic Resilience

Integrity, and

A second area of cooperation concerns media freedom
and information integrity, which has become a core
dimension of strategic competition in the digital age. Both
the EU and Canada already possess strong normative
commitments in this area, yet institutional coordination
remains underdeveloped. A joint EU-Canada Media
Resilience and Information Integrity Initiative could
be established to coordinate responses to foreign
information manipulation, disinformation campaigns,
and structural threats to independent journalism.

This would include regulatory dialogue on platform
accountability, shared early-warning systems for
information interference, and joint support mechanisms
for independent media ecosystems. The strategic value
of this cooperation lies in reinforcing democratic
resilience as a shared security asset, rather than treating
media policy as a purely domestic regulatory matter.

Urbanism

Acthird area, The European Union and Canada could agree
to deepen cooperation on urban governance excellence
and sustainable metropolitan competitiveness, with
a pilot focus on Toronto and Vancouver as a leading
transatlantic global cities.

Toronto and Vancouver face a different set of
challenges compared to Quebec’s cities, largely shaped
by global migration, housing pressure, and economic
concentration.

Toronto is Canada’s largest financial and economic
hub, but it struggles with very high housing costs,
rapid population growth driven by immigration,
strained public transit, and growing inequality between
highincome professionals and lower-income residents. It
also faces infrastructure pressure, especially in transport
and healthcare, as its growth has outpaced expansion of
public services. Atabroader level, Toronto’s challenge is

maintaining affordability and livability while remaining
Canada’s main global economic gateway.

Vancouver faces similar but even more severe housing
affordability issues, driven by limited land, high demand
from global capital, and strong immigration flows. It also
deals with risks from climate change, including wildfires,
heatwaves, and coastal vulnerabilities. Economically,
Vancouver is less diversified than Toronto and is highly
dependent on real estate, trade with Asia, and tourism.
Social inequality and homelessness are also more visible
challenges in Vancouver than in many other Canadian
cities.

Together, Toronto and Vancouver represent Canada’s
global-facing urban model: highly attractive to
international talent and investment, but increasingly
under pressure from housing scarcity, infrastructure
limits, and the difficulty of sustaining affordability in
globally connected cities.

Enter also Montreal and Quebec. Montreal and Quebec
City face different but related challenges shaped by

economics, language, identity, infrastructure, and
demographics.
Montreal’s main challenges include housing

affordability, ageing infrastructure, traffic congestion,
inequality between neighborhoods, and balancing its
French identity with globalization and immigration. As
Canada’s major French-speaking metropolis, Montreal
also faces political tensions over language laws,
secularism, and cultural integration. Economically,

it competes with larger North American cities for
investment, technology, and talent.

QuebecCityfaceschallengeslinkedmoretodemographics
and economic scale. Its population is ageing faster, and
it has less economic diversification than Montreal. It
relies heavily on government administration, tourism,
and regional services. Like many historic cities, it must
balance heritage preservation with modernization and
urban growth.

Morebroadly, bothcities reflectadeeper challenge within
Quebec itself: preserving a distinct Frenchspeaking
society within an overwhelmingly Englishspeaking
North American continent. This creates recurring
debates over nationalism, immigration, language policy,
secularism, and Quebec’s relationship with the rest of
Canada.

Ottawa faces a distinct set of challenges because it is
both a capital city and a mid-sized metropolitan area
shaped heavily by government activity.

One key challenge is economic dependence on the
public sector. A large share of jobs are tied to federal
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administration, meaning the city is less diversified than
major private-sector hubs like Toronto. This makes
Ottawa more stable in downturns, but also limits its
growth in high-risk, high-reward industries like global
finance or large-scale tech ecosystems.

Another challenge is housing pressure and affordability.
While not as extreme as Vancouver or Toronto, rising
demand from government workers, tech firms, and
immigration has pushed prices upward, especially in
central neighborhoods.

Ottawaalso faces infrastructure and transport limitations.
The city has struggled with delays, reliability issues,
and cost overruns in its light rail system, which affects
commuting and urban connectivity across the Ottawa—
Gatineau region.

A further challenge comes from its dual identity as a
bilingual capital shared between Ontario and Quebec,
linked to Quebec through the Ottawa River. This creates
administrative complexity, especially in coordinating
services across provincial boundaries and balancing
in federal

English—French linguistic requirements
institutions.

Finally, Ottawa’s role as Canada’s political center
brings symbolic and security pressures. As the seat of
federal government, it must maintain high standards of
security, diplomacy, and institutional stability, which
can constrain urban flexibility compared to more
commercially driven cities.

The initiative could support measurable improvements
in transparency, livability, infrastructure performance,
economic resilience, climate adaptation, and public
trust, with the objective of strengthening Toronto’s
performance across internationally respected governance
and city-ranking frameworks, including those associated
with the OECD, World Bank, IMD, and Economist
Intelligence Unit.

Priority areas for EU-Canada cooperation shall
include advancing transparent budgeting, procurement
modernization, and interoperable open-data standards;
accelerating  housing approvals, smart zoning
systems, and affordable urban development strategies;
expanding integrated regional transit connectivity
and sustainable mobility infrastructure across the

Greater Toronto Area; enhancing public safety through

data-informed governance, prevention frameworks,
and communitybased partnerships; strengthening
digital public services, including secure and efficient
online access to permits, taxation, and municipal
services; promoting climate resilience through green
infrastructure, flood mitigation,
and low-emission transportation systems; increasing

energy efficiency,

democratic  participation  through  participatory
budgeting, civic technology platforms, and structured
public consultation =~ mechanisms; improving

intergovernmental coordination to reduce administrative
fragmentation and strengthen policy delivery capacity;
supporting innovation ecosystems through partnerships
among universities, research institutions, startups, and
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technology companies; and establishing internationally
benchmarked urban performance indicators and annual
public reporting mechanisms.

The European Union and Canada further recognize that
globally competitive cities are built upon accountable
institutions, high-quality public services, environmental
sustainability, inclusive economic opportunity, and
strong civic trust. Cooperation under this agenda item
shall therefore promote the exchange of best practices,
technical expertise, and joint urban policy innovation
between Canadian and European metropolitan regions.

Sustaianable Development Goals

Canada’s Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) profile
highlights significant opportunities for collaboration
acrosssocial, environmental, and economic sustainability
priorities. While the country performs strongly on
many SDG indicators, continued progress is needed
in areas such as gender equality, water management,
sustainable urban development, action,
responsible consumption, biodiversity conservation,
and marine protection. These priorities create valuable
opportunities for organizations such as Three Oranges to
establish partnerships that support Canada’s sustainable
development agenda while generating measurable
impact

climate

SDG 5: Gender Equality remains a key component
of Canada’s commitment to inclusive and sustainable
development. Although Canada has made substantial
progress in promoting equal opportunities for women
and girls, challenges remain in addressing gender-
based disparities in leadership, income, and workforce
participation. Opportunities exist for partnerships that
support women’s empowerment, inclusive leadership
development, gender-responsive policies, and equitable
access to education and economic opportunities.
Collaborative initiatives in these areas can contribute to
stronger, more inclusive communities and institutions.

SDG 6: Clean Water and Sanitation focuses on ensuring
access to safe water and sustainable water resource
management. Despite Canada’s abundant freshwater
resources, challenges persist regarding water quality,
infrastructure modernization, wastewater management,
and access to clean drinking water in some Indigenous
and remote communities. Organizations can collaborate
with Canadian governments, research institutions,
and community organizations on projects related to
water conservation, watershed protection, wastewater
treatmentinnovation, water monitoring technologies, and
sustainable resource management. These partnerships
can strengthen environmental stewardship while
improving public health and community resilience.

SDG 11: Sustainable Citiesand Communities emphasizes
creating inclusive, safe, resilient, and sustainable urban
environments. Canadian municipalities are actively
investing in sustainable transportation systems,
affordable housing solutions, climate adaptation
measures, green infrastructure, and disaster resilience
planning. Opportunities exist for knowledge exchange
and collaboration on smart-city technologies, sustainable
urban planning, community engagement programs, and
innovative infrastructure solutions that improve quality
of life while reducing environmental impacts.

SDG 12: Responsible Consumption and Production
remains an important area for improvement in Canada.
Challenges related to resource consumption, waste
generation, pollution, impacts
associated with production systems highlight the need
for innovative solutions. Organizations can partner
with Canadian businesses, governments, and academic
institutions to advance circular economy initiatives,
sustainable manufacturing practices, waste reduction
strategies, recycling technologies, and responsible
supply chain management. Such collaborations can
help reduce environmental footprints while supporting
sustainable economic growth.

and environmental

SDG 13: Climate Action is one of Canada’s highest
sustainability priorities. The country continues to
pursue policies and investments aimed at reducing
greenhouse gas emissions, accelerating the transition
to clean energy, and strengthening climate resilience.
Partnerships in renewable energy, carbon management,
climate adaptation, infrastructure, and
environmental innovation can contribute significantly to
Canada’s climate objectives. Organizations that provide
expertise, technology, or research in these areas can
play an important role in supporting a low-carbon and
climate-resilient future.

sustainable

SDG 14: Life Below Water focuses on protecting
oceans, marine ecosystems, and coastal resources. As a
country bordered by three oceans, Canada places strong
emphasis on sustainable fisheries, marine biodiversity
conservation, habitat restoration, and reducing marine
pollution. Opportunities exist for collaboration on
marine research, conservation technologies, ocean
monitoring systems, plastic waste reduction initiatives,
and sustainable coastal development projects. These
efforts support both environmental protection and the
long-term sustainability of ocean-based economies.

SDG 15: Life on Land highlights the importance
of biodiversity conservation, ecosystem restoration,
sustainable forest management, and species protection.
has established conservation

Canada ambitious
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goals aimed at protecting terrestrial and freshwater
ecosystems while preserving biodiversity. Partnerships
involving habitat restoration, environmental monitoring,
conservation technology, sustainable forestry, and
ecological research can contribute to these objectives
while supporting broader environmental sustainability
efforts.

SDG 17: Partnerships for the Goals serves as the
foundation foradvancingall other SDGs. Canadaactively
promotes collaboration among governments, businesses,
academic institutions, Indigenous
nonprofits, and international partners. Through shared
expertise, innovation, funding mechanisms, data-sharing
initiatives, and knowledge exchange, cross-sector
partnerships enable stakeholders to address complex
sustainability challenges more effectively. Organizations
that align their initiatives with Canada’s SDG priorities
can strengthen opportunities for strategic partnerships,
funding support, and long-term collaboration.

The EU and Canada can coalesce around SDGs 5, 6, 11,
12, 13, 14, and 17 by shifting from general alignment of
sustainability goals toward deeper structural integration
of policies, systems, and implementation mechanisms.
Both regions already demonstrate strong commitment
to the Sustainable Development Goals, so the real
opportunity lies in building interoperability rather than
redefining priorities.

communities,

At the policy level, coherence can be strengthened by
aligning regulatory approaches across climate action,
circular economy development, water governance,
marine protection, gender equality, and sustainable
urban development. For example, climate policy
under SDG 13 can move toward closer compatibility
between carbon pricing systems and emissions trading
mechanisms, allowing businesses and governments to
operate across both jurisdictions with fewer barriers.
Similarly, circular economy approaches under SDG
12 can be aligned through shared standards on product
design, waste reduction, and lifecycle responsibility,
creating a more unified transatlantic production system.
Water management under SDG 6 and ocean protection
under SDG 14 can be reinforced through shared
environmental thresholds, coordinated monitoring
systems, and joint protection of vulnerable ecosystems,
particularly in Arctic and marine regions where both
actors have strategic interests.

Sustainable cities under SDG 11 offer another strong
area for convergence through city-level cooperation.
European and Canadian municipalities can exchange
urban development models focused on public transport,
housing affordability, green infrastructure, and climate

resilience. These exchanges allow successful urban
innovations to move more quickly between regions rather
than remaining isolated within national boundaries.
Gender equality under SDG 5 can also be embedded more
deeply into these cooperation frameworks by ensuring
that workforce transitions, leadership structures, and
innovation funding systems are designed with inclusive
participation standards that are consistent across both
regions.

SDG 17 functions as the enabling foundation for this
entire relationship. Instead of treating partnerships as
project-based collaborations, the EU and Canada can
develop a more permanent cooperation architecture
that integrates funding mechanisms, research networks,
and shared measurement systems. This would include
harmonized sustainability indicators, compatible
reporting standards, and joint data platforms that allow
both regions to track progress using comparable metrics.
Such integration reduces duplication and strengthens
accountability while making it easier for organizations,
cities, and businesses to operate across both systems.

Sectorally, this coalescence becomes most visible in
climateandenergytransitions, wherejointdecarbonization
pathways, clean technology development, and hydrogen
infrastructure can be coordinated across borders. It
also appears in circular economy innovation, where
shared industrial standards can reduce fragmentation in
global supply chains. In water and ocean governance,
cooperation can extend to joint monitoring of marine
ecosystems and coordinated responses to pollution and
biodiversity loss. In urban sustainability, collaboration
can support scalable smart-city frameworks that are
transferable between European and Canadian contexts.

Overall, the convergence of the EU and Canada
around these SDGs represents a shift from parallel
sustainability efforts toward a unified implementation
ecosystem. Rather than operating as separate leaders in
sustainability, both regions can function as an integrated
transatlantic engine for SDG delivery, where policies,
data systems, and partnerships reinforce each other to
accelerate measurable global progress.

Military-to-Military and Defence Institutional

Dialogue

A fourth area, Although neither actor is part of
a bilateral defence alliance, military-to-military
engagement remains an underutilised dimension of the
relationship. Structured defence dialogue between the
Canadian Armed Forces and EU military structures,
including the European Union Military Staff, should be
institutionalised beyond ad hoc cooperation.
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This would involve regular strategic consultations,
joint scenario planning exercises, and interoperability
assessments in domains such as Arctic operations, cyber
defence, and crisis response logistics. The purpose is
not to create a formal alliance structure, but to enhance
operational familiarity and strategic interoperability in
non-Article 5 crisis environments, particularly in hybrid
threat contexts.

Security and Defence Policy (SDP) Convergence

A further area concerns deeper alignment between
European Security and Defence Policy frameworks
and Canadian defence policy priorities. This does not
imply institutional merger but rather structured policy
convergence in capability development, procurement
standards, and crisis management doctrines.

Particular emphasis should be placed on coordinated
capability development in areas such as maritime
surveillance, cyber defence infrastructure, and dual-use
technologies. Such cooperation would enable both actors
to reduce redundancy, improve efficiency in defence
procurement, and enhance their collective ability to
respond to systemic security shocks.

NATO functions as the primary operational bridge
between the EU and Canada. While EU-Canada
cooperation does exist directly, most real-world
military interoperability, joint exercises, and crisis
deployments are channelled through NATO structures
rather than EU-Canada standalone operations. This
means that even when strategic priorities align closely,
execution in defence terms is usually mediated through
NATO planning, command structures, and capability
frameworks.

The EU’s comparative strength lies in its civilian and
regulatory power. It is particularly influential in civilian
crisis management through CSDP missions, in shaping
regulatory and standards environments for cyber security,
artificial intelligence, and hybrid threat resilience, and in
developing external policy frameworks such as Women,
Peace and Security, climate-security integration, and
countering foreign information manipulation and
interference (FIMI). These tools give the EU strong
agenda-setting power and institutional reach, especially
in non-military dimensions of security.

Canada’s comparative strength is more operational and
capability-driven. It contributes expeditionary military
forces primarily through NATO, with proven deployment
capacity in coalition operations. It also has notable
expertise in Arctic and maritime security, reflecting
its geography and strategic environment, and plays a
significant role in intelligence ecosystems through its
integration in Five Eyes and NATO intelligence-sharing

structures. This positions Canada as a high-readiness
security actor within allied frameworks, particularly in
hard-security domains.

This is underpinned by the joint command , Norad,
through which the defence of North America is ensured,
equivalent to a merger of US-Canadian Defence.
Created in 1958, it is one of the deepest and longest-
standing defence collaborations in the world. NORAD’s
core mission is to detect, track, and respond to potential
aerospace threats, including aircraft, missiles, and other
airborne dangers. NORAD operates through a binational
command structure, meaning Canadian and American
military personnel work together under a unified chain
of command. The Commander is traditionally American,
while the Deputy Commander is always Canadian—an
arrangement that symbolizes equal partnership despite
the size difference between the two militaries.

The agreement has expanded over time. In 2006,
NORAD added a maritime warning mission, allowing it
to monitor potential threats approaching North America
by sea. Today, NORAD plays a critical role in early-
warning systems, radar surveillance, and rapid response
to potential security risks.

The arrangements also encompasses a security
agreement between the US and Canada on the use of
Canadian arctic waters as a second strike area.

For Canada, NORAD is essential because it provides
access to advanced U.S. defence technology, shared
intelligence, and coordinated continental protection.
For the United States, Canada’s northern geography
is strategically vital for detecting threats coming over
the Arctic. Together, NORAD strengthens continental
security and reinforces the broader Canada—U.S. defence
relationship.

The areas of strongest EU—-Canada overlap are
concentrated in a small set of high-intensity cooperation
zones where interests and tools converge. Support
for Ukraine is the clearest example, combining
military assistance, training programmes, sanctions
coordination, and broader strategic alignment against
Russian aggression. Cybersecurity and resilience
form another major intersection, especially in incident
response coordination, infrastructure protection, and
joint cyber exercises. Hybrid threats and disinformation
countermeasures also represent a growing shared
priority, linking intelligence analysis, societal resilience,
and democratic security. Maritime security is a further
convergence point, particularly in the Atlantic and
Arctic domains, where surveillance, naval cooperation,
and domain awareness are increasingly relevant. Finally,
capacity building and training in third countries remains
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a consistent area of practical cooperation, often focused
on institutional strengthening, security sector reform,
and stabilization missions.

Several areas of cooperation remain more indirect,
meaning they are strongly aligned politically but less
integrated operationally. Space security is developing as
a shared concern, particularly around satellite resilience
and space situational awareness, but cooperation is
still largely technical and fragmented. Arms control
and non-proliferation are primarily conducted through
multilateral regimes such as the UN system and the
OSCE, with EU and Canada acting in parallel rather
than through deeply integrated bilateral mechanisms.
Climate-security linkages are similarly aligned at
the policy level but are mainly implemented through
broader multilateral environmental and development
frameworks. Women, Peace and Security is another
domain where both actors are normatively aligned, but
cooperation is expressed through parallel programming
rather than joint operational structures.

Overall, EU-Canada defence and security cooperation
is best understood as an alignment of strategy combined
with complementary institutional strengths, where NATO
serves as the operational connector. The EU provides
dense policy frameworks, regulatory power, and civilian
crisis management tools, while Canada contributes
deployable military capability, Arctic and maritime
expertise, and intelligence integration within allied
networks. The most dynamic growth in cooperation is
occurring in cyber defence, hybrid threats, and Ukraine-
related support, where civilian and military dimensions
increasingly intersect.

The 2025 EU-Canada Security and Defence Partnership
marks a deliberate shift away from a purely declaratory
relationship toward a structured framework that is
designed to deepen over time without becoming a
formal alliance or duplicating NATO. Its core trajectory
is best understood as gradual institutional layering:
it starts as a political coordination mechanism, then
evolves into a platform for sustained policy alignment,
and over time may enable selective operational and
industrial cooperation. The agreement is intentionally
flexible, which allows both sides to expand cooperation
without binding commitments on collective defence or
command integration.

A central dynamic in its evolution is the growing
importance of defence industrial cooperation. This
is where the partnership is likely to become most
tangible. Canada’s increasing alignment with EU
defence procurement initiatives, including emerging
EU instruments for joint acquisition and industrial

coordination, signals a move toward more structured
participation in European capability development. Over
time, this could translate into joint procurement in areas
such as ammunition, unmanned systems, cyber defence
technologies, and maritime capabilities, alongside
deeper integration of Canadian firms into European
supply chains. Rather than creating a unified defence
market, the likely outcome is partial interoperability
of procurement systems and gradual convergence of
standards, certifications, and industrial planning cycles.
This effectively turns the partnership into a bridge
between the EU’s emerging defence industrial ecosystem
and Canada’s NATO-oriented procurement base.

Operational cooperation is expected to deepen more
cautiously, constrained by institutional realities but
still expanding in practice. Direct EU-Canada military
command integration is unlikely, as NATO remains the
central operational framework for collective defence
and expeditionary operations. However, the partnership
can still generate meaningful convergence through
parallel deployments and coordinated missions. This
is particularly visible in training and advisory efforts
related to Ukraine, where EU missions and Canadian
operations already function in complementary rather
than integrated ways. Over time, this pattern may
extend to other crisis theatres, where both actors operate
in the same strategic environments but under separate
institutional mandates, coordinating informally through
shared situational awareness and political alignment
rather than unified command structures.

Ukraine is the most important accelerator of this
relationship. It functions as both a strategic convergence
point and a practical testing ground for EU-Canada
cooperation outside NATO’s direct command structure.
The long-term trajectory is likely to involve sustained
coordination on training, force generation, logistics
support, and defence-industrial assistance, as well as
alignment on sanctions and reconstruction linked to
security sector reform. In this sense, Ukraine is not
just a shared priority but a mechanism through which
the partnership gains operational depth and strategic
urgency.

Cybersecurity, hybrid threats, and information security
represent another domain where the partnership is
likely to become increasingly institutionalised. Unlike
traditional military cooperation, these areas naturally
lend themselves to EU regulatory capacity and Canadian
intelligence integration, allowing for more direct
and continuous collaboration. Over time, this could
evolve into structured coordination on cyber incident
response, protection of critical infrastructure, election
security resilience, and countering foreign information
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manipulation. These domains are particularly significant
because they bypass many of the constraints that limit
traditional military integration and therefore allow for
deeper day-to-day cooperation.

Emerging domains such as space security, artificial
intelligence governance, and dual-use technology
regulation are likely to develop more slowly but will
gradually gain importance as strategic competition
intensifies. Cooperation in these areas will mostly take
the form of norm-setting, technical coordination, and
participation in multilateral standard-setting processes
rather than operational integration. The result is a
steady but uneven expansion of collaboration into areas
defined by regulation and standards rather than force
projection.

Across all of these areas, the broader structural driver
is geopolitical pressure. Both the European Union and
Canada are responding to a security environment shaped
by prolonged Russian aggression, increasing systemic
competition with China, and uncertainty about the
longterm stability of transatlantic security guarantees.
This creates incentives for what can be described
as a “likeminded security layer” within the wider
NATO system, where the EU and Canada increasingly
coordinate on resilience, industrial capacity, cyber
defence, and hybrid threat response while still relying
on NATO for core military deterrence and collective
defence.

The likely end-state of this evolution is not a new
alliance but a differentiated three-layer structure. NATO
remains the central military pillar for deterrence and
operations. The EU-Canada partnership becomes the
connective layer for industrial coordination, cyber
resilience, hybrid threat response, and selective crisis
cooperation. Bilateral and thematic instruments fill in
specific gaps, particularly in Ukraine-related support,
training missions, and procurement initiatives. In this
configuration, the partnership functions less as a defence
pactand more as a force multiplier that aligns two distinct
but increasingly compatible security ecosystems.

Overall, the trajectory is one of gradual convergence
without institutional fusion. The EU gains a more
capable external partner aligned with its security agenda,
Canada gains deeper access to European defence
industrial and regulatory networks, and both embed
their cooperation more tightly within the broader NATO
system while expanding autonomy in non-traditional
security domains.

Under the Ottawa-Bruxelles security and defense
partnership annual naval exercises could also take
place.

Defence Industrial Relations

Defence-industrial cooperation between the EU and
Canada has expanded significantly since 2024-2025 and
is moving beyond traditional NATO cooperation into
joint procurement, industrial supply chains, emerging
technologies, innovation, and capability
development. The signing of the EU-Canada Security
and Defence Partnership in June 2025 and Canada’s
subsequent participation in the EU’s SAFE programme
represent a qualitative shift toward defence-industrial
integration.

defence

From a theoretical perspective, these developments are
particularly important because they provide concrete
evidence that EU-Canada relations are evolving from
a primarily diplomatic and economic partnership
into a partially institutionalised security-industrial
relationship.

The most important area of integration is emerging
in defence procurement. Canada became the first
nonEuropean country allowed to participate in the EU’s
Security Action for Europe (SAFE) framework. SAFE
supports large-scale defence procurement and industrial
production among European partners. Canadian firms
can now participate more directly in EU-supported
procurement projects and collaborative capability
programmes. This has implications for ammunition
production, missile systems, artillery procurement,
drones and autonomous systems, air-defence capabilities,
and military electronics.

Historically, Canadian procurement has been deeply
integrated with the United States defence-industrial
base. SAFE potentially creates a second procurement
ecosystem linked directly to Europe. The theoretical
significance of this shift lies in diversification rather than
replacement. Canada is not abandoning North American
defence integration; rather, it is reducing dependence on
a single defence-industrial partner.

A second major area involves defence manufacturing
and supply-chain integration. The EU’s new European
Defence Industrial Programme (EDIP) seeks to increase
manufacturing capacity, strengthen supply chains, and
encourage cross-border industrial cooperation. Canada’s
participation in related initiatives creates opportunities
for Canadian companies to become suppliers within
European defence-productionnetworks. Potential sectors
include aerospace components, naval systems, advanced
materials, sensors and communications equipment,
ammunition production, and logistics systems.

This development is especially significant because both
Canada and Europe are attempting to rebuild industrial
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capacity after decades of post-Cold War downsizing.
A future European weapons system may increasingly
integrate Canadian sensors, European electronics,
Scandinavian software, German manufacturing, and
French integration. This type of transatlantic production
network was rare before 2022.

One of Canada’s strongest comparative advantages lies
inemerging technologies. Several studies on EU-Canada
defence cooperation highlight Canadian strengths
in artificial intelligence, machine learning, robotics,
quantum technologies, advanced computing, and
autonomous systems. Canada has globally recognised
Al ecosystems in Toronto, Montreal, and Edmonton, and
European policymakers increasingly view these sectors
as strategically important for military modernisation.

Areas of potential cooperation include battlefield
Al, decision-support systems, autonomous vehicles,
predictive logistics, and intelligence analysis. The
theoretical significance of this lies in a shift from
traditional alliance cooperation toward technological
security partnerships, where the critical resource is not
territory or military force but innovation capacity.

Cybersecurity has become a major pillar of EU-Canada
security cooperation. The Security and Defence
Partnership explicitly identifies cyber threats, hybrid
threats, protection of critical infrastructure, and digital
resilience as priority areas for collaboration. Industrial
cooperation is increasing in cyber-defence software,
encryption technologies, secure communications,
critical infrastructure protection, and threat intelligence
systems. Because both Canada and the EU face similar
vulnerabilities from state and non-state cyber actors,
cooperation extends beyond military applications into
broader societal resilience.

An increasingly important but understudied area
involves space security. The EU-Canada Security
and Defence Partnership identifies outer space as a
growing domain of cooperation. Potential areas include
satellite communications, Earth observation systems,
Arctic surveillance, military positioning systems, and
spacedomain awareness. Canada’s geography and
Arctic location make it a valuable partner for European
spacebased monitoring systems.

Thisisarguably the mostuniquely Canadian contribution.
Canada possesses expertise in Arctic surveillance,
cold-weather operations, northern infrastructure,
remote sensing technologies, and maritime monitoring.
Meanwhile, the EU has become increasingly concerned
about Arctic security due to climate change, Russian
military activity, maritime routes, and critical raw
materials.

Consequently, defence-industrial cooperation is
emerging around Arctic sensors, maritime surveillance
systems, satellite monitoring, autonomous maritime
vehicles, and environmental-security technologies.
Unlike many policy areas where the EU acts as the
dominant partner, Arctic security is an area where
Canada possesses substantial agenda-setting capacity,
providing an important example of Canadian agency
within the partnership.

Maritime security cooperation is expanding significantly.
Common concerns include Atlantic security, Arctic
navigation, undersea infrastructure, protection of
submarine cables, and maritime domain awareness.
Industrial cooperation could increasingly involve naval
sensors, sonar systems, autonomous underwater vehicles,
anti-submarine technologies, and maritime surveillance
platforms. Canada’s  shipbuilding modernisation
programme and European naval-industrial expansion
create opportunities for future collaboration.

Perhaps the most transformative area is innovation
networking. The relationship increasingly links
Canadian universities, European research institutes,
defence start-ups, dual-use technology firms, and
venture-capital ecosystems. Both NATO’s Defence
Innovation Accelerator for the North Atlantic (DIANA)
and broader transatlantic innovation initiatives are
helping create these connections. The focus is less on
traditional weapons production and more on dual-use
technologies, advanced manufacturing, Al, quantum
computing, and autonomous systems.

Canada’s participation in the SAFE Instrument is a
significant step in deepening its security and defense ties
with the EU. The initiative aims to strengthen Canada—
EU defense cooperation while expanding opportunities
for Canadian defense companies and supporting
Ukraine’s defense capabilities. Under the agreement,
Canadian defense companies will have preferential
access to procurement projects financed through the
SAFE Instrument, and the government will provide
guidance to help firms navigate eligibility requirements
and bidding processes. Canadian manufacturers and
technology providers with capabilities aligned to EU
priorities will be encouraged to form partnerships and
joint ventures with European companies. Canada will
also deliver a financial contribution to initiatives that
bolster Ukraine’s defense industry, coordinating with
EU institutions and Ukrainian authorities to target
key production needs. Regular consultations between
Canadian and EU officials will support collaboration
in defense procurement, industrial cooperation, and
capability development, including research and
supplychain integration. The impact of the initiative
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will be monitored by tracking the number and value of
SAFEfunded contracts awarded to Canadian firms, the
formation of Canada—EU industrial partnerships, the
financial support directed to Ukraine, and measurable
improvements in strategic defense cooperation and
readiness among allied partners.

Concrete Proposal: Canada’s Participation in the
SAFE Instrument

Canada should operationalize its participation in the
SAFE Instrument by establishing a dedicated Canada—
EU Defense Procurement Initiative that enables Canadian
firms to access SAFE-funded opportunities, strengthens
industrial partnerships with European companies, and
supports Ukraine’s defense industrial base.

To  proceed, Canada  should first finalize the
implementation framework by completing all
administrative and legal arrangements required for
participation in SAFEfunded procurements and defining
eligibility criteria and participation rules for Canadian
companies. Next, a Canadian Industry Support Program
should be created, establishing a government-led office
to inform Canadian firms about SAFE opportunities,
provide procurement guidance, matchmaking services,
and export support. Priority sectors should be identified
by mapping Canadian capabilities in areas such
as ammunition, aerospace, cybersecurity, artificial
intelligence, naval systems, and advanced manufacturing,
aligning these with EU defense procurement priorities.

Canada should then launch industry partnerships
by organizing Canada—EU defense industry forums
and business missions, facilitating joint ventures and
consortium-building between Canadian and European
firms to compete for SAFE-funded projects. Support for
Ukraine’s defense industry should be operationalized
by allocating Canada’s financial contribution to projects
that expand Ukraine’s production capacity, prioritizing
areas such as ammunition production, equipment
maintenance, and defense technology development. A
Joint Canada—EU Working Group should be established
to conduct regular consultations on procurement
opportunities, industrial cooperation, and regulatory
issues while monitoring implementation challenges and
identifying new collaboration opportunities.

Finally, progress should be measured by setting annual
targets for Canadian participation in SAFE procurements
and tracking contracts awarded to Canadian firms,
flows, partnerships established,
contributions to Ukraine’s defense sector. This approach
will enable Canadian firms to gain increased access to
European defense markets, integrate more deeply into

investment and

European defense supply chains, strengthen Canada—

EU security cooperation, and provide targeted support
to enhance Ukraine’s defense industrial capacity.

Pacific Dialogues

The agenda of the SDP would encompass a variety
of foreign policy Dialogues such as Pacific dialogues
to facilitate structured exchanges of lessons learned
and best practices, while advancing shared interests in
regional security, economic cooperation, sustainable
development, climate resilience, and the strengthening
of diplomatic and cultural ties between the European
Union, Canada, and Pacific nations. It would also
contribute to a deeper mutual understanding of the
Pacific dimension of Canadian foreign policy and the
EU’s Indo-Pacific and Asia strategies.

To ensure sustained relevance and impact, the Dialogue
could institutionalize stakeholder-based, regular
exchanges on Pacific-related issues. These exchanges
should bring together a broad range of actors, including
economic  stakeholders, business  associations,
policymakers, non-governmental organizations, civil
society representatives, citizens’ groups, and think
tanks. Such an inclusive framework would help align
strategic priorities, foster cross-sector collaboration,
and strengthen policy coherence across regions.

Partnering-up in WTO, COP, G7 and G20

EU—Canada cooperation in the WTO, COP, G7, and
G20 is already based on shared values, but it remains
mostly informal and reactive rather than strategically
coordinated. The World Trade Organization is where
both actors already often align, but they could increase
influence by coordinating positions before negotiations
rather than during them. They could also jointly lead
efforts to reform WTO dispute settlement and restore
a functioning appellate mechanism. A shared approach
to digital trade rules would allow them to shape global
standards on data flows, e-commerce taxation, and
Alrelated trade issues. Coordinating industrial subsidy
policies would reduce internal inconsistencies and
strengthen credibility in trade negotiations. At the
Conference of the Parties (COP), their cooperation is
strong on ambition but weak on tactical negotiation
strategy. They could improve impact by aligning
red lines before negotiations and jointly leading on
carbon pricing interoperability. Coordinated climate
finance proposals would increase their influence with
developing countries and improve trust in negotiations.
Joint messaging on methane reduction and fossil fuel
transition would also reduce fragmentation in climate
diplomacy. In the G7, EU-Canada cooperation could
shift from general alignment to agenda-setting by jointly
drafting summit priorities in advance. Canada can
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function as a diplomatic broker while the EU provides
regulatory and institutional expertise. Together they
can shape long-term G7 priorities on climate security,
digital governance, and economic resilience. At the
G20, cooperation is more challenging due to global
diversity, but still important. They can jointly promote
IMF reform, coordinated debt restructuring frameworks,
and global minimum tax enforcement. Alignment on
climate—finance integration would also help bridge
divides between advanced and developing economies.
Across all forums, the main improvement is shifting
from ad hoc coordination to structured pre-negotiation
planning. They would benefit from joint analytical units
that track negotiation positions, coalition dynamics, and
voting behavior. A shared diplomatic strategy system
would allow them to coordinate across all forums rather
than treating each separately. Overall, EU—Canada
cooperation becomes significantly more powerful when
it moves from shared values to shared strategic planning
and coordinated execution.

Arctic Governance and Northern

Architecture

Security

Given Canada’s geographic position and the EU’s
growing Arctic interest, Arctic governance should be
elevated to a central strategic domain. Cooperation
should extend beyond environmental protection into
security monitoring, infrastructure coordination, and
maritime governance to counter integrated hybrid
warfare, encompassing intimidation, use of criminal
proxies, corruption, cyper manipulation, intimidation,
sabotage used as combined subterfuges in an attempt
to undermine trust in public Canadian institutions and
possibly use of economic fronts to establish long-term
presence on Canadian territory.

A structured Arctic security dialogue would allow both
actors to coordinate responses to militarisation risks,
environmental instability, and new shipping route
governance. This would transform Arctic engagement
into a core pillar of geopolitical coordination rather than
a peripheral policy area.

Indigenous peoples are a critical but underdeveloped
dimension in EU-Canada relations. The Canada
formally recognizes First Nations, Inuit, and Métis
as constitutionally protected Indigenous peoples.
Indigenous rights in Canada are embedded in treaties and
constitutional law, but implementation remains uneven
across regions. Resource extraction, land rights, and
environmental governance continue to generate political
and legal tensions domestically. The European Union
engages Indigenous issues mostly through external
policies rather than internal governance structures. In

EU policy, Indigenous concerns appear mainly in trade
sustainability chapters and human rights dialogues.
This creates a structural imbalance because Indigenous
governance is central in Canada but peripheral in EU
institutional design. As a result, Indigenous participation
in EU-Canada strategic relations is mostly indirect and
consultative. The Comprehensive Economic and Trade
Agreement (CETA) includes sustainability provisions
but only weakly integrates Indigenous governance
mechanisms. This produces a legitimacy gap between
economic cooperation and social accountability.
Indigenous governance is especially important in
climate policy because Indigenous-managed lands are
significant carbon sinks and biodiversity zones. In Arctic
governance, Indigenous communities play a central role
in territorial stewardship and environmental monitoring.
Arcticshippingroutes andresource developmentincrease
the strategic importance of Indigenous consultation.
Despite this, there is no formal EU-Canada Indigenous
governance pillar in bilateral relations. The International
Criminal Court is only indirectly relevant because it
addresses extreme international crimes rather than most
Indigenous rights violations. The International Criminal
Court therefore has limited operational influence on
EU-Canada Indigenous policy. Indigenous governance
also affects trade legitimacy because supply chains can
intersect with contested land rights. Climate diplomacy
credibility is weakened when Indigenous participation is
not structurally embedded in policy design. EU-Canada
cooperation is therefore strong in climate ambition
but weaker in implementation legitimacy. The main
policy gap is the absence of Indigenous co-governance
in strategic frameworks. Strengthening Indigenous
participation would improve climate, trade, and
Arctic governance outcomes simultaneously. Overall,
Indigenous governance is not a peripheral issue but a
core structural component missing from EU-Canada
strategic relations.

Boreal Forests

Boreal forests, also known as taiga forests, are large
forests found in cold northern regions. They play an
important role in regulating the Earth’s climate by
absorbing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. These
forests store huge amounts of carbon in both trees and
soil. Boreal forests provide habitats for many animals
such as moose, wolves, bears, and birds. They also
help protect biodiversity by supporting many plant
and animal species. The forests help control the water
cycle by filtering and storing freshwater. Tree roots
prevent soil erosion and keep the land stable. Boreal
forests are important sources of timber, paper, and
other forest products. Many Indigenous communities
depend on these forests for their traditional way of life
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and resources. Overall, boreal forests are essential for
environmental balance and human well-being.

The boreal forest plays a major role in the global climate
system because it stores enormous amounts of carbon
in its trees, soils, and permafrost. It removes carbon
dioxide from the atmosphere through photosynthesis
and helps cool the planet, while its snow-covered
canopy influences how much sunlight the Earth absorbs.
The forest also shapes rainfall patterns and freshwater
flows across northern regions. As the climate warms,
the boreal forest faces rising threats such as more
intense wildfires, widespread insect outbreaks, and
rapid permafrost thaw. These changes can release huge
amounts of carbon and methane, potentially shifting the
forest from a carbon sink to a carbon source. Because
of this, scientists increasingly view the boreal forest
as a potential climate tipping point—an ecosystem
that could cross a threshold where damage becomes
irreversible, leading to large-scale forest dieback and
accelerating global warming. Canada, which contains a
large share of the world’s boreal forest, plays a crucial

role in protecting this system and maintaining global
climate stability.As a result, the EU’s relationship with
Canada increasingly approximates what might be called
a post-liberal trade model. The emphasis has shifted
away from maximizing global efficiency at any cost
and toward constructing resilient economic ecosystems
among trusted partners. CETA therefore functions
not merely as a legal agreement but as a platform
for wider coordination in industrial standards, green
technologies, digital governance, sustainable finance,
and strategic supply chains. The deeper significance of
the relationship lies in the fact that it demonstrates how
advanced democracies can preserve openness while
adapting to a world characterized by geopolitical rivalry
and economic fragmentation.

Canada and Russia both govern their boreal forests, but
they do so in very different ways because their political
systems, land-ownership structures, and Indigenous
rights frameworks are fundamentally different. Here is
a clear, structured comparison that highlights the key
differences and why they matter points.

Figure. Boreal Forests

standards for endangered species, climate policy,
and environmental protection. Crucially, Indigenous
rights are constitutionally protected, meaning First
Nations, Métis, and Inuit governments participate
in land management, co-governance, and resource
decisions. Canada also uses independent certification
systems like the Forest Stewardship Council to ensure
sustainable forestry. Public transparency, environmental
assessments, and stakeholder consultations are standard
parts of the process.

Russia’s boreal forest governance is highly centralized,
with the federal government controlling forest policy,
leasing rules, and logging quotas. Most boreal land is
state-owned, and long-term leases are granted to large
forestry companies. Indigenous rights exist in law
but are far weaker than in Canada and rarely shape
forest management decisions. Enforcement capacity
is limited, leading to issues such as illegal logging,

weak monitoring, and corruption in some regions.
Industrial timber production is a dominant priority,
and environmental oversight is less transparent than in
Canada.

Canada’s governance
sustainability, Indigenous stewardship, and climate
commitments, which can slow forest degradation.

system tends to prioritize

Russia’s system, with weaker oversight and stronger
industrial pressures, faces higher risks of over-logging,
wildfire mismanagement, and carbon loss, all of which
push the boreal system closer to potential tipping
point..

Great Lakes System

The Saint Lawrence River -Great Lakes System is
a hydrological system that functions as a massive
continental drainage network.
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The Great Lakes system is one of the largest freshwater
and snowmelt and ice cover, but it is also heavily
regulated navigation systems in the world, linking the
interior of by human infrastructure including dams, locks,
and North America to the Atlantic Ocean. It includes the
controlled channels. Hydroelectric power generation

five Great Lakes (Superior, Michigan, Huron, Erie, and
and water level management are major components of
Ontario) and the St. Lawrence River, which drains them
how the system is operated today. toward the Gulf of St.
Lawrence.

Hlinois

Great Lakes-5t. Lawrence
River Basin
Lake Supenor Watershed
Laks Huron-Michigan Watershod
I Lake Ene Watershes
Lake Grtars Watershad
B St Lanrence River Waisrshed

Grear Lakes Commission

Source : https://www.glslcompactcouncil.org/about/about-the-great-lakes-st-lawrence-basin/

The Great Lakes—St. Lawrence basin-wide governance
model is often characterized as a transboundary,
multilevel, ecosystem-based governance system.
Rather than being governed by a single authority, it is
managed through a network of international, federal,
state, provincial, Indigenous, municipal, scientific, and
civilsociety institutions that coordinate across an entire
watershed.

A defining feature of the model is that governance is
organized around the basin itself, rather than strictly
around political boundaries. Since water, pollutants, fish

populations, invasive species, and shipping activities
move across borders, management efforts are designed to
address the ecological system as a whole. The watershed
therefore becomes the primary unit of governance.

At the international level, the most important institution
1s the International Joint Commission, established
under the Boundary Waters Treaty. The commission
provides scientific assessments, dispute resolution, and
recommendations on water management issues shared
by Canada and the United States.

~Enhanced-LJC-Autherity-
—

LHET

Expand role in strategic
planning & reporting
iy
N

-

Unified Water, Cimate & Biodiversity Dats

Basin-Wide Climate Strategy

Strengthening Great Lakes—St. Lawrence Basin Governance
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The governance model is also notable for its reliance on
science-based decision-making. Extensive monitoring
networks, research institutions, and advisory boards
continuously assess water quality, ecosystem health,
invasive species, and climate impacts. This creates a
governance structure that is relatively adaptive compared
with many river basins elsewhere in the world.

Compared with the Rhine River Basin, the Great Lakes—
St. Lawrence system is generally less centralized. The
Rhine is managed through highly formalized European
frameworks and stronger regulatory harmonization
among participating states. The Great Lakes system
relies more heavily on cooperation, negotiated
agreements, and shared scientific processes rather than
a single overarching regulatory regime.

Compared with the Mississippi River Basin, the Great
Lakes—St. Lawrence model is more international and
more explicitly ecosystem-oriented. The Mississippi
is largely governed within one country and is often
managed through sector-specific agencies focused on
navigation, flood control, agriculture, and environmental
protection. The Great Lakes system places greater
emphasis on binational coordination and basin-wide
ecological objectives.

Compared with the Murray—Darling Basin, the Great
Lakes model has less centralized authority over water
allocation. Australia’s basin governance includes
stronger centralized planning mechanisms for water
rights and water distribution, whereas the Great Lakes
system focuses more on water quality, ecosystem
integrity, navigation, and shared management of a large
freshwater resource.

Compared with the Danube River Basin, the Great
Lakes—St. Lawrence governance framework involves
fewer countries but covers a much larger volume
of freshwater. The Danube requires coordination
among numerous national governments with different
economic and political contexts, making governance
more complex institutionally. The Great Lakes system
benefits from involving only two national governments
while still requiring extensive coordination among many
subnational jurisdictions.

A useful way to characterize the Great Lakes—St.
Lawrence model is through five key attributes:

Ecosystem-based: management focuses on the entire
watershed and ecological system. Binational: Canada
and the United States share responsibility through
treaties and cooperative institutions.

Multi-level: authority is distributed among federal,
provincial, state, Indigenous, municipal, and regional
bodies.

Science-driven: monitoring, modeling, and research
play a central role in decision-making.

Collaborative rather than hierarchical: m o st
outcomes emerge through coordination and consensus
rather than command-and-control authority.

From a public-policy perspective, the basin is often
regarded as one of the world’s leading examples of
integrated water resources management (IWRM)
at a continental scale. Its strengths lie in long-term
cooperation, scientific capacity, and institutional
stability. [ts weaknesses stem from fragmented authority,
varying political priorities across jurisdictions, and the
difficulty of implementing uniform policies across such
a large and diverse watershed.

In comparative governance literature, the Great
Lakes—St. Lawrence basin is frequently described as
a polycentric governance system: many institutions
share overlapping responsibilities, but collectively they
manage a single ecological resource. This makes it a
useful model for other large transboundary watersheds
seeking to balance environmental protection, economic
development, navigation, energy production, and
community well-being.

Enhanced Assessment of Governance Weaknesses

The Great Lakes—St. Lawrence basin is frequently
presented as one of the world’s most advanced examples
of transboundary water governance. Its strengths include
long-standing Canada—United States cooperation,
robust scientific institutions, and a strong tradition of
consensus-building. However, beneath this success lie
several structural weaknesses that limit the system’s
ability to respond effectively to emerging environmental,
economic, and climatic challenges.

Fragmented Authority and Institutional Complexity

The basin is governed through a highly decentralized and
polycentric framework in which authority is distributed
across multiple levels of government and institutions.
International organizations, federal agencies, provincial
and state governments, Indigenous governments,
municipalities, port authorities, watershed organizations,
and sectoral regulators all exercise partial authority over
different aspects of the system.

Whilethis structure promotes participationandflexibility,
it also creates significant coordination challenges. No
single institution possesses comprehensive authority
over water quality, navigation, biodiversity, climate
adaptation, infrastructure, and economic development
simultaneously. As a result, policy implementation often
depends on voluntary cooperation rather than binding
basin-wide direction.
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The fragmentation is particularly visible when
addressing cross-cutting issues such as invasive species,
nutrient pollution, climate resilience, or shoreline
management. These challenges transcend administrative
boundaries, yet management responses often remain
confined within jurisdictional mandates. The result is
a governance landscape characterized by overlapping
responsibilities, duplicated efforts, regulatory gaps, and
occasional conflicts between agencies pursuing different
objectives.

Divergent Political Priorities and Policy Cycles

Although the basin forms a single ecological system,
it encompasses jurisdictions with different economic
structures, political cultures, regulatory traditions, and
development priorities.

Industrial regions may prioritize shipping efficiency,
energy production, and economic competitiveness.
Agricultural regions may focus on water withdrawals
and nutrient management. Urban areas may emphasize
drinking-water protection and waterfront redevelopment.
Indigenous nations may prioritize ecological integrity,
treaty rights, and cultural stewardship. Environmental
organizations may focus on habitat restoration and
biodiversity conservation.

These differing priorities are not inherently problematic
because they reflect legitimate local interests. However,
they often complicate the development of coherent
basin-wide strategies. Political turnover further amplifies
this challenge. Changes in governments can alter
environmental priorities, funding commitments, and
regulatory approaches. Long-term ecological restoration
may require decades of consistent effort, yet political
cycles typically operate on horizons of only a few years.
Consequently, basin-wide initiatives can experience
fluctuating levels of support, creating uncertainty for
stakeholders and reducing the effectiveness of longterm
planning.

Inconsistent Across

Jurisdictions

Policy  Implementation

A recurring challenge is the gap between shared
objectives and actual implementation.

Canada and the United States frequently agree on
common environmental goals, but the translation of
these goals into regulations, enforcement mechanisms,
monitoring programs, and investment decisions varies
considerably across jurisdictions.

Differences occur in water-quality standards, monitoring
methodologies, data-sharing protocols, enforcement
capacity, funding availability, environmental permitting

processes, and climate adaptation requirements. As a
result, environmental protection can become uneven
across the basin. Progress achieved in one jurisdiction
may be offset by weaker implementation elsewhere.

This issue is particularly important because ecological
systems do notrecognize political boundaries. Pollutants,
invasive species, fish populations, and hydrological
processes move freely throughout the watershed,
meaning that weak performance in one area can affect
the entire system.

Limited Integration of Sectoral Policies

The basin’s governance framework remains largely
organized by sector. Navigation authorities focus on
shipping and infrastructure. Energy agencies focus on
hydropower generation. Environmental regulators focus
on water quality and ecosystem protection. Municipal
governments focus on land-use planning and service
delivery.

While each sector performs important functions,
coordination among them is often insufficient. Decisions
that optimize navigation efficiency may not align with
habitat restoration goals. Hydropower operations can
influence ecological flows. Urban development policies
can affect watershed resilience and water quality.

The absence of fully integrated planning mechanisms
can lead to policy trade-offs being managed reactively
rather than strategically. This fragmentation limits the
ability to balance economic development, environmental
protection, and social well-being across the basin.

Uneven Indigenous Participation

Although Indigenous nations and tribal governments are
increasingly involved in basin governance, participation
remains uneven across jurisdictions and institutions.

Many Indigenous communities possess extensive
ecological knowledge and maintain longstanding
cultural relationships with the watershed. However,
governance arrangements frequently position them
as consultees rather than equal decision-makers. This
limits opportunities for co-governance and may reduce
the legitimacy and effectiveness of environmental
management decisions.

A governance system that does not fully incorporate
Indigenous rights, knowledge systems, and stewardship
practices risks overlooking valuable perspectives that
could contribute significantly to long-term sustainability
and ecosystem resilience.

Emerging Climate Governance Gap

Climate change represents perhaps the most significant
challenge facing the basin during the twenty-first
century.
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Changing precipitation patterns, fluctuating water
levels, increased flooding, shoreline erosion, invasive
species expansion, warming water temperatures, and
infrastructure vulnerabilities affect multiple sectors
simultaneously. Yet climate governance remains
fragmented amongjurisdictionsand agencies. Adaptation
strategies are often developed independently rather than
through a unified basin-wide framework.

The risk is that climate impacts will increasingly outpace
institutional arrangements that were largely designed for
relatively stable historical conditions. Without stronger
coordination, the basin may face growing difficulty in
managing cumulative and interconnected climate risks.

Strategic Directions for Strengthening Governance

The future evolution of governance should focus on
improving coordination rather than creating a highly
centralized authority. The objective is to preserve the
strengths of the existing polycentric system while
reducing fragmentation and increasing strategic
coherence.

One avenue would be to strengthen the role of the
International Joint Commission by expanding its
capacity to coordinate basin-wide strategic planning,
performance assessment, and long-term visioning.
While maintaining national sovereignty, participating
governments could commit to common objectives,
indicators, and reporting mechanisms.

A complementary step would be the creation of a Great
Lakes—St. Lawrence Basin Coordination Council. Such
a body would bring together federal, provincial, state,
Indigenous, municipal, scientific, and private-sector
actors under a shared governance platform. Its purpose
would be to align priorities, identify emerging risks, and
facilitate conflict resolution before disputes escalate.

The development of a basin-wide digital observatory
could further strengthen governance by integrating
environmental, hydrological, navigation, biodiversity,
and climate data into a common information system.
Real-time monitoring and shared analytical tools would
enable decision-makers to operate from a common
evidence base and improve adaptive management.

A moreambitiousreformwould involve institutionalizing
Indigenous co-governance. Rather than treating
Indigenous nations solely as stakeholders, governance
structures could recognize them as full governing partners
with defined decision-making roles. Such arrangements
would enhance legitimacy, strengthen stewardship, and
incorporate valuable traditional ecological knowledge
into basin management.

Given the growing influence of climate change, a
comprehensive basin-wide climate resilience framework
is also needed. This framework would coordinate
adaptation measures across management,
ecosystem  restoration, infrastructure  planning,
emergency preparedness, navigation, and shoreline
protection. It would provide a common strategic
direction while allowing flexibility at local and regional
levels.

water

Long-term financing represents another critical
requirement. Establishing a permanent Great Lakes—
St. Lawrence Restoration and Resilience Fund would
provide stable resources for environmental restoration,
climate adaptation, scientific research, infrastructure
modernization, and innovation. Predictable funding
would reduce dependence on short-term political cycles
and support sustained implementation.

Over time, these reforms could gradually transform the
basin from a fragmented polycentric governance system
into a coordinated polycentric governance system.
Authority would remain distributed among multiple
institutions, but stronger mechanisms for strategic
alignment, accountability, information sharing, and
collective action would enable the watershed to be
managed more effectively as a single interconnected
ecological, economic, and social system.

In terms of navigability, the system is one of the
most important inland shipping routes on Earth. The
St. Lawrence Seaway, completed in 1959, allows
oceangoing ships to travel deep into the continent,
reaching ports on the Great Lakes. This requires a
network of locks and canals, including the Welland
Canal, which bypasses Niagara Falls. While highly
functional, navigation is still limited by seasonal ice
in winter and by the physical constraints of lock size,
meaning it is not a fully unrestricted maritime route.

Environmentally, the system has experienced significant
stress over the past century. Industrial pollution,
agricultural runoff, and wurban wastewater have
degraded water quality in some areas, especially during
the twentieth century. Toxic substances such as heavy
metals and PCBs remain concerns in certain sediments.
At the same time, invasive species like zebra mussels,
quagga mussels, and sea lamprey have significantly
altered aquatic ecosystems, sometimes disrupting food
webs and infrastructure.

Despite these pressures, there has been substantial
ecological recovery in recent decades due to
environmental regulation and binational cooperation
between Canada and the United States. Many fish
populations have rebounded in parts of the system, and
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water quality has improved compared to historical lows.
However, ecological balance remains fragile in many
areas, especially where nutrient pollution contributes to
harmful algal blooms or where habitat loss has reduced
wetlands.

Recreationally, the system is extremely important. It
supports boating, fishing, sailing, kayaking, and tourism
throughout both countries. Regions such as the Thousand
Islands, the estuary near Quebec, and many Great Lakes
shorelines are major destinations for outdoor recreation
and ecotourism. Wildlife observation, including bird
migration and whale watching in the estuary, is also
significant.

In terms of quality of life, communities along the
system benefit from abundant freshwater resources,
strong transportation links, fertile land in surrounding
regions, and extensive recreational opportunities. Large
metropolitan areas such as Toronto, Montreal, Chicago,
and others rely directly or indirectly on this water
system. At the same time, challenges remain, including
pollution legacies, shoreline erosion, invasive species
management, and climate-related risks such as flooding
and changing ice conditions.

Overall, the St. Lawrence—Great Lakes system is best
understood as a tightly interconnected hydrological,
ecological, and industrial system. It functions
simultaneously as amajor freshwater biosphere, a heavily
engineered shipping and energy corridor, and a densely
populated economic region whose environmental health
requires continuous management.

Building on that, the system also plays a major role in
climate regulation at a regional scale. The large water
bodies of the Great Lakes moderate temperatures,
producing milder winters near shorelines and cooler
summers compared to inland areas. The St. Lawrence
estuary also influences regional weather patterns through
its interaction between freshwater and Atlantic marine
systems.

The system is increasingly affected by climate change.
Warmer water temperatures are shifting fish distributions,
reducing ice cover duration, and increasing the frequency
of extreme weather events. Reduced ice cover can
improve navigation in some seasons but also increases
shoreline erosion and disrupts winter ecosystems that
depend on stable ice conditions.

Another important dimension is the economic
interdependence it creates. The Great Lakes—St.
Lawrence corridor supports manufacturing, agriculture,
energy production, and port logistics across both Canada
and the United States. Cities along the system function as

an integrated economic chain rather than isolated hubs,
with goods, water, and energy continuously exchanged.

Urban development along the shoreline has intensified
environmental pressure. Expanding cities increase
stormwater runoff, plastic pollution, and habitat
fragmentation. At the same time, many municipalities
are investing in green infrastructure, wetland restoration,
and improved wastewater treatment to reduce their
ecological footprint.

Wetlands along the system are particularly important
because they act as natural filters, trapping pollutants and
providing breeding grounds for fish and birds. Loss of
wetlands has been one of the most significant ecological
changes over the past century, and restoration projects
are now a central focus of environmental management.

The system also has geopolitical importance because it is
shared between two major countries. Water governance
requires continuous coordination between Canada and
the United States through agreements that regulate
water levels, pollution standards, and navigation rules.
This makes it one of the most developed examples of
transboundary freshwater management in the world.

Culturally, the river and lakes have shaped identity and
settlement patterns for centuries. Indigenous nations
originally established trade routes and fishing systems
across the watershed long before industrial development.
Many Indigenous communities remain closely connected
to the waters, both culturally and economically, and are
increasingly involved in co-management discussions.

Looking forward, sustainability will depend on balancing
shipping demands, energy production, ecosystem health,
and climate adaptation. There is growing emphasis on
“ecosystem-based management,” which treats the entire
watershed as a single connected system rather than
separate political or industrial zones.

If international cooperation were expanded further,
partnerships  could strengthen across multiple
dimensions. The United States and Canada could
deepen joint monitoring systems using shared satellite
data, autonomous water sensors, and Al-based pollution
tracking to detect ecological changes in real time.
Collaborative investment in invasive species control
could also reduce long-term ecological and economic
damage.

There is also room for broader international collaboration
beyond North America. European Union water
management frameworks, especially those used in river
basin governance like the Rhine, could provide models
for adaptive regulation and ecosystem restoration.
Research partnerships between North American and
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European institutions could accelerate innovation in
wetland restoration, fisheries recovery, and climate
adaptation technologies.

Global climate organizations could also integrate the
Great Lakes—St. Lawrence system into wider freshwater
resilience strategies, recognizing it as one of the planet’s
largest surface freshwater reserves. This would help
secure long-term protections for water quality and
quantity under changing climate conditions.

In addition, partnerships with Indigenous nations could
be strengthened further through co-governance models
that give traditional ecological knowledge a more
formal role in decision-making. This would improve
both environmental outcomes and social legitimacy of
management policies.

Finally, cross-border economic cooperation could
increasingly prioritize sustainability standards for
shipping, port operations, and industrial water use,
ensuring that the economic engine of the system does
not undermine its ecological foundation.

EU-CETA

The European Union’s relationship with Canada has
evolved far beyond the original logic of a conventional
free-trade agreement. What began as Comprehensive
Economic and Trade Agreement was initially conceived
as a highly ambitious but still recognizable liberalization
project centered on tariff reduction, services access,
procurement openness, and investment facilitation.
Over time, however, the agreement acquired a
significance that exceeded its formal legal architecture.

The transformation occurred because the geopolitical
and economic environment surrounding transatlantic
trade changed fundamentally after the agreement’s
negotiation phase. The deterioration of the multilateral
trading order, the rise of strategic competition between
the United States and China, the weaponization of supply
chains during the pandemic, and the re-politicization of
industrial policy all altered the meaning of economic
agreements among advanced democracies. In this new
environment, CETA ceased to function merely as a
trade accord and increasingly became an institutional
framework for strategic economic alignment between
two highly developed and politically compatible
systems.

Unlike the EU’s relationship with Mexico, which is
fundamentally shaped by manufacturing integration and
nearshoring dynamics, or its relationship with Brazil,
which revolves around commodities, geopolitical
influence, and access to natural resources, the
Canadian relationship rests upon a deeper foundation
of institutional convergence. Canada is not simply a
market for European exports, nor merely a source of
raw materials. It represents a trusted regulatory space
within the broader Atlantic economy. This distinction
matters because contemporary economic statecraft
increasingly depends not only on lowering tariffs but
also on ensuring predictability in standards, governance,
and political values. The EU therefore sees Canada as
one of the few non-European economies with which
genuine deep integration is politically feasible without
major societal backlash.
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The original rationale behind CETA was partly defensive.
Negotiations accelerated during a period when the EU
sought to reaffirm its commitment to open trade amid
rising skepticism about globalization. The agreement
was also intended to demonstrate that high-standard
liberalization among advanced economies remained
politically possible after the difficulties surrounding the
proposed EU-US TTIP negotiations. Yet the world that
emerged after 2020 elevated the strategic importance of
the EU-Canada partnership in ways few policymakers
initially anticipated. Supply-chain fragility revealed the
risks of excessive dependence on politically unstable
or strategically rival powers. The Russian invasion of
Ukraine intensified European concerns about energy
vulnerabilityandcriticalresourceaccess. Simultaneously,
the rapid expansion of industrial subsidies in the United
States and China forced the EU to rethink the relationship
between trade policy and industrial sovereignty. Canada
consequently became more valuable not because tariffs
disappeared, but because trust became economically
scarce.

One of the clearest manifestations of this evolution lies
in critical minerals policy. Canada possesses substantial
reserves of lithium, nickel, cobalt, uranium, and rare earth
elements, all of which are essential for electric vehicles,
batteries, semiconductors, renewable infrastructure,
and defense technologies. For the EU, securing reliable
access to these inputs has become a matter not merely
of commercial efficiency but of strategic autonomy.
Europeanpolicymakers increasingly distinguish between
“cheap supply” and “secure supply,” a distinction that
elevates politically stable partners such as Canada
above purely price-based considerations. In this respect,
the EU-Canada relationship now resembles a strategic
industrial partnership more than a traditional trade
agreement. The logic is no longer simply comparative
advantage; it is resilience under geopolitical stress.

Energy cooperation reinforces this transformation.
Canada emerged after 2022 as a more relevant
partner for Europe’s long-term energy diversification
strategy, particularly in liquefied natural gas, hydrogen
development, and clean-energy investment. Although
logistical and infrastructure constraints limit the
immediate scale of transatlantic energy integration,
the political symbolism remains important. Canada
is perceived in Brussels as an energy partner whose
exports are unlikely to become instruments of coercion.
This contrasts sharply with the EU’s earlier dependence
on Russian hydrocarbons and contributes to a broader
reorientation toward “trusted supplier” frameworks in
European external economic policy.

Financially, the relationship remains structurally

asymmetric because Canada is deeply embedded within
the dollar-centered North American system. The euro
plays a secondary role in Canadian reserve structures,
invoicing practices, and debt markets compared with
its position in parts of Europe or even segments of
emerging-market finance. Yet this does not diminish
the partnership’s significance. Instead, it highlights the
distinctive nature of Canada’s value to the EU. Whereas
Brazil matters partly because it offers opportunities for
expanding euro-denominated finance and diversifying
away from dollar dominance, Canada matters because
it anchors the EU within a stable network of advanced-
market democracies. The relationship is therefore less
about monetary influence and more about systemic
compatibility.

The contrast with Brazil is particularly revealing. The
EU’s relationship with Brazil is economically vast and
strategically indispensable, yet politically contentious.
Brazil offers continental scale, agricultural power,
mineral wealth, and geopolitical influence across the
Global South. However, the relationship is burdened
by disputes over deforestation, agricultural standards,
industrial ~ competitiveness, and  environmental
governance. Canada presents almost the inverse profile.
It lacks Brazil’s geopolitical leverage and demographic
scale, but compensates through institutional reliability,
regulatory alignment, and low political friction. This
makes cooperation easier, faster, and less socially
polarizing within Europe. Canadian agreements rarely
provoke the kind of mass political opposition associated
with agricultural trade disputes involving Mercosur.

The comparison with Mexico is equally instructive.
Mexico is deeply integrated into North American
manufacturing chains and functions as a strategic
industrial platform for European firms, particularly in
automotive and aerospace sectors. Its importance has
increased dramatically as nearshoring reshapes global
production networks. Yet Mexico remains structurally
tied to the United States economy and therefore offers
the EU limited room for autonomous strategic influence.
Canada shares this North American embeddedness, but
the political perception differs. Canadian integration with
the US system is viewed in Brussels less as a constraint
than as a stabilizing feature because Canada itself'is seen
as institutionally predictable and strategically aligned.

Summary

The evolution from the Canada—EU Comprehensive
Economic and Trade Agreement toward a broader
strategic economic partnership reflects a deeper
transformation in how the European Union understands
external economic relations. Traditionally, EU trade
policy was largely technocratic and commercial in
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nature. The central objective was to reduce tariffs,
harmonize regulations where possible, and expand
market access for European firms. Success was measured
in trade volumes and economic efficiency. However,
over the International Journal of Innovative Studies in
Humanities and Social Studies V2. 13. 2026 30 EU-
Canada Startegic Partnership

past decade, this perspective has shifted significantly
as global economic conditions have become more
politically charged and structurally unstable.

Today, trade policy is increasingly embedded within
a wider framework that includes industrial policy,
economic security, technological sovereignty, climate
transition strategy, and geopolitical positioning. This
change has been driven by several developments: rising
tensions between major powers, increased awareness of
supply chain vulnerabilities exposed by crises such as
the COVID-19 pandemic, the weaponization of energy
and critical raw materials, and growing competition
in strategic sectors such as semiconductors, artificial
intelligence, and clean technologies. As a result, trade
agreements are no longer evaluated only by how much
they increase trade, but also by whether they strengthen
resilience, reduce dependency on unreliable partners,
and support long-term strategic autonomy.

Within this context, agreements like CETA are
increasingly interpreted not just as economic
instruments, but as frameworks for aligning regulatory
standards and reinforcing shared norms. This includes
commitments around labor rights, environmental
protections, sustainable development, and transparent
dispute resolution mechanisms. In other words, they
function as “rules-based alignment platforms” rather
than purely market-access deals.

Canada’s position in this evolving landscape is
distinctive. It is not the European Union’s largest trading
partner in the Americas—that role belongs to the United
States—nor is it the most geopolitically dominant
actor globally. However, Canada offers something
increasingly valuable to the EU: high institutional
compatibility. Canada shares broadly similar regulatory
philosophies, democratic governance structures, and
commitments to multilateralism and predictable legal
frameworks. This makes it a low-friction partner for
deeper economic coordination compared to many larger
but more strategically unpredictable economies.

Furthermore, Canada is resource-rich, technologically
advanced in key sectors, and politically stable, making
it a reliable supplier of critical inputs such as energy
resources, critical minerals, and agricultural products.
These characteristics are especially relevant as the EU

seeks to reduce dependence on single-source suppliers
and diversify access to strategic materials required for
the green and digital transitions.

At the same time, Canada is not merely a passive
supplier. It is increasingly integrated into global value
chains involving clean energy technologies, advanced
manufacturing, aerospace, and digital services. This
allows the Canada—EU relationship to evolve beyond
traditional trade into areas such as research collaboration,
investment screening coordination, climate policy
alignment, and digital regulation compatibility.

In this sense, Canada embodies a broader category of
partners that the EU is increasingly prioritizing: “trusted
partners” in a fragmented global economy. These are
economies that may not dominate global trade flows
individually, but that provide strategic reliability,
institutional alignment, and shared governance
principles. This is particularly important in an era where
economic interdependence is no longer assumed to be
inherently stabilizing, but is instead carefully managed
as a potential source of vulnerability.

Thus, the trajectory from CETA toward a more
comprehensive  strategic partnership
reflects not just an expansion of trade relations, but a
redefinition of what trade relationships are for. They are
becoming instruments of long-term strategic alignment,
and in that evolving framework, Canada occupies
a disproportionately significant role relative to its
economic size.

economic

Developing the Trade and FDI Relationship

The EU could increase both exports to Canada and FDI
flows into Canada by pursuing a strategy focused on
market integration, regulatory cooperation, and strategic
investment partnerships.

For exports, the most important step would be to
deepen and fully implement CETA. Further reducing
nontariff barriers, simplifying customs procedures, and
expanding mutual recognition of standards would make
it easier for European firms to sell goods and services
in Canada. Greater regulatory alignment would be
particularly beneficial in sectors such as pharmaceuticals,
machinery, automotive products, food and beverages,
and professional services.

The EU could also support exporters through trade
promotion initiatives, sector-specific business missions,
and assistance programs for small and medium-sized
enterprises. Many European firms, especially smaller
ones, remain underrepresented in the Canadian market
despite the opportunities created by CETA.
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For FDI, the EU could encourage investment in sectors
where Canada has strong comparative advantages,
including critical minerals, renewable energy, hydrogen
production, advanced manufacturing, aerospace, and
digital technologies. Joint investment funds, cooperation
between public financial institutions, and targeted
incentives for strategic projects could help attract more
European capital.

Stronger regulatory cooperation would support both
exports and investment. Harmonized standards,
streamlined certification procedures, and greater
recognition of professional qualifications would reduce
operating costs for European companies and make
Canada a more attractive location for production and
research activities.

The development of integrated transatlantic supply
chains would further boost both trade and investment.
European firms are more likely to invest in Canada
when Canadian operations can serve as a platform for
accessing North American markets while remaining
closely linked to European production networks.
This is particularly relevant in clean technologies,
pharmaceuticals, aerospace, and advanced industrial
sectors.

Finally, deeper cooperation in research, innovation, and
industrial policy could strengthen long-term economic
ties. Joint projects in areas such as artificial intelligence,
quantum technologies, biotechnology, and clean energy
would encourage knowledge-intensive investment while
creating new opportunities for European exports.

In summary, policies that reduce regulatory barriers,
strengthen CETA, support strategic industries,
and integrate EU-Canada supply chains would
simultaneously increase European exports to Canada
and European FDI into Canada, reinforcing the broader
economic partnership between the two economies.

Another avenue would be deeper regulatory cooperation.
Many investment decisions are influenced less by tariffs
and more by differences in standards, certification
requirements, and administrative procedures. Expanding
mutual recognition of professional qualifications,
harmonizing technical standards, and simplifying
approval processes would reduce costs for European
firms operating in Canada.

The EU could further encourage investment through
technology and innovation partnerships. Joint research
programs, university collaborations, and support
for emerging sectors such as artificial intelligence,
biotechnology, quantum computing, and advanced
manufacturing would strengthen economic ties and

create new opportunities for European companies to
establish operations in Canada.

Developing integrated transatlantic supply chains
would also encourage investment. European firms are
more likely to invest when Canadian facilities can serve
as part of a broader production network connecting
North American and European markets. This approach
is particularly relevant in sectors such as aerospace,
pharmaceuticals, clean technology, and advanced
manufacturing.

In addition, both sides could intensify investment
promotion efforts. Targeted investment missions,
business forums, and support programs for small and
medium-sized enterprises could increase awareness of
opportunities in Canada among European firms that
may otherwise focus on larger markets.

Finally, broader geopolitical considerations may
encourage greater EU investment in Canada. As
companies seek to diversify supply chains and reduce
exposure to political or trade-related uncertainties
elsewhere, Canada offers a stable legal environment,
strong institutions, abundant natural resources, and
a highly skilled workforce. Positioning Canada as a
strategic partner in Europe’s economic security and
industrial policy objectives could attract substantial
additional European investment over the coming
decade.

Overall, the most effective strategy would combine full
CETA implementation, stronger cooperation in critical
minerals and clean energy, greater regulatory alignment,
and expanded technology partnerships. Together, these
measures would make Canada a more compelling
destination for European investors while advancing
shared economic and strategic interests.

It goes beyond saying that the Canadian Reserve Bank’s
holdings of Euro must commensurate with the Eu’s
weight in the trading relationship, and the ECB is open
both to dialogue on exchange rate arrangements, and
the issuance of both Green and Blue €uro-denominated
bonds, subject to the intensification of exchanges as the
parties sees fit.

Canada could substantially increase its exports to the EU
by making fuller use of the market access opportunities
created by CETA, diversifying the composition of its
exports, and deepening cooperation with European
partners across a range of strategic sectors. While Canada
has traditionally relied heavily on the United States as its
primary export destination, the EU’s large and affluent
single market presents significant opportunities for
Canadian firms seeking to expand internationally and
reduce their dependence on a single trading partner.
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One important avenue for export growth lies in
the expansion of value-added exports rather than
the continued concentration on raw materials and
commodities. Canada is well positioned to increase
exports of clean technologies, critical minerals, aerospace
products, pharmaceuticals, advanced manufacturing
goods, agri-food products, and digital services. Rising
European demand for resources essential to the green
and digital transitions, including lithium, nickel, cobalt,
and rare earth elements, creates particularly strong
opportunities for Canadian exporters. However, Canada
could capture greater value by developing downstream
processing and manufacturing capabilities, allowing it
to export higher-value products rather than primarily
unprocessed resources.

Strengthening sectoral cooperation with the EU
could also support export growth. Enhanced dialogue
and collaboration in sectors such as aerospace,
pharmaceuticals, clean energy, digital technologies,
and advanced manufacturing would help reduce
regulatory barriers, improve market access, and
facilitate participation in transatlantic value chains.
Closer cooperation between regulators, businesses, and
research institutions could further promote innovation
and create new commercial opportunities for Canadian
firms operating in European markets.

In addition, Canada could increase exports by helping
small and medium-sized enterprises better navigate
the European market. Many Canadian firms remain
unaware of the opportunities available under CETA
or face challenges related to regulatory compliance,
certification requirements, and market intelligence.
Targeted export promotion programs, trade missions,
and business support services could help firms overcome
these barriers and expand their presence across EU
member states.

Canada could also benefit from investing in
tradeenabling infrastructure and logistics. Improvements
in transportation networks, ports, digital infrastructure,
and customs procedures would reduce trade costs and
improve the competitiveness of Canadian exports. At
the same time, greater regulatory cooperation between
Canada and the EU could simplify certification and
conformity assessment processes, making it easier
for Canadian products and services to enter European
markets.

Taken together, a strategy focused on export
diversification, value-added  production, stronger
sectoral cooperation, and improved support for exporters
would allow Canada to increase its exports to the EU
significantly. Such an approach would not only expand

trade volumes but also strengthen Canada’s longterm
economic resilience by deepening its integration with
one of the world’s largest and most sophisticated
markets.

Canada’s Trade Diversification Strategy

Canada’s trade diversification strategy is all about
reducing its heavy dependence on the United States by
expanding exports to Europe, Asia, and other global
markets. Here’s a clear, strong introduction you can
use:

Canada’s trade diversification strategy aims to broaden
the country’s global economic connections by reducing
reliance on the U.S. market and expanding opportunities
in Europe and the Asia-Pacific region. For decades,
more than 70% of Canadian exports have gone to the
United States, making the economy vulnerable to U.S.
policy changes, supply chain disruptions, and shifts in
demand. To address this, Canada has pursued major trade
agreements such as CETA with the European Union and
CPTPP with Asia-Pacific partners, opening access to fast-
growing markets. This strategy encourages Canadian
businesses to explore new customers, diversify export
products, and strengthen competitiveness in sectors
like agriculture, energy, technology, and advanced
manufacturing. By spreading trade across multiple
regions, Canada aims to build a more resilient, stable,
and globally integrated economy.

Canada’s economy depends heavily on international
trade. Three major agreements shape its global trade
position. The USMCA links Canada with the U.S. and
Mexico. It replaced the older NAFTA framework. This
deal removes most tariffs between the three countries.
It integrates supply chains, especially in automotive
industries. The U.S. is Canada’s largest trading partner.
Canadian exports include oil, vehicles, and machinery.
The CETA connects Canada with the European Union.
It reduces tariffs on industrial and agricultural goods.
CETA opens access to European public procurement
markets. It helps diversify trade beyond North America.
The CPTPP links Canada with Asia-Pacific economies.
Members include Japan, Australia, and Vietnam. It
lowers trade barriers and sets fair investment rules.
CPTPP expands access to fast-growing Asian markets.
Together, these agreements make Canada highly trade-
dependent. They increase both imports and exports.
Canada gains competitive access to North America,
Europe, and Asia. This global integration strengthens
Canada’s economy but raises exposure to global shifts.

Three-Year Roadmap for the Full Implementation of
CETA (EU-Canada)

The objective of this roadmap is to achieve the full and
effective implementation of CETA within three years
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by accelerating ratification efforts, increasing business
utilization of the agreement, deepening regulatory
cooperation, and positioning the EU-Canada partnership
as a model for sustainable and digital trade.

Year 1: Legal Consolidation and Implementation
Acceleration

The first year should focus on completing the
remaining political and legal steps necessary for full
implementation while improving governance and
stakeholder confidence. The EU and Canada should
intensify engagement with remaining ratifying Member
States, addressing concerns related to investment
protection, environmental standards, public services,
and agricultural impacts through targeted consultations
and transparent communication. At the same time, the
CETA Joint Committee should adopt a comprehensive
implementation agenda with measurable annual targets
and public reporting requirements.

To improve uptake, a joint EU-Canada digital
implementation platform should be launched, providing
businesses with real-time guidance on customs
procedures, rules of origin, regulatory requirements, and
procurementopportunities. Dedicated outreach programs
should target SMEs, which remain underrepresented
among CETA beneficiaries despite being the backbone
of both economies.

Year 2: Regulatory Integration and Market Access
Expansion

The second year should focus on reducing non-tariff
barriers and unlocking the full commercial potential

of the agreement. Regulatory cooperation mechanisms
should be strengthened to facilitate mutual recognition
of conformity assessments, professional qualifications,
and technical standards in strategic sectors such as clean
technologies, pharmaceuticals, advanced manufacturing,
and digital services.

Customs modernization should be completed through
interoperable digital systems
streamlined border procedures. Public procurement
cooperation should be expanded by increasing awareness
of opportunities available under CETA and simplifying
participation procedures for firms on both sides of the
Atlantic.

documentation and

A dedicated EU-Canada Trade Facilitation Initiative
should be established to identify implementation
bottlenecks and resolve them through fast-track
administrative cooperation before they escalate into
formal disputes.

Year 3: Strategic Partnership and Future-Oriented
Modernization

The third year should transform CETA from a trade
agreement into a broader strategic economic partnership.
Priority should be given to digital trade, supply-chain
resilience, critical minerals, clean energy, and emerging
technologies. The parties should negotiate supplementary
arrangements on cross-border data flows, cybersecurity
cooperation, and Al governance while maintaining high
standards for privacy and consumer protection.

Sustainability should become a core implementation
pillar through joint initiatives on green trade, lowcarbon
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supplychains,andclimate-relatedregulatory cooperation.
Special programs should support participation by SMEs,
women-owned enterprises, and Indigenous businesses,
ensuring that the benefits of trade are broadly shared.

At the end of Year 3, a comprehensive implementation
review should assess economic outcomes, identify
remaining barriers, and establish priorities for the next
phase of EU-Canada economic integration.

This three-year roadmap prioritizes speed, measurable
outcomes, and strategic relevance, combining
legal completion, regulatory convergence, digital
modernization, and sustainability into a single
implementation framework capable of delivering
tangible economic benefits to both the European
Union and Canada, comparable to a successful summit
in October 2026 and complementary to intensified
cooperation on energy, crm, environment,security
combined with strengthened governance of the strategic
partnership.

From CETA to EPA

Read through Wheatley’s argument about sovereignty
as a historically contingent legal technology, the
Dayton Agreement can be pushed further than a
standard “peace settlement” reading: it appears as a
post-imperial constitutional form that simultaneously
inherits the Habsburg problem-space of fragmented rule
and converts it into a durable architecture of managed
non-resolution with a swiss tvist, the homestead of the
family that still exists.

From a post-Habsburg perspective, what matters is not
continuity in the sense of institutional inheritance, but
continuity in the sense of legal imagination. Wheatley’s
central insight is that the collapse of the Habsburg
Empire did not resolve the question of sovereignty so
much as redistribute it into new juridical experiments,
where the state became a mechanism for holding
together populations whose political identities did not
neatly align with territorial borders. Sovereignty, in
this genealogy, is never singular or self-evident; it is
something assembled out of administrative layering,
exception, and negotiated incompatibility. Dayton
reproduces this logic with striking clarity. Bosnia and
Herzegovina is not restored as a unified post-conflict
subject but is instead constitutionalized as a composite
polity, where authority is deliberately split, duplicated,
and made mutually interruptive. What appears as a peace
agreement is, structurally, a re-inscription of governed
plurality rather than its resolution.

At the same time, Wheatley’s emphasis on the
temporality of statehood—the idea that states must

constantly manage their own continuity across rupture—
helps clarify what Dayton is doing at the level of time
as much as space. The agreement does not simply
end war; it converts an open-ended process of violent
disintegration into a regulated duration of political
stasis. In this sense, sovereignty is not reconstituted at
a moment of founding, but continuously deferred into
institutional maintenance. The present is stabilized not
by overcoming conflict but by embedding its traces into
constitutional form, so that antagonism becomes part
of the operating system of governance rather than an
external disruption to it.

This is where the post-Habsburg analogy becomes most
revealing. Late imperial governance was never premised
on the elimination of difference but on its procedural
containment, on the idea that political unity could be
sustained without cultural or national homogeneity.
Dayton echoes this not as imitation but as structural
recurrence: it builds peace by formalizing division, and
it preserves the state by making internal discontinuity
a condition of its persistence. What changes in the
post—Cold War moment is less the underlying problem
of heterogeneous sovereignty than the vocabulary of
legitimacy through which it is managed. Where empire
once supplied the frame, now international legalism and
guarantor institutions assume the role of sustaining a
fragile composite order.

Seen this way, Dayton is not simply a settlement that
closes a war but a juridical device that reorganizes
the relationship between sovereignty, time, and
fragmentation. It inscribes Bosnia into a post-imperial
lineage in which the state is not an already coherent
entity interrupted by crisis, but a structure that must
continually produce coherence out of conditions that
resist it.

Turning CETA into a genuine EU-Canada economic
partnership agreement would require a shift that is
less legalistic than political and less commercial than
strategic. The starting point is the existing framework
of Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement
between the European Union and Canada, which already
removed most tariffs and established a high-standard
trade architecture. The real transformation would begin
when both sides stop treating it as a traditional free trade
agreement and instead reinterpret it as the foundation of
a strategic economic system linking two advanced, rule-
based economies.

The first and most important evolution is conceptual,
because an economic partnership agreement requires
redefining the purpose of integration itself. Instead
of focusing on market access and tariff elimination,
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the relationship would be reframed around resilience,
supply-chain security, industrial coordination, and
shared regulatory sovereignty. This shift matters because
the marginal gains from further tariff liberalization are
now small, while the gains from coordinated economic
governance are potentially large. In this sense, the
agreement would move from classical liberal trade logic
toward strategic economic alignment among trusted
partners.

Once this conceptual shift occurs, the next step would
be deep regulatory convergence. This is where the
agreement would begin to resemble an economic
ecosystem rather than a trade contract. The EU and
Canada would gradually align technical standards in

key sectors, expand mutual recognition of conformity
assessments, and harmonize rules in areas such as
sustainability reporting, carbon accounting, digital
regulation, and artificial intelligence governance. Instead
of simply allowing goods to enter each other’s markets
more easily, both systems would increasingly converge
on how those goods are defined, certified, and governed
before they even cross borders. This creates frictionless
compatibility rather than simple tariff removal.

A third layer would involve the creation of a
coordinated industrial policy space. This is where the
agreement becomes structurally different from older
free trade models. The EU and Canada would begin to
jointly identify strategic sectors such as clean energy

Figure. Cousin Vanessa Skishoing in from Canada to Europe

technologies, electric mobility, semiconductors,
pharmaceuticals, and dual-use defense-related industries.
In these areas, cooperation would move beyond trade
flows into shared planning of supply chains, investment
coordination, and research collaboration. The logic here
is not competition but co-development of industrial
resilience in a fragmented global economy.

Closely linked to this is the integration of critical
minerals and resource security. Canada’s position as
a major supplier of nickel, lithium, cobalt, uranium,
and rare earth elements makes it central to Europe’s
green transition and defense-industrial base. An
upgraded agreement would formalize long-term supply
arrangements, joint investment in extraction and
processing capacity, and alignment of environmental
and ESG standards for mining. The result would be a
structured resource partnership that reduces exposure to
geopolitical supply shocks while reinforcing both sides’
industrial strategies.

Investment governance would also need to evolve
significantly. Rather than simply protecting investors
through dispute settlement mechanisms, a deeper

partnership would focus on shaping investment flows in
line with shared strategic priorities. This could include
coordinated screening of sensitive foreign investments,
particularly from non-market economies, as well as
the creation of joint investment platforms for strategic
infrastructure and green technologies. The emphasis
would shift from passive protection to active steering of
capital into resilience-enhancing sectors.

A modern economic partnership would also embed
climate and green transition policies directly into its
structure. Carbon accounting methodologies would be
aligned, green subsidies would be made more transparent,
and carbon border adjustment systems would be designed
for compatibility. Both sides would coordinate standards
for hydrogen markets, renewable energy certification,
and sustainable finance instruments. In effect, climate
policy would cease to be an external constraint on trade
and instead become one of the organizing principles of
the economic relationship itself.

Digital and data governance would form another essential
pillar. As digital trade becomes increasingly important,
the EU and Canada would need to ensure interoperability
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between their regulatory regimes for data protection,
artificial intelligence, cybersecurity, and digital services.
This would allow cross-border data flows under trusted
frameworks while preserving regulatory sovereignty. In
practice, it would create a transatlantic digital trust zone
anchored in shared democratic governance principles.

Beyond sectoral policies, the institutional architecture
would also need to be upgraded. Instead of relying on
periodic committee meetings, the relationship would
require a standing economic council at ministerial level
with authority to coordinate industrial strategy, supply-
chain resilience, and regulatory alignment. This would
be complemented by sector-specific task forces and
structured engagement with private industry, making the
agreement a continuously evolving governance system
rather than a static legal document.

Over time, such an evolution would also deepen
financial and monetary coordination in indirect but
meaningful ways. While full monetary integration is
neither realistic nor necessary, the two sides could align
green finance taxonomies, expand euro-denominated
sustainable bond markets in Canada, and strengthen
central bank dialogue on financial stability and reserve
diversification trends. This would reinforce the broader
logic of systemic compatibility without challenging
monetary sovereignty.

The political feasibility of such an upgrade depends on
maintaining high levels of trust, regulatory compatibility,
and strategic convergence. It also depends on the ability
of both sides to avoid politicizing trade disputes and
to sustain a shared view of economic security in an
increasingly fragmented global order. If these conditions
hold, CETA would no longer be the endpoint of EU—
Canada economic relations but rather the institutional
foundation for a much deeper form of integration among
advanced economies.

In its evolved form, the agreement would no longer be
best described as a trade treaty. It would function instead
as a structured economic partnership in which two highly
developed, politically aligned systems jointly manage
industrial policy, resource security, digital governance,
and climate transition strategy. The result would be a
relationship that sits somewhere between a free trade
agreement and a strategic alliance, reflecting the new
reality that economic integration among advanced
democracies is increasingly inseparable from geopolitics
and technological competition.

This is important because it could serve both as a vehicle
for institutionalizing the US—EU strategic partnership
and as an incentive to encourage the United States to
engage more actively with the Trans-Pacific Partnership.

At the same time, closer coordination between the EU
and Canada through a strengthened economic and
political partnership agreement (EPA) could reinforce
transatlantic standards on trade, digital governance,
climate policy, and security cooperation. Such a
framework would not only deepen regulatory alignment
among Western allies but also increase collective
leverage in responding to emerging geopolitical and
economic challenges, particularly in relation to China’s
growing global influence and the fragmentation of the
international trading system.

In this context, the EU-Canada partnership can also
function as a strategic vector for broader Western
integration. By expanding cooperation in areas such
as green technology, critical raw materials, artificial
intelligence, and energy security, both actors could
create a model of resilient democratic governance
capable of shaping global norms. Enhanced EU-Canada
coordination within NATO and multilateral institutions
would further strengthen policy coherence across the
Atlantic. Moreover, deeper investment and research
cooperation could stimulate innovation and reduce
dependence onexternal suppliersinstrategically sensitive
sectors. The agreement could also promote sustainable
development standards and labor protections that may
influence future international trade arrangements.
Through coordinated foreign policy initiatives, the
EU and Canada would be better positioned to respond
jointly to global crises, sanctions regimes, and hybrid
threats. Increased educational, scientific, and digital
exchanges could foster stronger societal ties and long-
term institutional convergence. In economic terms, the
partnership may improve supply-chain resilience and
facilitate diversification of trade routes and markets.
Politically, it would signal continued commitment
to a rules-based international order at a time of rising
geopolitical uncertainty. Ultimately, the EU—Canada
relationship could evolve into a cornerstone of a
broader transatlantic architecture linking Europe, North
America, and Indo-Pacific partners.

Canada joined the Comprehensive and Progressive
Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership as part of
its broader strategy to diversify trade beyond heavy
dependence on the United States market. Canada’s
position within the TPP framework has generally
focused on supporting open trade, strengthening access
to fast-growing Asia-Pacific economies, and promoting
rules-based international Strategically,
participation allows Canada to increase its influence
in the Indo-Pacific region, secure supply chains, and
deepen partnerships with countries such as Japan,
Australia, and Vietnam.

commerce.
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From a geopolitical perspective, Canada also views
the agreement as a mechanism for balancing growing
economic competition with China while reinforcing
cooperation among democratic and market-oriented
economies. The CPTPP therefore serves not only as
a trade agreement but also as a strategic platform for
expanding Canada’s global economic and diplomatic
presence.

From the perspective of Ottawa, leveraging the
EU-Canada EPA can strengthen multilateralism by
positioning Canada and the European Union as leading
defenders of a rules-based international order. Ottawa
can use the partnership to coordinate policies on trade
governance, climate action, digital regulation, and
international security within institutions such as the
World Trade Organization, the United Nations, and the
NATO. Strategically, the EPA allows Canada to diversify
its diplomatic and economic relations beyond excessive
dependence on the United States while still reinforcing
the broader transatlantic alliance. By aligning with the
EU on regulatory standards, sustainable development,
and democratic governance, Ottawa can amplify its
international influence through coalition-building rather
than unilateral power. The agreement can also serve as
a platform for promoting common approaches toward
emerging technologies, supply-chain resilience, Arctic
governance, and Indo-Pacific engagement.

Through the EPA, Ottawa may coordinate joint
EU—-Canada initiatives in global trade negotiations,
promote unified positions on environmental and labor
standards, strengthen cooperation on sanctions and
crisis management, and expand research, innovation,
and digital partnerships. It can further support reform of
multilateral institutions facing geopolitical fragmentation
while encouraging closer cooperation among democratic
middle powers. From Ottawa’s perspective, the strategic
purpose is therefore not only economic integration
but also the preservation of cooperative international
governance at a time of increasing geopolitical rivalry
and protectionism.

Green technology trade +35%

Women- and Indigenous-

. L +20%
owned business participation

Formal trade disputes Zero unresolved disputes

Area Target by End of Year 3
Ratification and legal Full entry into force across
implementation all parties
Bilateral goods and services 120-25%
trade
SME participation in CETA 125%
trade
Customs processing time -50%

Digital customs
documentation

100% operational

Regulatory cooperation
arrangements

15+ sectoral agreements

Public procurement
participation

+30%

In return, the European Union would likely expect
Canada to support deeper regulatory convergence,
stronger commitments to environmental and labor
standards, and closer coordination on foreign policy
and security matters. Brussels would also seek reliable
Canadian cooperation on energy security, critical
raw materials, digital governance, and supply-chain
resilience, particularly in sectors considered strategically
sensitive.

From the EU’s perspective, Canada would be expected
to align more consistently with European positions
in multilateral institutions such as the World Trade
Organization and the United Nations, especially
regarding trade reform, climate governance, sanctions
policy, and the defense of the rules-based international
order. The EU could additionally encourage Canada
to act as a bridge between Europe and the broader
IndoPacific framework through its participation in
the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for
TransPacific Partnership.

Strategically, Brussels would view Canada not only as
an economic partner but also as a like-minded middle
power capable of reinforcing transatlantic cohesion at
a time of geopolitical uncertainty and shifting global
power balances, integral to both the EU’s Americas
policy and greater emphasis on multilateralism among
like-minded strategic partners.

Sectoral Dialogues

As the EU engages in sectoral dialogues with most of'its
strategic partners, a similar approach could be further
developed with Canada. Regular dialogue in strategic
sectors such as clean energy, critical minerals, digital
technologies, aerospace, and pharmaceuticals would
facilitate regulatory cooperation, support market access,
and encourage greater trade and FDI flows between the
two economies.

Aerospace

The aerospace sector offers significant potential for
enhanced EU—Canada cooperation. The EU is home
to major aerospace companies such as Airbus, while
Canadahas awell-developed aerospace industry centered
around firms such as Bombardier and strong aerospace
clusters in Montréal. Expanding sectoral dialogue in
aerospace could promote collaboration in research and
development, sustainable aviation technologies, supply
chain integration, skills development, and regulatory
cooperation. Such initiatives could strengthen
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transatlantic value chains, increase opportunities for EU
exports, and encourage greater European investment in
Canada’s aerospace industry.

Pharmaceuticals

Pharmaceuticals represent another promising area for
enhanced EU-Canada sectoral cooperation. Both the
EU and Canada possess advanced pharmaceutical and
life sciences industries, strong research capabilities, and
highlydevelopedregulatorysystems. A dedicatedsectoral
dialogue could facilitate regulatory cooperation, support
the mutual recognition of standards and inspections,
promote joint research and development, and strengthen
supply chain resilience. Closer cooperation would
improve market access for European pharmaceutical
firms while encouraging greater investment in Canadian
research, manufacturing, and biotechnology activities.

Research, Innovation, and Strategic Knowledge
Production

Finally, long-term strategic convergence requires
stronger integration of research and innovation systems.
EU—-Canada cooperation should expand into joint
funding mechanisms for strategic technologies, dual-use
innovation ecosystems, and academic-policy interfaces.

This includes structured mobility programmes
for researchers in strategic fields, joint innovation
clusters, and coordinated funding of critical emerging
technologies. The strategic value lies in building
shared epistemic infrastructures for long-term policy
convergence, ensuring that cooperation is not only
political but also intellectual and technological.

Critical Technologies, Digital Governance, and Al
Regulation

Given the accelerating geopolitical importance of
digital infrastructure, EU-Canada cooperation in
critical technologies can be significantly deepened
beyond current regulatory dialogue into structured
joint governance. The European Union and Canada
already share broad alignment on democratic digital
governance, but the strategic opportunity lies in turning
this alignment into institutionalized coordination.

In artificial intelligence governance, both actors
already rely on risk-based regulatory thinking, but
they currently operate in parallel rather than jointly. A
deeper convergence would involve shared classification
systems for high-risk Al, aligned auditing standards for
transparency, and coordinated certification regimes for
Al systems used in public administration. They could
also develop joint standards for generative Al safety,
including watermarking, model evaluation benchmarks,

and accountability requirements. This would allow them
to shape global Al norms rather than adapt to standards
set by other major powers.

In data governance, the EU’s GDPR framework is
globally influential, while Canada’s privacy regime is
partially aligned but less stringent. Cooperation could
expand toward mutual adequacy deepening, interoperable
consent standards, and shared governance rules for
sensitive data such as health, finance, and biometric
systems. A key strategic step would be building trusted
cross-border data corridors that enable secure data flows
while maintaining high privacy protections, which could
later serve as a global template.

In quantum computing, cooperation is still in an early
phase but strategically significant because global
standards are not yet fixed. Joint efforts could focus
on post-quantum encryption standards for critical
infrastructure, coordinated research funding on
quantum-safe communications, and shared certification
systems for quantum technologies. This would position
both actors as early rule-setters in a domain where
technological leadership is still open.

In digital platform governance, the EU has already
established strong regulatory leadership, while Canada
is moving in a similar direction. Convergence could
include coordinated enforcement against dominant
digital platforms, harmonized rules for algorithmic
transparency, shared standards for content moderation
accountability, and alignment on digital advertising
regulation. This would increase their collective
bargaining power over global technology firms and
reduce regulatory fragmentation.

In cybersecurity and digital infrastructure protection,
both actors face similar hybrid threats and infrastructure
vulnerabilities. Cooperation could be expanded through
joint cyber incident response mechanisms, shared threat
intelligence systems, coordinated regulation of cloud
service providers, and aligned resilience standards for
critical sectors such as energy, transport, and finance.
This would shift cooperation from reactive crisis
response toward preventive governance.

In semiconductor and supply chain security, both sides
are highly dependent on global production networks.
Coordination couldincludejointdiversification strategies
for semiconductor supply chains, aligned investment
screening for sensitive technologies, and harmonized
export control policies for dual-use technologies. This
would reduce vulnerability to geopolitical disruptions in
critical technology flows.

In digital identity and public infrastructure systems,both

are developing advanced digital government
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frameworks. Cooperation could focus on interoperable
digital identity systems, secure authentication standards
for cross-border services, and shared principles for
digital public infrastructure design. This would improve
both economic integration and governance efficiency.

Across all these areas, the deeper strategic logic is to
move from informal coordination to institutionalized
co-production of global digital standards. At present,
cooperation is largely consultative, but the opportunity
is to create shared regulatory testing environments, joint
certification systems, and coordinated diplomacy in
global forums such as the WTO, OECD, G7, and United
Nations technology governance processes.

The core strategic implication is that EU-Canada
cooperation in digital governance could evolve into
a cohesive normative-regulatory bloc. Such a bloc
would not only harmonize internal standards but also
actively shape the global digital order, positioning itself
between US platform dominance and China’s state-led
technological model.

Joint Connectivity Strategy

Connectivity is an important aspect of harnessing the
significant interactions between Canadian and Europeans
and cultivating and expanding the existing exchanges
between Canada and the European Union.

In the contemporary global order, connectivity has
emerged as a distinct form of power. Traditional
conceptions of power—military, economic, or political—
remain relevant, but they are increasingly complemented
by what scholars term network power, infrastructural
power, or systemic influence. Connectivity power
derives not from territory or coercion alone but from the
ability to shape, enable, and regulate flows of people,
goods, capital, information, and energy across complex
networks. It encompasses the deployment of nodes and
the design of digital communities in North America,
and Canadian ones into Europe. Given the Canadian
population remains majoratively of European descent
in terms of British, Irish, French, German, Italian
and Ukrainean descent, 20 million out of 37 million
inhabitants across the pond, it is nearby to examine how
to thicken social and economic interactions.

Migration, Science and Innovation & EU-CND
Partnering Up

EU-Canada cooperation in migration, science and
innovation, and regulatory alignment can be understood
as three interdependent policy domains that together
form an emerging but incomplete “deep integration”
space. At present, the relationship is characterised
by high political compatibility and dense formal

agreements, but comparatively weak system integration.
The central limitation is not the absence of cooperation,
but the absence of a unified governance architecture
that translates cooperation into sustained, measurable
co-production of mobility, knowledge, and regulatory
interoperability.

In migration, the system remains best described as
managed but fragmented mobility. Both partners
maintain relatively open legal pathways compared
to most international partnerships, including skilled
migration routes, youth mobility schemes, and shortstay
visa facilitation. However, these instruments are not
structurally coordinated around shared labourmarket
intelligence or integrated credential systems. The key
bottleneck is credential recognition, where institutional
fragmentation—EU multi-level governance on one
side and Canadian federal-provincial regulatory
authority on the other—produces persistent delays and
underutilisation of human capital. Migration therefore
functions more as an entry channel than a fully optimised
labour allocation system. The governance deficit is the
absence of a shared operational loop linking labour
demand, selection systems, and recognition outcomes.

In science and innovation, the EU-Canada relationship is
more advanced in formal terms but still underperforming
in systemic terms. Cooperation is primarily organised
through participation in EU research frameworks such
as Horizon Europe, bilateral science agreements, and
sectoral collaboration in areas like climate research,
health, and digital technologies. Yet the empirical
question is whether these instruments generate sustained
increases in co-authorship networks, co-patenting
activity, and cross-border research consortia density.
The evidence from research collaboration literature
suggests that geographic distance is partially offset
by institutional incentives, but only when funding
structures actively reward cross-border team formation
rather than merely allowing it. At present, cooperation
remains too reliant on project-based participation rather
than longhorizon joint mission architecture.

The main governance gap in science and innovation is
therefore not access but consolidation. Collaboration
exists, but it is dispersed across programmes without a
sufficiently strong mechanism for scaling successful joint
initiatives into durable research infrastructures or shared
innovation ecosystems. This limits knowledge diffusion
effects and weakens the translation of joint research
into industrial or technological outcomes. A more
integrated model would require joint mission-oriented
funding schemes, shared research infrastructures in
strategic domains such as clean energy, Al safety, and
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biotechnology, and more systematic researcher mobility
embedded in institutional partnerships rather than
individual grants.

Regulatory alignment sits at the intersection of
migration and innovation because it determines how
easily people, goods, services, and knowledge move
across the transatlantic space. Current cooperation under
frameworks such as CETA demonstrates that selective
regulatory convergence is possible, particularly in areas
like technical standards and conformity assessment.
However, alignment remains sectoral and uneven rather
than systemic. The underlying constraint is not technical
incompatibility but institutional asymmetry: the EU’s
supranational regulatory capacity produces relatively
unified standards, while Canada’s regulatory landscape
is distributed across federal and provincial levels,
creating multiple negotiation points for any alignment
process.

As a result, regulatory cooperation tends to produce
incremental mutual recognition rather than deep
harmonisation. The economic effect is partial reduction of
trade frictions, but not full interoperability of regulatory
systems. Firms still face duplication in certification,
compliance testing, and approval processes, particularly
in regulated sectors such as pharmaceuticals, clean
technology, and digital services. The key analytical
limitation is that regulatory cooperation is not yet
sufficiently linked to innovation systems or labour
mobility regimes, meaning that gains in one domain do
not automatically propagate into the others.

Taken together, the three domains reveal a structural
pattern: cooperation is institutionally rich but
systemically thin. Migration provides mobility inputs,
science and innovation generates knowledge outputs,
and regulatory alignment determines market translation,
but these components are not fully integrated into a
single governance ecosystem. The result is suboptimal
conversion of mobility into innovation and innovation
into market adoption.

Strengthening the system requires moving from
parallel cooperation tracks to an integrated transatlantic
governance architecture. In migration, this means
establishing joint intelligence
fasttrack credential recognition systems that directly
connect skills flows to economic demand. In science
and innovation, it requires shifting from project-based
Finally, cross-border economic cooperation could
increasingly prioritize sustainability standards for
shipping, port operations, and industrial water use,
ensuring that the economic engine of the system does
not undermine its ecological foundation.

labour-market and

Canada and Federalism

Canada’s federalist constitutional structure is founded
on the principle that governmental authority is divided
between two constitutionally protected orders of
government: the federal government and the provinces.
This arrangement was established by the Constitution
Act, 1867, which created a federal union and allocated
legislative powers between Parliament and the provincial
legislatures. The Constitution assigns specific areas of
jurisdiction to each order of government, ensuring that
neither is legally subordinate to the other within its
constitutional sphere.

Under this framework, the federal government exercises
authority over matters of national importance, including
defence, criminal law, banking, trade and commerce,
and citizenship. Provincial governments are responsible
for areas such as property and civil rights, education,
healthcare institutions, municipalities, and matters of
a local or private nature. The Constitution also grants
Parliament residual authority through the “Peace, Order
and Good Government” (POGG) clause, allowing the
federal government to legislate on matters not expressly
assigned to the provinces.

From the perspective of comparative federalism, Canada
presents a distinctive model. Although the federation
was originally designed with a relatively strong central
government, judicial interpretation over time has
significantly strengthened provincial autonomy. As a
result, Canadian provinces possess some of the most
extensive constitutional powers enjoyed by constituent
units in any federation, particularly in areas such as
education, natural resources, and private law.

Canadian federalism is often characterized as a form
of dual federalism because each order of government
operates within constitutionally defined spheres of
authority. At the same time, it exhibits important
elements of asymmetry. The unique linguistic, cultural,
and legal traditions of Quebec have led to federal
arrangements that accommodate diversity within the
federation, making Canada a prominent example of
asymmetrical federalism.

Another defining feature of the Canadian system is the
central role played by the judiciary in managing federal-
provincial relations. The Supreme Court of Canada has
been instrumental in interpreting the division of powers
and resolving jurisdictional disputes, thereby shaping
the practical operation of Canadian federalism.

In comparative perspective, Canada is generally
regarded as a highly decentralized federation. Despite
the existence of significant federal powers, provincial
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governments enjoy substantial constitutional autonomy
and are not merely administrative extensions of
the central state. Consequently, Canada’s federalist
construct is best understood as a system of divided
sovereignty that combines constitutional power-sharing,
strong regional autonomy, accommodation of diversity,
and judicial oversight.

Canada is generally best described as an asymmetrical
federation, although elements of cooperative federalism
are also important.

Asymmetrical federalism refers to a federation in which
some constituent units possess distinctive powers,
institutions, or constitutional accommodations. Canada
fits this description because of the special linguistic,
cultural, and legal position of Quebec. Quebec’s French-
speaking majority and its civil law tradition have led to
unique arrangements in areas such as language rights,
immigration agreements, and cultural policy. As a result,
scholars frequently classify Canada as an asymmetrical
federation.

Canada is not usually classified as an ethnic federation.
Ethnic federations, such as Ethiopia, are explicitly
organized around ethnic or national groups, with
territorial units designed to correspond to those groups.
Canadian provinces were not created primarily on an

ethnic basis, even though issues of national identity—
especially regarding Quebec and Indigenous peoples—
have strongly influenced the federation.

At the same time, modern Canada exhibits significant
cooperative  federalism. Federal and provincial
governments frequently collaborate through
intergovernmental agreements and shared-cost programs
in areas such as healthcare, environmental regulation,
and social policy. The Supreme Court of Canada has
also endorsed a cooperative approach when interpreting
overlapping federal and provincial powers.

Comparison and Evaluations of Canadian

federalism

Since Justin Trudeau expressed concerns about the
functioning of the Canadian federation, it is useful to
undertake a brief examination of the challenges faced by
cooperative federations more broadly. A comparative
assessment of Canada, the United States, Australia,
Mexico, and Brazil demonstrates that no federal system
is free from tensions arising from the distribution of
powers, fiscal arrangements, regional identities, and
intergovernmental relations. Rather than representing a
sign of institutional weakness, such tensions are often
an inherent feature of federal governance.

Dimension Canada United States Australia Mexico Brazil
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. Intergovernmental . . recognized states, |  governments.
Design & o Coordination intergovernmental S .
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Intergovernmental . . often fragmented forums such .
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Coordination . due to separation as National L . .
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. of powers Cabinet facilitate o
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States have States and
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The comparative analysis reveals that Canada occupies
a distinctive position among federal systems. While it
shares with the United States a relatively high degree
of subnational autonomy and with Australia a strong
capacity for intergovernmental coordination, it differs
from both in its emphasis on accommodating territorial,
linguistic, cultural, and Indigenous diversity. This
combination of autonomy, coordination, and recognition
has contributed to the development of a uniquely
Canadian form of cooperative federalism.

The comparison suggests that the effectiveness of
Canadian federalism cannot be explained solely by
the existence of action-oriented intergovernmental
initiatives, policy agreements, or collaborative programs.
Although practical cooperation in areas such as health

care, infrastructure, environmental policy, and social
programs is an important feature of the federation,
the durability of the Canadian model rests equally on
institutional and normative foundations. Cooperative
federalism in Canada functions not merely because
governments work together to solve policy problems,
but because the federation has developed mechanisms
that sustain legitimacy across a highly diverse political

community.

Compared with the United States, Canada demonstrates
that strong provincial autonomy does not inevitably lead
to severe intergovernmental fragmentation. Canadian
provinces possess significant constitutional authority
and fiscal capacity, yet the federation has maintained
a relatively high level of policy coordination through
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executive federalism, fiscal transfers, and ongoing
intergovernmental dialogue. At the same time, the
Canadian experience contrasts with Australia, where
coordination is often more centralized and supported by
stronger federal influence over state finances. Canada’s
approach relies less on hierarchical control and more
on negotiated cooperation among constitutionally
empowered governments.

The comparison with Brazil and Mexico further
highlights the importance of legitimacy and recognition
within federal systems. While both countries have
adopted federal structures and various forms of
decentralization, they continue to face challenges
related to uneven state capacity, regional inequalities,
and public trust. Canada’s relative stability stems not
only from institutional arrangements but also from its
capacity to recognize and accommodate competing
identities, including the distinct society claims of
Quebec, the rights of Indigenous peoples, and broader
multicultural commitments. Such recognition helps
transform federalism from a purely administrative
arrangement into a framework for managing diversity
and sustaining political belonging.

These findings suggest that cooperative federalism
should be understood as both a governance model and a
legitimacy-building project. Its success depends not only
on the ability of governments to coordinate policies and
deliver services, but also on the extent to which citizens
and constituent units perceive federal institutions as fair,
inclusive, andresponsive. Revenue-sharing mechanisms,
judicial conflict-resolution processes, constitutional
flexibility, and cultural accommodation all contribute to
this broader objective.

Consequently, the Canadian case demonstrates that
cooperative federalism is not simply a collection of
collaborative policy initiatives or intergovernmental
agreements. Rather, it is a multidimensional system
that combines practical coordination with institutional
trust, fiscal solidarity, legal mechanisms for dispute
resolution, and recognition of diverse identities. The
long-term resilience of the federation therefore depends
as much on maintaining these underlying relationships
of legitimacy and mutual recognition as it does on
producing effective policy outcomes.

Several recommendations for the Government of Canada
emerge from this evaluation. First, Ottawa should
continue to strengthen intergovernmental coordination
mechanisms while respecting provincial and territorial
autonomy. Effective cooperative federalism depends
not only on policy collaboration but also on maintaining
relationships of trust and mutual respect among orders
of government.

Second, the federal government should preserve and
enhance fiscal arrangements that promote equity across
the federation. Equalization and other transfer programs
remain important instruments for reducing regional
disparities and reinforcing the principle of federal
solidarity.

Third, Ottawa should deepen its commitment to
the recognition and accommodation of diversity,
particularly with respect to Indigenous self-government,
Quebec’s distinct character, and the multicultural
nature of Canadian society. The comparative analysis
suggests that legitimacy in multinational federations is
strengthened when institutions recognize and respond to
diverse identities and aspirations.

Fourth, the federal government should continue to
support transparent and accountable intergovernmental
processes. Greater public visibility of federal-provincial
agreements, consultation processes, and decision-
making structures can enhance citizen trust and
democratic legitimacy.

Fifth, Ottawa should invest in mechanisms for preventing
and resolving intergovernmental disputes before they
escalate into constitutional or judicial conflicts. While
courts play an important role in clarifying jurisdictional
boundaries, negotiated solutions are generally more
consistent with the collaborative spirit of cooperative
federalism.

Finally, federal policymakers should recognize that the
success of cooperative federalism cannot be measured
solely by the implementation of joint initiatives or policy
outcomes. The comparative evidence demonstrates
that durable federal systems are sustained by broader
institutional conditions, including legitimacy, mutual
recognition, fiscal fairness, effective dispute-resolution
mechanisms, and meaningful citizen engagement.
Strengthening these foundations is therefore as
important as advancing new policy partnerships or
intergovernmental agreements.

Certainly,the status of Quebec has in many ways
helped Canda move from an asymmetric to cooperative
federation.

Viewed through the lens of comparative federalism, the
Indigenous “middle ground” described by Richard White
and reconsidered by scholars such as Pekka Himéldinen
raises questions that conventional accounts of Canadian
federalism often leave unexplored. The Canadian
federation is typically narrated as a constitutional
bargain between federal and provincial governments,
yet this narrative can obscure the enduring presence of
Indigenous polities whose authority neither originated
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in nor was fully absorbed by the federal compact. If
the logic of the middle ground—spaces of negotiated
coexistence between Indigenous and settler powers—is
filtered through Canadian federalism, the result is a
more complex picture of sovereignty, one that unsettles
the assumption that Canada is composed solely of
two constitutional orders of government. What the
conventional story does not fully tell is how Indigenous
nations continue to challenge and reshape the federal
arrangement. This unresolved constitutional reality
may be understood as an additional source of political
anxiety for Canadian leaders, including former prime
ministers, because it raises fundamental questions about
the distribution of sovereignty, territorial authority, and
the legitimacy of the federation itself.

Above all, the ongoing struggle for mastery of the land is
being filtered through implementation of UNDRIP in an
uneven manner, legal novelty that ensures first nations,
metis and Inuit are treated as equals unlike under the
Canadian Indian act.

Canadas’ Indigeneous People

According to the International Work Group for
Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA), Indigenous peoples
represent approximately 5% of Canada’s population,
yet their constitutional status, treaty rights, and
governance relationships give Indigenous affairs a
significance that extends well beyond demographic
proportions'. Ottawa’s relationship with Indigenous
nations remains a foundational issue in Canadian
federalism, reconciliation policy,
governance. Indigenous languages in Canada are
protected through the Indigenous Languages Act (2019),
which supports their preservation, revitalization, and
use’. Funding is provided for language programs and
community projects. Indigenous language classes are
offered in some schools. Language-learning resources
and materials are being developed. Elders and fluent
speakers help teach younger generations. Government
agencies work with Indigenous communities to support
language revitalization efforts.

and resource

According to the 2021 Canadian Census, Indigenous
peoples number 1,807,250 and constitute approximately
5% of Canada’s population. Indigenous peoples include
First Nations, Métis, and Inuit communities, with First
Nations representing the largest group at over one million
people, followed by 624,220 Métis and 70,545 Inuit.
The Indigenous population grew by 9.4% between 2016
and 2021 and remains younger than the non-Indigenous

'https://iwgia.org/en/un-permanent-forum-on-indigenous-
issues-unpfii/5716-iw-2025-unpfii.htm
“https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/i-7.85/page-1.html

population, with more than one-quarter under the age of
15. While Indigenous peoples are found across Canada,
large populations are concentrated in Ontario, Western
Canada, and Inuit Nunangat. Despite constitutional
recognition and protection of Indigenous rights, many
communities continue to experience the lasting effects
of colonial policies, including residential schools, land
dispossession, and socio-economic inequalities.’?

Core Policy Challenges
Uneven Implementation Across Regions

The implementation of the United Nations Declaration
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) remains
uneven across Canada, reflecting the country’s diverse
Indigenous governance structures and constitutional
arrangements.  Some  jurisdictions,  particularly
Nunavut and self-governing First Nations in Yukon,
have developed institutions and decision-making
frameworks that closely align with UNDRIP principles
of self-determination and Indigenous participation.
In contrast, other provinces continue to rely primarily
on consultation-based approaches rooted in provincial
regulatory systems. These frameworks often remain
politically contested and are frequently -criticized
by Indigenous communities for failing to provide
meaningful authority over decisions affecting their
lands and resources. As a result, the practical realization
of UNDRIP varies significantly depending on regional
political, legal, and historical contexts.

Resource Development and Consent Conflicts

Alberta illustrates many of the challenges associated
with  balancing Indigenous rights, economic
development, and environmental governance. Major
projects  frequently competing

resource involve

Shttps://madeinca.ca/indigenous-peoples-statistics-canada
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priorities among Indigenous nations seeking meaningful
participation and protection of their rights, provincial
governments focused on resource-driven economic
growth, federal commitments to reconciliation and
climate objectives, and domestic as well as international
investors seeking regulatory certainty. A central issue
concerns the interpretation of Indigenous consent under
UNDRIP. Debate continues over whether consent
should be understood as enhanced consultation and
accommodation, shared decisionmaking authority, or the
ability to withhold approval for proposed developments.
The absence of a consistent national understanding has
generated legal uncertainty and contributed to tensions
between governments, Indigenous communities, and
industry stakeholders.

Administrative and Jurisdictional Fragmentation

The implementation of Indigenous rights is further
complicated by Canada’s multilayered governance
system. Indigenous governments frequently operate
within a complex framework that intersects with
federal legislation, provincial and territorial regulations,
treaty obligations, municipal governance structures,
and private-sector agreements. These overlapping
jurisdictions can create administrative inefficiencies,
policy inconsistencies, and uncertainty regarding
authority and accountability. Consequently, effective
implementation of UNDRIP requires stronger
mechanisms for intergovernmental coordination,
clearer jurisdictional arrangements, and more effective
processes for resolving disputes among stakeholders.

Persistent Social and Infrastructure Inequalities

Despite substantial policy commitments toward
reconciliation, many  Indigenous  communities
continue to experience significant social and economic
disparities. Challenges remain in areas such as housing,
access to safe drinking water, educational outcomes,
healthcare services, and climate-resilient infrastructure.
These inequalities are rooted in the historical legacy
of colonial policies, including residential schools, land
dispossession, and systemic discrimination. Addressing
these structural barriers is essential not only for
improving living conditions but also for ensuring that
Indigenous self-determination is supported by the social
and economic foundations necessary for long-term

community well-being.
UNDRIP Comparison

The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), adopted by the United
Nations General Assembly in 2007, is the most
comprehensive international instrument addressing the

rights of Indigenous peoples. The Declaration establishes
minimum standards for the survival, dignity, well-being,
and self-determination of Indigenous peoples worldwide.
It affirms rights relating to culture, language, education,
health, land, resources, governance, and participation
in decision-making processes that affect Indigenous
communities.

Canada’s relationship with UNDRIP has evolved
significantly since the Declaration’s adoption. Although
Canada initially voted against UNDRIP in 2007, the
federal government formally endorsed the Declaration
in 2010 and later removed its remaining reservations
in 2016. A major milestone occurred in 2021 with the
passage of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights
of Indigenous Peoples Act (UNDA), which requires
the federal government to align Canadian laws with the
principles of UNDRIP and develop an action plan for its
implementation.

The importance of UNDRIP in Canada is closely
connected to the country’s Indigenous population
and constitutional framework. According to the 2021
Census, Indigenous peoples number approximately
1.8 million individuals, representing about 5 percent
of Canada’s population. This population includes First
Nations, Inuit, and Métis peoples, each possessing
distinct histories, cultures, governance traditions, and
legal relationships with the Canadian state. Indigenous
rights are further recognized and affirmed under Section
35 of the Constitution Act, 1982, which provides
constitutional protection for existing Aboriginal and
treaty rights.

Despite these legal and political developments, the
implementation of UNDRIP remains uneven across
Canada. Indigenous communities continue to experience
disparities in housing, access to safe drinking water,
healthcare services, educational outcomes, and
infrastructure development. At the same time, debates
persist regarding the meaning of Indigenous consent,
particularly in relation to natural resource development,
environmental governance, and land-use decisions.
These challenges demonstrate that implementing
UNDRIP is not simply a matter of legal recognition but
involves restructuring relationships between Indigenous
nations, federal and provincial governments, and
economic institutions.

The Canadian experience illustrates both the
opportunities and complexities of translating
international Indigenous rights standards into domestic
governance. Regional differences in treaty relationships,
self-government arrangements, economic priorities,
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and demographic realities have produced diverse
approaches to implementation. The experiences of Inuit
communities in Nunavut, First Nations in Manitoba,
Métis communities in Alberta, and self-governing Tlingit
nations in Yukon highlight how UNDRIP operates
within different political, social, and economic contexts.
Together, these cases provide insight into the broader

challenges and opportunities facing Canada as it seeks

to advance reconciliation, Indigenous selfdetermination,
and inclusive governance in the twentyfirst century.

There are several cigarboxes both in the UN system
and the COP to address the issues of the indigenous
peoples of Canada and to facilitate the implementation
of UNDRIP so as to ensure better implementation of
national laws, something Ottawa respects.

First Nations Relevant UNDRIP
Policy Area Tlingit (Yukon) | Meétis (Alberta) Inuit (Nunavut)
(Manitoba) Articles
Urban and Severe housing Article 21
Housing rural housing shortages, (improvement
- affordability Many First Nations overcrowding, of economic and
affordability challenges communities face and high social conditions);
Housin et doont persist, . overcrowding, inadequate constructiqn Article 23 (?ight
g eX{St despite particularly in & 1 costs remain to determine
relatively strong rapidly growing housing stock, and among Canada’s development
governance communities. infrastructure deficits. most pressing priorities).
capacity. Indigenous
housing issues.
Generally Access is ]
reliable systems,| largely tied Long-term drinking water Water Article 21
though re¥n.ote .to provincial advisories and aging .infrastlucture (ec9nomic and social
Safe Drinking communities infrastructure infrastructure remain is vulnerable to improvement);
require upgrades systems, significant climate change, Article 29
Water and climate though some ) remoteness, and (environmental
adaptation settlements concerns 1n .i.everal maintenance protection and
measures. face funding COMMURILIES. challenges. conservation).
challenges.
S.t rong Educational . . Challenges
Indigenous Continued efforts focus include teacher ) )
influence over ou'tcomes l;ave on closing achievement shortages, Art1c}e 14 (right to
Educational education t;::jrﬁvea ’s gaps, supporting limited facilities, establl'sh and control'
and language g1 gap Indigenous languages, and | and balancing educgtlonal sygerps),
Equality revitalization |remain in higher incorporating Inuit language Amcle. 15 ((.11gn1ty
through e.>d.uca‘Fion culturally relevant preservation and di:lersny of
selfgovernment | participation and curricula. with educational cultures).
agreements. employment. outcomes.
Access 18 Heathcare 11.1€quaht1.es Healthcare
Improved local ‘generally persist, particularly 11‘1 ACCesS remains Article 21 (social
governance . mtegrated’ remotfa and northerr'l 'Fll‘St constrained conditions);
0o s | g |y | s | 24
Access delivery, though system, but services remain key depe.ndence on traditional
specialist access disparities priorities. medical travel, medicines and
remains limited. | .. . and workforce | o1 services).
areas. shortages.
Climate Wildfires, Flooding, eX’Freme weather | Permafrost tl.law, Article 29
change affects droughts, fmd events, and 1n1.°rastruc.ture coastal el‘f)SIO.n, (environmental
Climate-Related | {ransportation econgt@c vulnerabilities 1ncr.ea.1s1ngly and char}gmg ice rotection): Article
Infrastructure routes, transml(.)nk ] affec.t Tf@munltLes, conditions p . ’ p
ressures linke especially in northern . rights regardin
Threats ccosystems, trc)) climate policy ’ Ma}rllitoba. threaten hou.smg, ( c;gevelol;gment :
and traditional transportaqon, of lands and
livelihoods. affect many and public
communities. infrastructure. resources).
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Nunavut
. represents the .
Growing P . Article 3
” most extensive
One of Canada’s| ~ Fecognition Treaty relationships and example of (selfdetermination);
Governance | mostadvanced | of Métis self- nation-to-nation Indigenous Article 4
u
and Self self-government | government and | frameworks continue to political (selfgovernment);
Determination | models under e shape governance and Article 5
) participation pe governance 4 representation
modern treaties. in tesource reconciliation initiatives. (maintenance of
within a territorial S
governance. institutions).
government
structure.
Resource Co-management Central focus on Resource development Resource Article 18
u . .
Developmen.t arrangqnents consent, often intersects developmenF is (participation in
and Economic provide with treaty rights, balanced against | . .i on-making);
icipati . resource co- . i
Participation substantial environmental env1r0nrr.16ntal Article 19
. management, . . protection, )
Indigenous equity stewardship, and economic cultural (free, prior and
participation ownershin. and development objectives. | preservation, and informed consent);
i - \ , . . i
in land-use o slll)arin Arctic sovereignty Article (resource
isi venu .
decisions. g CONCems. development).
Comparative Analysis Proposed Solution Framework

The four cases illustrate distinct pathways toward
implementing UNDRIP within Canada’s diverse
constitutional and Indigenous governance landscape.
The Tlingit in Yukon demonstrate a mature model
of self-government supported by modern treaties
and extensive local authority. Métis communities in
Alberta highlight the growing importance of economic
participation, resource governance, and consent-based
approaches in regions heavily dependent on natural
resource development.

First Nations in Manitoba present a different set
of priorities, with policy efforts often focused on
treaty implementation, infrastructure investment,
educational equity, healthcare access, and addressing
longstanding socio-economic disparities. Meanwhile,
Nunavut represents the most comprehensive example
of Indigenous self-determination through territorial
governance, although Inuit communities continue to
face significant challenges related to housing shortages,
healthcare access, climate adaptation, and infrastructure
resilience.

Across all four cases, UNDRIP serves as a framework
for  advancing  self-determination,
socioeconomic conditions, strengthening Indigenous
participation in decision-making, and promoting more
equitable relationships between Indigenous nations and
Canadian governments. Articles 3, 4, 18, 19, 21, 23,
24, 29, and 32 are particularly relevant because they
connect governance, social development, environmental
stewardship, the
broader goals of reconciliation and Indigenous rights
implementation.

improving

and economic participation to

Regionalized UNDRIP Implementation

Given the diversity of Indigenous nations and governance
traditions across Canada, a uniform national model
for implementing UNDRIP is unlikely to be effective.
Instead, implementation should be tailored to regional
circumstances, taking into account treaty histories,
governance capacity, demographic realities, geographic
conditions, and economic priorities. In Nunavut, policy
may focus on Arctic sovereignty, climate adaptation,
and Inuit self-determination. Alberta may prioritize
resource  co-management, consent frameworks,
and revenuesharing mechanisms linked to energy
development. Manitoba may place greater emphasis
on justice reform, infrastructure investment, and social
equity initiatives, while Yukon and Tlingit governments
may continue advancing modern treaty implementation
and expanded self-government arrangements. Such
a flexible approach would better reflect Canada’s
constitutional diversity and the distinct aspirations of
Indigenous nations.

Strengthening Indigenou Co-Governance Institutions

Akey component of successful UNDRIP implementation
is the development of permanent co-governance
institutions that facilitate shared decision-making
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous governments.
These institutions could play a central role in land
and resource management, environmental assessment
processes, infrastructure planning, Arctic governance,
and resource revenue allocation. By bringing together
Indigenous governments, federal and provincial or
territorial authorities, and independent technical experts,
co-governance structures would enhance transparency,
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improve policy coordination, and provide more
stable mechanisms for long-term collaboration. Such
arrangements would move beyond consultation toward
a more durable model of shared governance.

Revenue Sharing and Economic Partnership

Economic reconciliation should form a central pillar of
Indigenous policy. Future resource development projects
should increasingly incorporate Indigenous ownership
opportunities, equity participation,
agreements, procurement commitments, and long-term
community investment funds. These measures would
help transform Indigenous participation from a largely
consultative role into one characterized by meaningful
economic partnership. By ensuring that Indigenous
communities share directly in the benefits generated
from projects affecting their traditional territories,
governments and industry can support sustainable
economic development while strengthening relationships
based on mutual benefit and respect.

revenuesharing

Canada—European Union Indigenous Sustainability
Partnership

International cooperation can also contribute to
advancing reconciliation and sustainable development
objectives. A dedicated Canada—European Union
Indigenous Sustainability Partnership could support
Indigenous-led renewable energy initiatives, Arctic
climate adaptation projects, research collaborations,
language preservation and digitalization programs,
and sustainable infrastructure investments. Such a
partnership would align domestic reconciliation efforts
with broader international commitments to climate
action, environmental stewardship, and sustainable
development. It would also strengthen Indigenous
participation in global discussions concerning Arctic
governance and environmental policy.

The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples represents more than a legal
framework; it serves as a transformative blueprint for
redefining relationships among Indigenous nations,
governments, and economic institutions within Canada.
Its implementation necessarily differs across regions
because Indigenous governance traditions, treaty
relationships, demographic realities, and economic
conditions vary considerably throughout the country.

The experiences of Nunavut, Alberta, Manitoba,
and Yukon demonstrate both the opportunities and
challenges associated with implementing Indigenous
selfdetermination in diverse contexts. Nunavut illustrates
advanced forms of territorial self-government, while
Alberta highlights ongoing tensions between economic

development and Indigenous consent. Manitoba
emphasizes social and institutional reconciliation, and
Yukon showcases the potential of modern treaty-based
governance arrangements.

The long-term success of UNDRIP implementation
will depend on Canada’s ability to combine regional
flexibility with stable co-governance institutions,
meaningful economic partnerships, and effective
international cooperation on sustainability and Arctic
governance. Ultimately, the central challenge is not
simply recognizing Indigenous rights in principle, but
embedding those rights within enduring systems of
shared authority, accountability, and decision-making.
Achieving this transformation will determine whether
reconciliation evolves from symbolic recognition into
a durable framework for political, economic, and social
partnership in the twenty-first century, something that
can also empower and enrich Canadas foreign policy
elites.

Developing the EU and Canada Strategic
Partnership

The diagram presents a sequenced implementation
roadmap (0-10 years) for the EU—Canada Security
Partnership, moving from coordination, to integration,
and finally to a form of strategic autonomy partnership
built around industrial, digital, and resilience systems.
It is essentially a shift from policy alignment to shared
capability ecosystems.

Below is a clear interpretation of each phase, followed
by the obstacles and how the partnership can realistically
be advanced.

Phase 1 (0-2years): Operational alignment foundation

This stage is about building the institutional “spine”
of the partnership so that cooperation becomes routine
rather than ad hoc.

The creation of a permanent EU—Canada Strategic
Council is the anchor element. It introduces structured
political steering through regular leader-level summits,
ministerial meetings, a joint secretariat, and a crisis
coordination mechanism. The purpose is not operational
integration yet, but predictable governance—so both
sides can react jointly during shocks (security crises,
supply disruptions, or geopolitical escalations).

The second pillar is the modernisation and deepening
of CETA into a security-aware trade framework.
Trade is no longer treated as separate from security;
instead, procurement rules, digital trade standards, ESG
requirements, and supply chain transparency become
security instruments. Deliverables such as trusted
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supplier certification and reduced customs friction
are designed to build economic resilience and reduce
exposure to hostile economic coercion.

The third element is a Joint Critical Minerals Strategy,
which reflects growing competition over inputs essential
for defence, green technology, and digital infrastructure.
This includes lithium, cobalt, nickel, and rare earths,
combined with recycling systems and indigenous
partnership frameworks in resource development.

Overall, Phase 1 is about creating shared governance
and shared economic-security baselines, not joint
operations.

Phase 2 (2-5 years): Deep structural integration

This phase shifts from coordination to partial system
integration in selected sectors.

The most ambitious element is the creation of an EU-
Canada Defence Industrial Corridor, which would
connect procurement systems, industrial standards, and
R&D funding. This does not mean a single defence
market, but rather aligned production ecosystems where
Canada and the EU can jointly develop and procure
capabilities in areas such as cyber defence, aerospace
systems, maritime platforms, Al-enabled defence tools,

and ammunition supply chains. The strategic intent
is to reduce dependence on external suppliers while
remaining compatible with NATO standards.

In parallel, a coordinated Arctic strategy becomes a
major pillar. This reflects Canada’s geographic centrality
in the Arctic and Europe’s increasing strategic interest in
northern security routes and climate-driven accessibility.
Cooperation expands into maritime surveillance, climate
monitoring, search and rescue coordination, indigenous
governance engagement, and shared infrastructure
resilience.A third major stream is alignment on Al and
digital governance, where both sides begin harmonising
standards for trustworthy Al, secure cloud infrastructure,
data governance, and privacy frameworks. This is less
about defence and more about building a common
digital sovereignty model that can resist fragmentation
driven by competing global tech ecosystems.

Phase 2 therefore represents the transition into partial
interoperability across defence-industrial, geographic,
and digital systems.

Phase 3 (5—10 years): Strategic autonomy ecosystem

This stage is the most politically ambitious and represents
the long-term vision of the partnership.
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A transatlantic green industrial zone is envisioned,
aligning carbon pricing systems, hydrogen economies,
battery supply chains, and clean industrial standards.
The goal is to ensure that decarbonisation becomes a
shared economic advantage rather than a competitive
constraint.

In parallel, a joint democratic technology alliance
emerges, covering cybersecurity, semiconductors,
biotechnology, space systems, and critical infrastructure
resilience. Unlike earlier phases, this introduces a
stronger institutional layer combining public and private
actors, effectively creating a “tech-security bloc” within
the broader transatlantic system.

Finally, the partnership is institutionalised through a
permanent crisis coordination architecture, capable
of responding to cyberattacks, energy shocks, trade
disruptions, and climate-related emergencies. This
includes early warning systems, coordinated sanctions
mechanisms, and a democratic resilience task force.

Phase 3 therefore represents a shift toward a
systemofsystems  partnership, ~where  economic,
technological, and security domains become structurally
intertwined.

Cross-Cutting Enablers

Three structural enablers are essential for the entire
roadmap to function.

First, the partnership must remain fully compatible with
NATO and the United States. This is not optional; it is
a structural constraint. The EU-Canada framework can
deepen integration only insofar as it complements, rather
than competes with, NATO’s core deterrence role.

Second, public legitimacy is treated as a strategic
asset. The partnership must generate visible economic
benefits—jobs, industrial growth, and supply chain
security—otherwise political support will weaken
over time. This is particularly important because
defenceindustrial integration requires sustained domestic
consent.

Third, inclusion of regional and indigenous stakeholders
is critical, especially in areas like critical minerals and
Arctic governance. Without this, resource development
and infrastructure expansion face political and legal
constraints that could slow or block implementation.

The infographic is structured as a phased strategic
roadmap because EU—Canada cooperation requires
long-term institutional continuity rather than shortterm
political declarations. The central logic is that both
partners are “middle powers” seeking resilience in
a world increasingly shaped by great-power rivalry.
The strategic objective focuses on economic security,
democratic governance, and technological resilience
because these are the main geopolitical pressure points

of the 2020s. The first phase emphasizes operational
alignment because current cooperation is fragmented
across institutions and sectors. Creating a permanent
EU—Canada Strategic Council would reduce policy
discontinuity caused by elections and bureaucratic
turnover. Modernizing CETA is presented as essential
because trade agreements now function as geopolitical
security instruments, not only economic arrangements.
The critical minerals strategy is prioritized early because
supply chains for batteries, semiconductors, and defence
systems are strategically vulnerable. Canada’s resource
base complements Europe’s industrial demand, creating
a natural economic interdependence.

The second phase focuses on deep integration
because trust and interoperability require operational
experience before broader institutionalization. The
defence industrial corridor is designed to strengthen
NATOcompatible production capacity without creating
a separate military alliance. Arctic cooperation appears
prominently because climate change is transforming
the Arctic into a major geopolitical and commercial
corridor. Al and digital governance are included because
technological standards increasingly shape global power
and democratic legitimacy. The infographic deliberately
balances regulation and innovation because the EU and
Canada traditionally approach digital policy differently.

The third phase introduces strategic autonomy because
both actors seek reduced dependence on unstable
external suppliers and geopolitical rivals. The green
industrial zone concept reflects the global transition
from fossil-fuel competition toward clean-technology
competition. The democratic technology alliance
is intended to create alternatives to both American
platform dominance and Chinese state-centric
technology systems. Crisis coordination mechanisms
are included because modern geopolitical competition
increasingly occurs through cyberattacks, coercion,
and disinformation rather than conventional war alone.
The cross-cutting enablers section highlights political
legitimacy because public support determines whether
long-term strategic integration survives electoral
cycles. The major obstacles section acknowledges that
institutional fragmentation, financing constraints, and
industrial competition are structural—not temporary—
problems. Overall, the roadmap follows a cumulative
logic: first align institutions, then integrate capabilities,
and finally build strategic autonomy through durable
economic and technological partnerships.

Major Obstacles
The diagram highlights three core risks.

Institutional fragmentation is the most immediate. The
EU’s multi-layered governance system and Canada’s
federal structure can slow decision-making and
complicate unified implementation. Without streamlined
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coordination mechanisms, even agreed initiatives may
stall.

Industrial competition with the United States is a second
structural constraint. Both the EU and Canada remain
deeply embedded in US-centred defence and technology
ecosystems. Any EU—Canada industrial deepening must
avoid triggering friction with US procurement rules,
export controls, or supply chain dependencies.

Financing and scalability are the third major challenge.
Many of the initiatives—particularly defence industrial
corridors, Arctic infrastructure, and green industrial
integration—require sustained long-term investment.
Without stable funding instruments, the roadmap risks
becoming declaratory rather than operational.

How The Partnership Can Realistically Move
Forward

Advancement depends on shifting from a project
list logic to a sequencing logic. Phase 1 must fully
stabilise governance structures before Phase 2 industrial
integration expands. In practice, the Strategic Council
becomes the gatekeeper for prioritisation, ensuring that
only politically and financially viable initiatives move
forward.

The second requirement is modular implementation.
Instead of attempting full-scale integration, the
partnership should proceed through pilot projects—
especially in Ukraine support, Arctic surveillance, and
cyber incident coordination—before scaling.

The third requirement is institutional compatibility with
NATO and US frameworks. The partnership succeeds
only if it is framed as reinforcing transatlantic security
rather than diversifying away from it.

Finally, sustained political visibility is essential. Each
phase must produce tangible outputs—procurement
deals, joint missions, or infrastructure projects—so that
the partnership remains politically anchored rather than
purely strategic.

Success Measurement 1: Increase in Joint

Procurement Projects

The first success measure is an increase in joint
procurement projects between the EU and Canada.
This means both partners buy or develop major systems
together rather than separately. Joint procurement
strengthens interoperability in defence, technology,
and infrastructure. It also reduces costs because shared
purchases create economies of scale. A rise in co-funded
defence research programs would indicate progress.
Shared satellite, cybersecurity, or Arctic surveillance
systems would also count as success.

Success Measurement 2: Growth in Bilateral Trade
and Investment

Another measure is growth in bilateral trade and
investment. This reflects whether CETA and other
agreements are delivering real economic benefits.
Increased exports from the EU to Canada would show
stronger economic ties. More Canadian investment in
European green technologies would also be a positive
sign. A higher number of EU companies opening
operations in Canada would demonstrate deeper
integration. Rising trade volumes across multiple sectors
would confirm sustained progress.

Success Measurement 3: Reduction in Supply Chain
Vulnerabilities

A third measure is a reduction in supply chain
vulnerabilities. This means both partners become less
dependent on unstable or authoritarian suppliers. It is
especially important for critical minerals, batteries, and
semiconductors. More domestic or joint processing of
lithium, nickel, and rare earths would show improvement.
A decrease in single-supplier dependencies would
indicate greater resilience. Increased stockpiles or
diversified sourcing strategies would further strengthen
security.

Success Measurement 4: Increase in Low-Carbon
Industrial Output

Another measure is an increase in low-carbon industrial
output. This reflects whether the green industrial
partnership is producing real results. Higher production
of hydrogen, batteries, and clean steel would demonstrate
progress. Lower carbon intensity in manufacturing would
show environmental improvement. Joint investment
funds for clean technologies would support this growth.
A measurable rise in green industrial exports would
confirm success.

Success Measurement 5: Stronger Democratic
Technology Standards

The final measure is the development of stronger
democratic technology standards. This means the EU
and Canada align on rules for Al, cybersecurity, and
digital governance. Shared Al safety standards would
help create a democratic alternative to authoritarian
models. Interoperable cybersecurity frameworks would
strengthen digital resilience. Joint digital infrastructure
projects would show deepening cooperation. A unified
approach to democratic tech governance would be a
major long-term achievement.

Bottom line

The roadmap describes a gradual transformation from
coordination (Phase 1), to selective integration (Phase
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2), to a layered strategic ecosystem (Phase 3). Its success
depends less on ambition and more on sequencing,
political discipline, and ensuring compatibility with
NATO and US-led security structures.

If executed carefully, it does not create a new alliance—
but it does create a deep transatlantic security-industrial
system between the EU and Canada that is durable,
modular, and crisis-responsive.

Comparison of the EU’s
Partnerhips

Strategic

Strategic partnerships are a core instrument of the
European Union’s external action, sitting between formal
treaty-based alliances and purely transactional trade
agreements. They combine political dialogue, security
cooperation, trade and investment frameworks, and
increasingly industrial and technological coordination.
In practice, they reflect the EU’s attempt to build
differentiated but structured relationships with key
global actors in a fragmented geopolitical environment.

Across regions, these partnerships vary significantly in
depth and function. A useful comparison can be made
between the EU’s relationships with European Union
partner countries such as Japan, Brazil, United States,
and Mexico, as each illustrates a different model of
“strategic partnership” in practice.

The EU-Japan strategic partnership is among the most
institutionally developed non-alliance relationships.
It is anchored in the EU-Japan Strategic Partnership
Agreement and the Economic Partnership Agreement,
combining high-level political coordination with
deep regulatory and industrial alignment. The focus
is increasingly on economic security, supply chain
resilience, critical technologies, and defence-industrial
cooperation in a limited but growing form. Japan is
treated as a like-minded Indo-Pacific security partner,
particularly in relation to maritime security, cyber
resilience, and rules-based order governance.

The EU-United States relationship is the most
asymmetric but also the most deeply embedded strategic
partnership globally. It is not a formal alliance under
EU structures, but it functions through NATO, dense
regulatory interdependence, intelligence sharing, and
massive trade and investment flows. The partnership
is characterised by high convergence in security
architecture but recurring tensions in industrial policy,
trade disputes, and technology regulation. Unlike
other EU partnerships, it is structurally anchored in
hard security guarantees via the transatlantic NATO
framework, making it qualitatively different from all
other cases.

The EU-Brazil strategic partnership is more politically
symbolic and development-oriented. It focuses on
multilateral governance, climate change, biodiversity
(particularly the Amazon), sustainable development, and
trade negotiations under the EU-Mercosur framework.
Security and defence cooperation is minimal, and
industrial integration remains limited compared to
EU partnerships with advanced economies. Brazil is
therefore a “global governance partner” rather than a
security-industrial partner, reflecting the EU’s external
objective of normative and environmental influence in
Latin America.

The EU-Mexico relationship
between Brazil and more advanced strategic partners.
It combines a modernised trade agreement framework
with cooperation on security issues such as organised
crime, migration management, and energy transition.
While Mexico is economically integrated with North
America through USMCA, its EU relationship is used to
diversify trade and political partnerships. However, like
Brazil, it remains limited in defence-industrial depth
and is primarily economic and regulatory rather than
technological-security driven.

sits somewhere in

When these cases are compared, a clear hierarchy of
strategic partnership types emerges. The EU-United
States relationship represents a security-guaranteed,
alliance-anchored model. The EU-Japan partnership
reflects a high-tech, regulatory-aligned, Indo-
Pacific security cooperation model with selective
defenceindustrial ~ convergence. The EU-Brazil
partnership is a sustainability and global governance-
oriented model with limited security content. The EU-
Mexico partnership is a hybrid trade-and-cooperation
model focused on economic diversification and regional
stability.

Taken together, these cases illustrate that “strategic
partnership” is not a uniform category in EU external
policy but a flexible framework adapted to geopolitical
context. The EU calibrates depth and function depending
on the partner’s technological capacity, security
relevance, and geopolitical alignment. In this sense,
strategic partnerships form a graduated system ranging
from deeply institutionalised security cooperation
(United States), to advanced techno-strategic alignment
(Japan), to governance and development-oriented
engagement (Brazil), and finally to trade-centric
diversification partnerships (Mexico).

Strategic partnerships are a key instrument of the
European Union’s external action, used to structure
differentiated relationships with major global actors.
They combine political dialogue, trade and investment
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frameworks, regulatory cooperation, and in some cases
security and defence coordination. In a fragmented
international system, the EU uses these partnerships
to manage interdependence and pursue what is often
described as “selective strategic alignment.”

A useful way to understand their real function is through
a cross-case comparison of the EU’s relationships with
European Union partners such as Japan, United States,
Brazil, and Mexico. Each case reflects a different level
of strategic depth, sectoral integration, and geopolitical
function.

The EU—-United States strategic partnership is the most
comprehensive and structurally embedded. It combines
deep economic interdependence with security guarantees
through NATO, extensive intelligence sharing, and
dense regulatory alignment in many sectors. However,
it is also the most politically volatile. Trade disputes,
industrial policy clashes (especially around subsidies
and green technology), and regulatory divergence reveal
that even the closest EU partnership is constrained by
domestic political cycles on both sides. Evaluation: this
is the most strategically indispensable but least stable
partnership, because its depth creates friction points in
high-value sectors.

The EU-Japan partnership is the most balanced
highalignment model outside the transatlantic
space. It is grounded in strong economic integration
through the Economic Partnership Agreement and
expanding cooperation on economic security, critical
technologies, and supply chain resilience. Security
cooperation is increasing but remains limited and non-
allianced. Evaluation: this is the most institutionally
coherent “like-minded power” partnership. It is highly
stable, lowconflict, and increasingly future-oriented,
particularly in digital governance, industrial standards,
and IndoPacific security coordination. Its main limitation
is the absence of hard security guarantees.

The EU-Brazil strategic partnership is primarily
normative and developmental. It focuses on climate
governance, biodiversity protection, sustainable
development, and multilateral reform. Economic
relations are significant but politically constrained by
trade negotiations (notably EU-Mercosur tensions).
Security cooperation is minimal. Evaluation: this is a
high-symbolism but low-institutional depth partnership.
It performs well in global governance arenas but has
limited capacity to generate binding strategic outcomes.
Its effectiveness is often blocked by domestic political
sensitivities on both sides, especially environmental and
agricultural disputes.

The EU-Mexico partnership sits between governance
cooperation and economic
anchored in trade modernization, political dialogue,
and cooperation on security issues such as organised
crime and migration. However, its strategic profile is
diluted by Mexico’s structural economic integration
with the United States. Evaluation: this is a functional
but externally dependent partnership. It is useful for EU
diversification and regional engagement, but it lacks
strategic autonomy and remains secondary to Mexico’s
North American economic orientation.

diversification. It 1is

Across all four cases, a comparative evaluation reveals
a clear pattern of differentiated strategic functionality.
The EU—United States relationship is “hard security—
deep interdependence driven” but politically unstable.
The EU-Japan relationship is “high-tech, rules-based,
and strategically coherent,” representing the EU’s
most successful model of like-minded partnership.
The EU-Brazil relationship is “normative-global
governance oriented,” strong in agenda-setting but weak
in implementation. The EU-Mexico relationship is
“trade-diversification oriented,” useful but structurally
constrained.

Incross-caseterms, the EU doesnotoperateasinglemodel
of strategic partnership but rather a graded hierarchy of
engagement based on geopolitical proximity, economic
complementarity, and security relevance. The United
States represents structural dependence with high payoft
and high friction. Japan represents optimal strategic
alignment without security binding. Brazil represents
global normative outreach with limited enforceability.
Mexico represents pragmatic economic diversification
with low strategic autonomy.

The overall evaluation suggests that the EU’s strategic
partnership framework is most effective when it
aligns three conditions simultaneously: technological
complementarity, institutional compatibility, and
shared security perceptions. Where all three are present
(partially in Japan, fully in the US but with political
friction), partnerships deepen. Where only one or
two are present (Brazil, Mexico), partnerships remain
shallow or segmented.

The cross-tab shows that EU strategic partnerships are
not uniform but instead structured along four functional
logics that reflect different combinations of security,
economic integration, technological cooperation, and
institutional alignment. Rather than forming a single
hierarchy of alliances, the European Union operates a
multi-speed external strategy in which each partnership is
shaped by the level of convergence and interdependence
it can sustain with a given partner.
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Dimension EU-United States EU-Japan EU-Brazil EU-Mexico
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Defence Depth e o cyber, Indo-Pacific multilateral) . .
p military interoperability) I crime cooperation)
coordination)
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Economic bilateral trade & High (EPA, supply Moderate (trade via )
Integration chain integration) Mercosur negotiations) FTA, manufacturing
investment relationship) integration)
. Very high (Al ) o Moderate (manufacturing,)
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Conflict / Friction iy (trade wars, . Low (generally stable oderaieTie ( race Moderate (migration,
subsidies, tech regulation alignment) environment tensions, rade asymmetries)
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The first logic is security-anchored interdependence,
represented most clearly by the United States. This
is the most comprehensive and deeply embedded
relationship, combining extensive economic integration,
high technological interdependence, and a fully
institutionalised security framework through NATO.
At the same time, it is also the most politically volatile
case, as recurring tensions over industrial policy, trade
instruments, and regulatory standards create cyclical
instability. This makes it a structurally asymmetric
relationship in which high security dependence coexists
with persistent economic and political friction. It is
therefore best understood as a dependency-based
interdependence model rather than a balanced strategic
partnership.

The second logic is like-minded techno-strategic
alignment,exemplifiedbyJapan. Thisisthemostbalanced
and functionally coherent model. It combines strong
economic integration through the Economic Partnership
Agreement with a Strategic Partnership Agreement
that structures cooperation on global governance,
security issues, and critical technologies. This dual

institutional architecture produces high convergence
in trade, regulatory standards, digital governance, and
supply chain resilience, while maintaining low levels
of political conflict. Although it lacks a hard security
guarantee equivalent to NATO, it remains the EU’s
most stable and efficient strategic partnership because
economic, technological, and institutional alignment
reinforce each other in a consistent way.

The third logic is a normative-global governance
partnership, represented by Brazil. In this case,
cooperationisstrongestinclimatediplomacy,biodiversity
protection, and multilateral governance, particularly in
relation to global environmental negotiations. However,
it remains weak in security cooperation and limited in
industrial and technological integration. Trade relations
exist but are politically constrained and institutionally
incomplete, particularly due to long-standing EU-—
Mercosur complexities. As a result, this partnership
operates primarily as a soft-power and agenda-setting
relationship rather than a deeply embedded strategic or
economic structure.
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The fourth logic is an economic diversification
partnership, represented by Mexico. Here the relationship
is primarily driven by trade liberalisation and economic
modernization, with significant though asymmetric
integration into global value chains. However, its
strategic autonomy is constrained by Mexico’s deep
structural integration within the North American system,
particularly its dependence on the United States in both
economic and security terms. This limits the depth of
EU strategic convergence, making the relationship
useful for diversification but structurally secondary in
geopolitical terms.

Across all four cases, the overall pattern shows that EU
strategic partnerships are organised as a multi-speed
system rather than a single hierarchical order. Depth
of cooperation increases when three conditions align
simultaneously: security convergence, technological
complementarity, and institutional compatibility. Where
all three are present, as in Japan, the result is a highly
balanced and stable partnership. Where all dimensions
are present but unevenly structured, as in the United
States, the relationship becomes deeply embedded but
politically unstable due to asymmetry and contestation.
Where only one dimension dominates, as in Brazil and
Mexico, partnerships remain functionally narrow and
institutionally limited.

In this sense, Brazil represents a governance and
normative-only model, Mexico represents a trade-centric
diversification model, the United States represents a
full-spectrum but structurally unstable interdependence
model, and Japan represents the most balanced and
efficient configuration of techno-strategic alignment.

In theoretical terms, this supports an interpretation of
the European Union as a differentiated network power.
Rather than building uniform alliances, the EU constructs
variable forms of external engagement that reflect
the specific combination of economic, technological,
security, and institutional compatibility available in
each relationship. Strategic partnerships are therefore
not equivalent instruments but functional tools within a
broader system of layered global interdependence.

The cross-tab shows that EU strategic partnerships
are not uniform but instead organised around distinct
functional logics that combine security, economic
integration, and regulatory alignment in different
proportions. Rather than forming a single hierarchy of
alliances, the European Union operates a differentiated
external strategy in which each partnership reflects
the specific geopolitical, economic, and institutional
compatibility of the counterpart.

The most comprehensive case is the EU-United

States relationship, which represents a model of
securityanchored interdependence. It is the only
partnership among the cases that combines very
high levels of economic integration, technological
interdependence, and institutional density with a
fully embedded security architecture through NATO.
However, this depth also generates structural volatility.
Economic cooperation is extensive, but recurrent
tensions emerge around industrial policy, technology
regulation, and trade instruments. As a result, this is best
understood not as a balanced strategic partnership but
as an asymmetric system of interdependence in which
security dependence coexists with periodic economic
and regulatory conflict.

The EU-Japan relationship is the most institutionally
advancednon-transatlanticmodel ofstrategicpartnership.
Itis uniquely characterised by the simultaneous presence
of both an Economic Partnership Agreement and a
Strategic Partnership Agreement, which together create
a dual structure of economic and political alignment.
The EPA provides deep trade liberalisation, regulatory
convergence, and supply chain integration, while the
SPA frames cooperation on global governance, security
issues, and strategic technologies. This combination
produces a highly coherent “likeminded” partnership in
which economic and regulatory integration reinforces
geopolitical alignment. Although it lacks a hard security
guarantee equivalent to NATO, it compensates through
high institutional stability and convergence on economic
security, digital governance, and Indo-Pacific strategic
concerns. This makes it the EU’s most balanced and
functionally efficient strategic partnership.

Inthe Americas, the structure is more fragmented. Canada
represents a significant but incomplete analogue to the
Japan model. It has an Economic Partnership Agreement
with the EU through CETA, which provides substantial
trade liberalisation and investment integration. However,
unlike Japan, Canada does not have a formal Strategic
Partnership Agreement with the EU that institutionalises
security and geopolitical coordination at the same level.
As a result, EU-Canada relations have strong economic
and emerging defence-industrial dimensions but lack a
fully codified strategic-security framework. This creates
a relationship that is economically deep but strategically
still under-institutionalised compared to the EU-Japan
case.

The EU-Mexico relationship also includes a modernised
economic agreement that functions similarly to an
EPA-style framework, facilitating trade diversification
and regulatory cooperation. However, like Canada, it
does not have an equivalent SPA-level structure that
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embeds systematic geopolitical or security coordination.
Mexico’s strategic profile is further constrained by
its structural integration within the North American
economic and security space dominated by the United
States. This limits the depth of EU-Mexico strategic
convergence, making it primarily a trade and economic
diversification partnership rather than a fully developed
strategic alignment.

The  EU-Brazil  relationship  differs  more
fundamentally, as it is not structured around either a
deeply institutionalised EPA-SPA combination or a
highsecurity framework. Instead, it is primarily driven
by global governance priorities such as climate change,
biodiversity protection, and multilateral cooperation.
Trade relations exist through the broader EU-Mercosur
negotiations, but they remain politically contested and
not fully ratified, which limits institutional depth. Unlike
Japan or Canada, Brazil does not fit into a structured
EPA-plus-SPA model, and unlike Mexico, it is not
embedded in a highly integrated regional economic
bloc aligned with the United States. Its partnership
with the EU therefore remains largely normative and
issuespecific rather than structurally integrated.

Across these cases, a clear structural pattern emerges.
The EU-Japan relationship represents the only fully
dual-structured model in which both an EPA and an
SPA operate together, producing the highest level of
coherence between economic and strategic alignment.
The EU-Canada relationship reflects a partial version of
this model, with strong EPA-based economic integration
but no equivalent SPA, although defenceindustrial
cooperation is gradually expanding. The EU-Mexico
relationship includes economic integration but remains
strategically constrained and lacks SPAtype institutional
depth. The EU-Brazil relationship is the least
institutionalised in both economic and security terms,
operating mainly through governance and normative
diplomacy rather than structured integration.

Overall, the comparative analysis shows that the
presence of both an Economic Partnership Agreement
and a Strategic Partnership Agreement is the strongest
indicator of deep, multidimensional EU external
engagement. Where both exist, as in Japan, partnerships
are highly coherent and strategically balanced. Where
only one dimension exists, as in Canada and Mexico,
partnerships are functionally asymmetric, with either
economic depth or political ambition but not full
convergence. Where neither is strongly institutionalised,
as in Brazil, cooperation remains selective and primarily
normative.

This leads to the broader theoretical conclusion that

the EU operates a graded external order based on
the institutional coupling of economic and strategic
agreements. The most advanced partnerships combine
EPA and SPA frameworks, producing high alignment
across trade, technology, and governance. Intermediate
cases rely primarily on economic integration with
limited strategic institutionalisation. The weakest cases
are governed by issue-based cooperation without strong
binding structures. In this sense, the EU functions less
as a traditional alliance system and more as a layered
network in which strategic depth is determined by the
degree of institutional coupling between economic and
security frameworks.

Naval Diplomacy

Naval diplomacy may be understood as the employment
of maritime capabilities as an instrument of statecraft,
whereby naval forces are used not only to project
military power but also to communicate political
intentions, build partnerships, shape perceptions, and
advance foreign policy objectives in peacetime and
periods short of armed conflict. Rather than being
confined to coercive signalling, naval diplomacy
encompasses a broad spectrum of activities, including
high-level port visits, joint and multinational exercises,
maritime capacitybuilding initiatives, humanitarian
assistance and disaster relief operations, freedom of
navigation deployments, and cooperative maritime
security missions.

In the context of relations between the European Union
and its four strategic partners in the Americas, naval
diplomacy represents a mechanism for translating
shared political commitments into practical forms
of cooperation at sea. Through sustained naval
engagement, these actors seek to strengthen mutual
trust, enhance interoperability among maritime
forces, reinforce adherence to international maritime
law, and contribute to the governance of the global
commons. Such cooperation extends beyond traditional
security concerns to encompass challenges including
transnational organised crime, illicit trafficking
networks, environmental degradation, climate-related
maritime risks, and the protection of critical maritime
infrastructure.  Consequently, naval diplomacy
serves not merely as a tool of defence policy but as a
multidimensional instrument through which the EU
and its partners cultivate strategic alignment, support a
rules-based international order, and advance collective
interests across the Atlantic and beyond.

Evaluating how multilateralism matters

Reinvigorating multilateralism in the contemporary
global economy requires moving beyond the notion
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of a single, universal trade architecture and instead
embracing a networked system of overlapping and
interoperable agreements. Rather than attempting to
restore a centralized WTO-style model, global economic
governance can be strengthened through the strategic
alignment of existing regional and bilateral frameworks
into a coherent multilevel structure.

At the core of such a system lies the idea that major
economic blocs already function as distinct regulatory
ecosystems. The European Union operates as a highly
developed regulatory power that exports norms through
agreements such as the Comprehensive Economic
and Trade Agreement (CETA) with Canada and the
Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) with Japan.
The United States remains the central node of the largest
integrated production system in the world through the
United States—Mexico—Canada Agreement (USMCA),
while also standing outside the most comprehensive
Asia-Pacific trade framework, the Comprehensive and

Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership
(CPTPP). Meanwhile, the CPTPP itself increasingly
serves as a rules-based trade structure across the
IndoPacific, albeit without direct US leadership.

Within this fragmented environment, the EU-Canada
relationship a strategically important
bridging function. CETA operates not merely as a
trade liberalization instrument but as a mechanism for
regulatory translation between European and North
American systems. Canada, by virtue of its participation
in both transatlantic and transpacific trade frameworks,
occupies a unique intermediary position that enables
partial alignment between otherwise divergent regulatory
regimes.

assumes

The potential establishment or deepening of a
comprehensive EU-United States economic and
technological partnership would constitute the central

anchoring point of a renewed multilateral system. Such
an arrangement would extend beyond tariff reduction
to encompass the harmonization of standards in areas
such as digital trade, industrial policy, environmental
regulation, and emerging technologies. In effect, a
transatlantic framework would function as a global
norm-setting core for advanced economies.

Complementing  this  structure, United States
reengagement with the CPTPP would extend these
standards into the Asia-Pacific region and re-anchor
Americaninfluence withinthe fastest-growingsegmentof
the global economy. Such participation would transform
the CPTPP from a parallel trade architecture into an
extension of a broader transatlantic-aligned regulatory
network. At the same time, the USMCA would continue
to serve as the foundational industrial and supply chain
framework for North America, embedding production
networks within this wider system of agreements.

The overarching logic of this architecture is that
multilateralism would no longer depend on universal
consensus across all states, but rather emerge through
overlapping memberships and converging standards
across multiple agreements. The EU-United States axis
would function as the primary rule-setting center, the
EU-Canada relationship as a regulatory bridge, US
participation in the CPTPP as the Indo-Pacific extension
mechanism, and the USMCA as the industrial backbone
of North American production.

This networked model of multilateralism represents
a shift from hierarchical global governance toward
a distributed system of economic coordination. Its
strength lies in redundancy, interoperability, and layered
integration, while its feasibility depends on sustained
political alignment between the United States and the
European Union, as well as the willingness of major
economies to accept partial regulatory convergence
without full institutional unification.

Feature CPTPP USMCA CETA (EU-Canada) EPA (EU-Japan)
Free-mark M Hybrid liberalizati ith .
Trade style . ree rTlar’et . anaged ybrid libera 1%at10n wit High-standard bilateral free trade
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. Very low across Low, but more | Mostly eliminated between Almost all tariffs eliminated
Tariffs .
members exceptions EU and Canada between EU and Japan
. . : Mutual ition + .
Regulation Harmonized rules Countryspecific N 'a ref: OSHon Strong regulatory cooperation,
style across many countries i partial alignment of high standards alignment
y y compromises standards
- High consistency More political | Medium — structured but | Medium-low — strict, detailed
Flexibility . . .
across members negotiation flexible commitments
Pacific-wide (Asia + | North Ameri
Scope actiiemwl .e (Asia © meriea EU-Canada EU-Japan
Americas) only
o More Formal dispute system )
Enforcement Arbitration-based o o Structured dispute settlement
style dispute system pohtmzed * hm“efi 1nv.estment with strong compliance focus
dispute areas arbitration
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Evaluation of the four systems

CPTPP represents the most explicitly liberal, rulesbased
model. It prioritizes low barriers, standardized
commitments, and predictable arbitration across a
diverse membership spanning Asia and the Americas.
Its key strength is consistency and scalability: it can
expand without fundamentally changing its internal
logic. Its weakness is political fragility, because it relies
on a relatively thin layer of domestic alignment among
very different economies. It is multilateralism in its
purest modern trade form, but also the most exposed
to geopolitical divergence because it lacks a central
hegemon anchoring enforcement.

USMCA sits at the opposite end of the spectrum in
terms of governance style. While it maintains relatively
low tariffs, it embeds trade within a highly managed,
politically negotiated framework. Rules of origin,
sectorspecific carve-outs, and politicized dispute
mechanisms make it less a liberal trade regime and more
a structured economic integration system. Its strength is
depth: it tightly integrates North American production
networks. Its weakness is limited universality and higher
political volatility, especially when domestic priorities
shift in any one member state. It is multilateralism
constrained by sovereignty and domestic politics.

CETA occupies a hybrid position that is strategically
more important than its economic size suggests. It
combines liberalization with regulatory alignment rather
than full harmonization, creating a model of “managed
convergence.” Its dispute mechanisms are formal but
moderated, and its regulatory design reflects a balance
between EU-style precautionary standards and North
American market openness. Its real significance lies
in its bridging function: it connects two very different
regulatory civilizations. In that sense, it is less a trade
bloc and more a translation mechanism within global
economic governance.

EPA (EU-Japan) represents the most sophisticated
form of high-standard bilateralism. It is deeply
structured, highly rules-intensive, and focused on
longterm regulatory compatibility rather than simple
tariff reduction. It reflects convergence among advanced
industrial economies with similar regulatory preferences.
Its strength is stability and predictability; its limitation is
limited flexibility and lower scalability, since it depends
on high institutional trust and policy alignment between
two relatively similar systems.

System-Level Implications for Multilateralism in
the Americas

When these four frameworks are viewed together, they
suggest that multilateralism in the Americas is no longer

anchored in a single institutional logic but is instead
shaped by overlapping external gravity fields: Pacific
rules (CPTPP), North American managed integration
(USMCA), and transatlantic regulatory convergence
(CETA and EPA structures indirectly influencing
standards).

This has several important implications.

First, multilateralism is increasingly regionalized
but interconnected rather than global and unified.
The Americas are not operating within a single trade
order; instead, they are embedded in multiple partially
compatible systems. Canada is simultaneously anchored
in USMCA, CETA, and CPTPP, making it a structural
“connector state.” Mexico is embedded primarily in
USMCA but indirectly exposed to CPTPP dynamics
through broader supply chain integration. The United
States remains structurally central in North America
but institutionally outside the most expansive Pacific
framework, which creates asymmetry in rule-setting
influence.

Second, the system increasingly depends on regulatory
translation rather than full harmonization. CETA
and EPA demonstrate that advanced economies are
not converging into a single model, but are instead
building interfaces between distinct regulatory logics.
This reduces friction without eliminating sovereignty
differences. In the Americas, this suggests that future
multilateralism will not require identical rules, but
compatible rulesets that can interact across agreements.

Third, enforcement styles matter as much as tariff
levels. CPTPP’s arbitration-based system strengthens
predictability but requires political discipline; USMCA’s
politicized enforcement reflects domestic sensitivity and
weakens neutrality; EU-linked agreements prioritize
legal structure and compliance depth. The implication is
that multilateralism is shifting from “who has tariffs” to
“who controls rule interpretation.”

Fourth, the system creates a multi-layered hierarchy
of influence rather than a flat network. The EU exerts
normative influence through CETA and EPA-type
agreements; the US exerts structural influence through
USMCA and potential CPTPP re-entry; and Pacific
economies collectively shape production standards
through CPTPP. This produces a triangular system of
rule production: Europe as regulatory exporter, the US
as production anchor, and Asia-Pacific as scale and
supply chain optimizer.

The overall trajectory suggests that multilateralism
is not disappearing, but becoming decentralized and
competitive in structure while remaining cooperative in
function. Instead of one global rule-making institution,
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there are now multiple partially overlapping systems
that collectively approximate multilateral governance.

For the Americas, the key strategic consequence is
that their external economic orientation increasingly
determines their internal cohesion. Canada’s bridging
position gives it disproportionate influence in aligning
transatlantic transpacific Mexico’s
integration into USMCA anchors it in North American
industrial logic but limits its direct exposure to
alternative rule systems. The United States remains the
only actor capable of linking or separating these systems
depending on its level of engagement with CPTPP and
EU regulatory convergence.

and norms.

In this environment, multilateralism survives not through
uniformity, but through interoperability across different
trade and regulatory architectures.

From Hedging to Balancing ?

The evolution from partnerly hedging to balance in
EU external relations reflects a deeper shift in how
the EU structures its strategic partnerships—ifrom risk
dispersion and dependency management toward more
stable, multi-dimensional alignment across economic,
security, and technological domains.

In the earlier phase, the EU’s external partnerships were
largely shaped by hedging logic. Hedging means that
both sides maintain cooperation while simultaneously
limiting over-dependence on each other. In this phase,
the EU engaged partners primarily to reduce exposure
to geopolitical shocks, supply chain vulnerabilities,
or overreliance on any single power. This is clearly
visible in relationships such as EU-Mexico and, to a
lesser extent, EU—Canada in its earlier configuration.
These partnerships were primarily trade-driven and
diversification-oriented. The EU sought access to
markets and resources, while partners hedged against
US dominance or regional constraints, but without deep
institutional convergence in security or technology.

Over time, however, some relationships have moved
beyond hedging into what can be described as strategic
balance partnerships. In this model, cooperation is no
longer mainly about risk avoidance but about building
mutual capacity alignment across multiple domains.
The EU-Japan relationship is the clearest example.
Here, the existence of both an Economic Partnership
Agreement and a Strategic Partnership Agreement
creates a structured equilibrium between economic
integration and geopolitical coordination. Rather than
simply hedging against uncertainty, both actors actively
codeveloprules, standards, and technologies inareas such
as digital governance, supply chain security, and critical

technologies. This creates a balanced interdependence
where neither side is overly dominant, and cooperation
is institutionalised across both economic and strategic
dimensions.

The EU-United States relationship sits somewhat
differently. It goes beyond hedging entirely but does
not achieve balance in a symmetric sense. Instead, it
represents asymmetric interdependence with embedded
strategic alignment. The depth of integration across
security, technology, and finance makes hedging
irrelevant, but persistent asymmetries in political cycles,
industrial policy, and regulatory authority prevent
full equilibrium. The relationship is therefore highly
integrated but structurally unstable, producing what
can be described as uneven balance under dependency
conditions.

The EU-Canada relationship illustrates a transitional
case. With strong economic integration through CETA
and expanding defence-industrial cooperation, it is
gradually moving from hedging logic toward a more
balanced configuration. However, the absence of a fully
developed Strategic Partnership Agreement equivalent
to Japan’s means that the security and geopolitical
dimension remains under-institutionalised. As a result,
Canada occupies an intermediate position where
economic alignment is relatively advanced but strategic
balance is still emerging rather than consolidated.

In contrast, EU-Brazil remains largely within a
hedging and normative framework, where cooperation
is concentrated in climate governance and multilateral
diplomacy without strong institutional coupling in
security or advanced industrial domains. EU-Mexico,
similarly, remains primarily a hedging-based economic
relationship shaped by structural
dependence on North America.

diversification

Overall, the process can be understood as a graduated
transformation in EU external relations. At the lowest
level, partnerships are hedging instruments designed to
manage uncertainty and reduce dependency risks. At the
intermediate level, they become hybrid economicsecurity
arrangements where integration begins but remains
uneven. At the highest level, as in the EU-Japan case,
they evolve into balanced strategic partnerships where
economic, technological, and institutional dimensions
are mutually reinforcing.

The broader theoretical implication is that the EU is not
moving toward a uniform alliance system but toward
a hierarchy of relational equilibria, where the most
advanced partnerships are defined not by dominance or
dependence, but by structured balance across multiple
policy domains.
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In Canadian foreign policy, the shift from partnerly
hedging toward strategic balance is best understood as a
gradual reconfiguration of Canada’s external orientation
in response to a more fragmented and competitive
international system.

Traditionally, Canada’s foreign policy was built on
a strong form of structural reliance on the United
States, especially through deeply integrated defence,
intelligence, and economic systems such as NORAD,
NATO, and North American supply chains. In this
earlier configuration, Canada’s external strategy
toward other partners—including the European Union,
Asia, and Latin America—was largely hedging-based.
Hedging here meant diversification without strategic
reorientation: Canada expanded trade agreements and
diplomatic ties to reduce vulnerability to US economic
and political cycles, but without fundamentally altering
the primacy of the US relationship.

In this context, partnerships such as Canada—EU were
primarily economic and regulatory. The Comprehensive
Economicand Trade Agreement(CETA),whichfunctions
as an Economic Partnership Agreementstyle framework,
reflects this logic. It deepened trade and investment ties
with Europe, but it did not initially transform Canada’s
security architecture or strategic alignment. Similarly,
Canada’s engagement with Asia and Latin America
was largely market-seeking and diversification-oriented
rather than structurally rebalancing its core alliance
system. This is characteristic of a hedging strategy under
asymmetry, where the dominant dependency (the United
States) remains intact while secondary partnerships

reduce exposure to volatility.
I L s _— S —

More recently, however, Canadian foreign policy
has begun to show elements of movement toward

strategic balancing, particularly in its relationship with
the European Union. Strategic balance does not mean
equal distance between powers in the classical realist
sense; rather, it refers to the development of multi-pillar
external alignment, where economic, technological, and
security partnerships begin to reinforce each other rather
than remain compartmentalised.

The clearest indicator of this shift is the growing
EU-Canada convergence in  defence-industrial
cooperation, emerging technologies, cyber security,
and Arctic security governance. These areas go beyond
traditional trade-based hedging and begin to embed
Canada in overlapping security-industrial ecosystems.
Participation in EU defence initiatives such as SAFE
signals an incremental move toward structured strategic
cooperation, even if Canada does not possess a formal
Strategic Partnership Agreement equivalent to the EU-
Japan model.

At the same time, Canada has not abandoned its
UScentred strategic core. Instead, it is pursuing what
can be described as a dual-anchored foreign policy
structure. The United States remains the primary
security guarantor and economic partner, while the EU
increasingly functions as a complementary strategic
and technological partner. This produces a form of
asymmetric balancing, where Canada does not balance
against the United States, but rather balances its
dependencies across multiple external partners to reduce
systemic vulnerability.

In this sense, Canadian foreign policy is not transitioning
from alliance dependence to independence, but from
single-axis dependence to multi-vector engagement.
The EU plays a central role in this evolution because
it offers Canada a high-capacity, rules-based, and
technologically advanced partner that does not threaten
its sovereignty or alliance commitments.

The key analytical implication is that Canada is moving
along a spectrum from hedging to partial strategic
balance, but in a constrained form shaped by geography,
alliance structure, and economic integration with the
United States. The result is not strategic autonomy, but
structured diversification within a stable alliance core.

Overall, Canadian foreign policy illustrates a hybrid
model: it retains US-centred strategic dependence,
expands EU-centred strategic convergence, and uses
other partnerships for economic and issue-specific
diversification. This produces an emerging pattern
of layered alignment, where hedging is no longer the
dominant logic but has evolved into a more complex,
partially balanced external strategy. The only problem
is the Eu hasn’t acted on the signals from from Carneys’
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WEF and Big Apple speeches let alone started building
the institutions to develop the partnership in a stable
and concrete manner towards implementation of the
Strategic Parternship in a strategic manner relating
both constructively to Trumps’ mental body checking
embedded into US elite politics and the need for balance
and harmony in the EU’s external relations.

The EU in the Americas
EU and the Americas

The EU’s role in the Americas combines strong
continuity with selective rupture, especially in trade,
investment, and monetary influence.

The EU consistently maintains the United States as
its dominant economic partner. It records a large and
persistent goods surplus with the US, reflecting deep

transatlantic integration in manufacturing, services, and
finance. This relationship anchors continuity in the EU’s
external economic model.

At the same time, the EU expands and diversifies its
presence in Latin America. It maintains surpluses with
Mexico and Canada, supported by trade agreements like
CETA, reinforcing structured economic integration.
However, its relationship with Brazil shows a marginal
deficit, highlighting asymmetry in commodity-heavy
trade patterns.

EU foreign direct investment also reflects continuity and
concentration. The US remains the primary destination
and source of EU outward investment, confirming
enduring financial interdependence across the Atlantic.
Canada and Mexico play secondary but stable roles in
this investment architecture.
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Yet rupture appears in shifting investment geography
and flows. EU investment in Brazil and Mexico grows,
but remains far smaller and more uneven compared to
the US. There are also signs of repatriation flows from
some partners, especially Canada, indicating adjustment
rather than uniform expansion.

The euro’s international role reinforces continuity. It
remains the second global reserve currency and a key
invoicing unit in trade and financial transactions across
the Americas. This sustains the EU’s systemic influence
despite dollar dominance.

However, rupture is visible in the limits of euro
internationalization. The dollar still dominates reserves,
payments, and corporate financing in the Americas. US
firms continue to rely heavily on euro financing, but
global financial hierarchy remains largely unchanged.

In sum, the EU’s role in the Americas is stable and
deeply integrated with North America, while gradually
rebalancing toward diversification in Latin America—
producing continuity in structure, and rupture in
geographic and strategic orientation.

The US is the axis everything rotates around

Total EU-US goods trade hit €910.6bn in 2025, with
the EU running a €199bn goods surplus — but the
broader current account is near-balance once services
and FDI income flows are included, and ECB estimates
show ~30% of the goods surplus involves trade by US
multinational affiliates in Europe, while those same firms
account for ~90% of the euro area’s services deficit with
the US. The headline number is politically explosive;
the underlying economics are deeply integrated.

The EU runs surpluses with everyone in the Americas
except Brazil

With Mexico, goods exports of €53bn versus imports of
€29bn gives a €24bn EU surplus; with Canada, the EU
had a +€20bn goods surplus and +€8bn services surplus
in 2024. Brazil, however, runs a marginal goods trade
surplus against the EU within the Mercosur framework,

The euro’s Americas role is primarily in capital markets,
not trade settlementln 2024, 59% of extra-euro area
goods exports and 63.1% of extra-euro area services were
invoiced in euro — but that’s EU firms invoicing their
own trade. In the Americas, Mexico, Brazil, and Canada
largely invoice trade (even with the EU) in dollars. The
euro holds about 19.8% of global FX reserves versus
the dollar’s 57.8%, and euro-denominated international
debt issuance rebounded to pre-financial-crisis levels
in 2024, with US firms accounting for nearly one-fifth
of foreigncurrency euro bond issuance — suggesting
that when dollar-euro rate differentials shift, corporate

borrowers across the Americas do rotate into euro
paper.

The geopolitical current runs toward euro diversification
but slowly Rising US debt, trade tensions, and
geopolitical instability have renewed debate over
dollar dominance, but limited joint EU debt issuance,
fragmented capital markets, and external pressures from
China continue to undermine the euro’s global reach as
a full reservecurrency alternative.

The EU runs surpluses with everyone in the Americas
except Brazil

With Mexico, goods exports of €53bn versus imports of
€29bn gives a €24bn EU surplus; with Canada, the EU
had a +€20bn goods surplus and +€8bn services surplus
in 2024. Brazil, however, runs a marginal goods trade
surplus against the EU within the Mercosur framework,

The euro’s Americas role is primarily in capital markets,
not trade settlementln 2024, 59% of extra-euro area
goods exports and 63.1% of extra-euro area services were
invoiced in euro — but that’s EU firms invoicing their
own trade. In the Americas, Mexico, Brazil, and Canada
largely invoice trade (even with the EU) in dollars. The
euro holds about 19.8% of global FX reserves versus
the dollar’s 57.8%, and euro-denominated international
debt issuance rebounded to pre-financial-crisis levels
in 2024, with US firms accounting for nearly one-fifth
of foreigncurrency euro bond issuance — suggesting
that when dollar-euro rate differentials shift, corporate
borrowers across the Americas do rotate into euro

paper.

The geopolitical current runs toward euro diversification
but slowly Rising US debt, trade tensions, and
geopolitical instability have renewed debate over
dollar dominance, but limited joint EU debt issuance,
fragmented capital markets, and external pressures from
China continue to undermine the euro’s global reach as
a full reservecurrency alternative.

Conclusions

EU-Canada relations have developed through several
major historical milestones that transformed them from
a primarily trade-oriented relationship into a broad
strategic partnership. The first formal step was the 1976
Framework Agreement for Commercial and Economic
Cooperation between Canada and the European
Economic  Community, which institutionalized
economic and political dialogue. This was later
expanded in 1996 through the EU-Canada Action
Plan, which widened cooperation into areas such as
foreign policy coordination, justice, and security. In
2004, the Partnership Agenda further elevated relations
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by emphasizing global governance issues, including
climate change and multilateral security.

A major turning point came in 2016 with the
signing of the Comprehensive Economic and Trade
Agreement (CETA), which significantly liberalized
trade and regulatory cooperation between CETA
(Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement) and
set a new benchmark for advanced trade agreements.
In the same year, the Strategic Partnership Agreement
institutionalized cooperation in foreign policy, crisis
management, and climate action between European
Union and Canada. These milestones shape current
cooperation by embedding structured consultation, deep
economic integration, and shared commitments to a
rules-based international order.

The European Union’s economy is roughly eight to
nine times larger than Canada’s in nominal terms, yet
their economic relationship is unusually balanced.
Despite the scale difference, trade in goods and services
between Canada and the EU is broadly two-way, with
Canada exporting resources and agricultural products
while importing high-value manufactured goods,
pharmaceuticals, and machinery. Services trade is
also relatively reciprocal, particularly in finance and
professional sectors.

Foreign direct investment flows are similarly notable
because they are not heavily one-sided. European firms
invest substantially in Canada, but Canadian companies
also maintain meaningful investments in European
markets. This is striking given the EU’s much larger
economic size, which would normally generate a more
asymmetrical pattern of trade and capital flows in favour
of the larger bloc.

The significance of this balance lies in what it suggests
about the structure of the relationship. Rather than
reflecting dependency, it indicates a high degree of
mutual market access, regulatory compatibility, and
institutional trust, especially under CETA. It also shows
that Canada operates as a highly integrated advanced
economy despite its smaller scale, capable of both
attracting foreign capital and investing abroad in a way
that keeps the relationship broadly reciprocal.

The EU-Canada Strategic Partnership 1is best
understood as the interaction of economic, political,
and normative dimensions that reinforce one another.
The economic dimension is anchored in CETA, which
reduces tariffs, facilitates services trade, and promotes
regulatory compatibility. Politically, cooperation is
institutionalized through regular dialogue between the
European Union and Canada, including coordination on
sanctions, security policy, and multilateral diplomacy.

Normatively, bothactors emphasize shared commitments
to democracy, human rights, environmental protection,
and multilateral governance. These dimensions are
interdependent: economic integration strengthens
political interdependence, political coordination enables
smoother regulatory alignment, and shared normative
commitments provide legitimacy for both economic
and political cooperation. While tensions occasionally
emerge, particularly around regulatory sovereignty and
energy policy, they are generally managed through
established institutional mechanisms.

As a federation, Canada’s ability to maintain broadly
balanced trade and investment flows with the much
larger European Union is striking because federal
systems typically face structural constraints that can
distort external economic relations. In many federations,
internal fragmentation—different provincial regulations,
varying industrial bases, and regionally concentrated
export sectors—can weaken bargaining coherence and
produce uneven external engagement. Canada, however,
presents a relatively unified external economic identity
because trade and investment policy is constitutionally
centralized at the federal level, even though provinces
retain significant control over resources and parts of the
economy.

Relations with Quebec are now stable and contributes
to the development of Canada from an asymmetric to
cooperative federal construct.

This matters in comparison with the EU because the EU
is not a single federation but a hybrid of supranational
and national competences. Canada negotiates and
implements trade policy as a single state, while the EU
represents a composite of multiple advanced economies
coordinated through a shared trade regime. Despite this,
Canada—EU relations remain broadly balanced in both
goods/services trade and FDI flows.

What makes this impressive from a federalism
perspective is that Canada’s internal federal structure
does not prevent it from acting externally as a coherent
economic actor capable of reciprocal exchange with a far
larger economic bloc. Instead of being disadvantaged by
its internal division of powers, Canada leverages federal
centralization in trade policy alongside provincially
driven economic diversity to sustain diversified export
capacity and outward investment. The result is a
federation that behaves internationally with a level of
cohesion and economic parity that is not always expected
for a country of its size.

Indigenous policy considerations play an increasingly
significant role in Canada’s domestic governance and
indirectly shape its external relations, including with the
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EU. Domestically, Canada has advanced reconciliation
efforts through the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission’s Calls to Action and the implementation
of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples. These frameworks influence
land rights, environmental governance, and resource
development policies, particularly in sectors such as
mining and energy. In external relations, Indigenous
considerations are not always directly negotiated within
EU-Canada frameworks, but they increasingly affect
trade and sustainability governance. EU emphasis
on environmental, social, and governance standards
intersects with Indigenous rights in areas such as
supply chain regulation, critical minerals sourcing, and
sustainable resource extraction. As a result, Indigenous
policy functions as both a normative bridge and a
regulatory constraint within EU-Canada cooperation,
particularly in climate and trade-related domains.

Several theoretical frameworks help explain the
complexity of EU-Canada Liberal
institutionalism highlights the role of institutions such
as CETA and the Strategic Partnership Agreement
in reducing uncertainty and facilitating cooperation.
Interregionalism theory conceptualizes the relationship
as structured engagement between two regional
actors rather than simply bilateral state diplomacy.
Constructivism emphasizes shared identities and
norms, particularly liberal democracy, human rights,
and multilateralism, as drivers of cooperation. Liberal
intergovernmentalismexplainsnegotiated outcomessuch
as trade agreements by focusing on domestic political
bargaining within both the EU and Canada. Twolevel
games theory further refines this by accounting for
internal constraints on both sides, including EU member
state coordination and Canada’s federal-provincial and
Indigenous consultation processes. However, existing
literature still struggles to fully incorporate Indigenous
governance, climate-security linkages, and the effects
of intensifying geopolitical competition into a unified
analytical framework.

relations.

Geopolitical ~dynamics and global uncertainty
increasingly shape the strategic objectives of both the
EU and Canada. The intensifying rivalry between the
United States and China pressures both actors to balance
economic interdependence with strategic alignment
and security concerns, particularly in areas such as
technology regulation and supply chain resilience. The
Russia—Ukraine war has reinforced transatlantic unity
and deepened coordination on sanctions, defense, and
energy security, further strengthening ties between
Canada and Europe within NATO-aligned frameworks.
Arctic geopolitics has also gained importance as

climate change opens new shipping routes and resource
opportunities, raising sovereignty and governance
issues, particularly for Canada. At the same time, the
global energy transition creates both opportunities and
tensions, as both actors pursue decarbonization while
managing fossil fuel dependencies. Finally, weakening
global institutions such as the WTO and the rise of
minilateral groupings like the G7 have encouraged both
the EU and Canada to prioritize flexible, valuebased
cooperation models. Overall, both actors are increasingly
oriented toward resilient multilateralism, strategic
autonomy in the European case, and middlepower
coalition diplomacy in the Canadian case.

Theoretical implications

Indeed, in theory and moreover in action EU-Canada
relations illustrate how non-superpowers can shape
global governance without relying on military
dominance. The European Union and Canada influence
global rules mainly through institutions and coalitions.
Their cooperation is most effective in multilateral forums
like the WTO, G7, and COP climate negotiations. They
gain power by setting agendas rather than enforcing
outcomes unilaterally. Shared values such as democracy
and rule of law provide a foundation for cooperation but
do not guarantee policy alignment.

These shared values become powerful only when
embedded in formal agreements and institutions. The
EU-Canada Strategic Partnership Agreement (SPA)
institutionalizes political dialogue and coordination
mechanisms. Trade frameworks like CETA help
translate cooperation into regulatory convergence.
However, most implementation remains consultative
rather than fully binding.This creates a gap between
strategic ambition and policy execution. Below is your
revised text, reorganized into the five required sections
and cleaned for structure and coherence while preserving
your arguments.

In this sense, a “truly strategic” EU-Canada partnership
would be defined not by formal alliance structures, but
by the degree of institutionalised coordination across
critical domains of systemic vulnerability.

To become strategic, the EU and Canada would need
stronger cooperation in defence and Arctic security.
They would also need deeper economic integration
in energy, technology, and critical minerals. Canada
possesses major reserves of lithium, uranium, nickel, and
rare earth minerals needed by Europe. Climate change
and Arctic competition are increasing the geopolitical
importance of northern regions. A stronger partnership
would expand the EU’s influence in the Americas and
the Atlantic world. Canada could become Europe’s
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main gateway into North America. The relationship
could also reduce Canadian dependence on the United
States over time. Economically, Canada could gain
more investment, export markets, and technological
partnerships. Strategically, Canada could become
a stronger middle power with greater international
autonomy. The central challenge is whether Canada
can diversify its global role without weakening its
indispensable relationship with the United States.

This could move the relationship beyond the shared
rhetoric and diplomatic commiseration of middle-power
elites toward a more concrete and materially grounded
partnership. It would give the relationship practical
strategic value through defence cooperation, industrial
integration, and resource security rather than symbolic
political alignment alone. From a broader geopolitical
perspective, such a transformation would make the
EU-Canada partnership appear more credible, durable,
and realistic in an increasingly competitive international
order.

From a deeper historical and philosophical perspective,
the relationship between European Union and
Canada can be traced to the long development of
Western civilization from the Roman, Christian,
and Enlightenment traditions. Canada emerged from
European colonial expansion, especially the British and
French imperial worlds, carrying European languages,
legal systems, political institutions, and philosophical
ideas into North America. The modern EU itself was
shaped by centuries of conflict among European powers
and by the intellectual legacy of thinkers such as Locke,
Montesquieu, Kant, and Adam Smith, who emphasized
constitutional government, commerce, reason, and
peace through interdependence.

Philosophically, both Canada and the EU belong to a
civilizational tradition that values liberal democracy,
individual rights, parliamentary institutions, and
international law. Their partnership reflects the
Enlightenment belief that trade and cooperation reduce
conflict and create stability among states. At the same
time, the partnership has never become fully strategic
because history and geography placed Canada within
the North American sphere dominated by the United
States after the decline of the British Empire. Europe
lost global supremacy after two world wars, while
America became the military and economic center of
the Atlantic order.

Inthislongerhistorical view, the EU-Canadarelationship
represents an effort to preserve a broader Atlantic and
post-imperial community rooted in shared civilization
rather than narrow nationalism. It also reflects an older

philosophical tension between empire and balance:
whether political order should be organized around one
dominant power or through cooperation among multiple
democratic centers. As global power shifts toward Asia
and the Arctic gains importance, the EU and Canada
increasingly see each other as partners in defending
a rules-based order, environmental stewardship, and
democratic modernity against both authoritarian models
and geopolitical fragmentation.

Below are policy recommendations for both the European
Union and Canada aimed at strengthening the evolution
of their Security and Defence Partnership into a more
operationally meaningful, resilient, and strategically
coherent framework—without duplicating NATO.

For the European Union, the key priority is to move
from a largely framework-based partnership toward a
more execution-oriented external security model that
can absorb trusted partners like Canada in a structured
way. This requires the EU to further integrate Canada
into its emerging defence industrial architecture, not
as an external observer but as a selectively embedded
participant. In practical terms, this means designing
procurement and capability development instruments
in a way that allows third-country participation by
default rather than exception, particularly in areas such
as ammunition production, unmanned systems, cyber
defence tools, and maritime surveillance technologies.
The EU should also clarify long-term access rules to
initiatives such as joint procurement mechanisms and
ensure that regulatory barriers do not unintentionally
exclude close partners whose strategic alignment is
already high.

At the operational level, the EU would benefit from
formalising “modularparticipation pathways” for Canada
in CSDP missions. Rather than ad hoc contributions,
Canada could be systematically integrated into mission
planning cycles, training pipelines, and evaluation
frameworks, especially in regions where both actors
already operate in parallel, such as Ukraine’s support
architecture, parts of Africa, and maritime security
environments. This would not imply joint command
structures but would significantly increase coherence
in outcomes and reduce duplication. The EU should
also deepen structured cooperation on cyber defence
and hybrid threats by moving from periodic dialogues
to standing joint mechanisms for incident coordination,
threat analysis exchange, and resilience planning,
particularly around critical infrastructure and democratic
processes.

A further EU priority is to treat Canada as a “strategic
resilience partner” within its external action architecture.
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This involves embedding Canada more systematically
into EU frameworks on foreign information manipulation
and interference, climate-security risk assessment,
and space security governance. These domains are
currently fragmented across different EU instruments,
and Canada’s inclusion could help consolidate them
into a more coherent transatlantic resilience agenda.
Finally, the EU should ensure that its defence industrial
strategy does not become inward-looking; maintaining
interoperability with trusted NATO partners like Canada
is essential if European defence integration is to remain
strategically relevant beyond the EU’s borders.

For Canada, the central strategic task is to translate its
political alignment with the EU into more structured
access to European defence and security ecosystems
while preserving its core integration within NATO.
Canada should pursue a more proactive industrial
strategy toward Europe, positioning itself not only as
a supplier but as a co-developer in selected capability
areas. This requires aligning procurement regulations,
certification standards, and export control frameworks
more closely with European systems where feasible,
particularly in dual-use technologies, cyber tools, and
next-generation maritime systems. Doing so would
allow Canadian industry to embed more deeply in
European defence supply chains at a time when the EU
is accelerating collective procurement.

Canada should also institutionalise its engagement
with EU crisis management structures by creating
permanent liaison channels for CSDP missions and
related training initiatives. This would enable earlier
involvement in mission design and improve operational
complementarity, especially in regions where Canada
already maintains deployments or advisory roles. In
parallel, Canada should invest in making its contributions
to Ukraine support more structurally aligned with EU
mechanisms, particularly in training, logistics, and
long-term force regeneration planning, so that efforts
reinforce rather than duplicate each other.

On cyber and hybrid threats, Canada should move toward
a more integrated operational posture with the EU by
expanding real-time information exchange mechanisms
and aligning incident response protocols where possible.
Given Canada’s Five Eyes integration and the EU’s
regulatory influence, there is an opportunity to create a
dual-layer resilience model that combines intelligence
depth with regulatory enforcement capacity. This
would be particularly relevant for election security,
critical infrastructure protection, and countering foreign
information manipulation campaigns.

Canada should also treat Arctic and maritime security as
a central bridge to the EU partnership rather than a niche

issue. As European strategic interest in the Arctic grows,
Canada can position itself as the primary operational and
environmental security reference point for the region,
linking EU maritime awareness capabilities with North
American operational experience. This would elevate
the partnership from episodic cooperation to a more
sustained geographic security framework.

Finally, Canada should adopt a long-term strategic
framing that views EU cooperation not as separate
from NATO but as complementary to it. The objective
should be to ensure that Canada becomes the most
deeply embedded non-EU partner in European defence
integration processes while maintaining its role as a core
NATO operational contributor. This dual positioning
would maximize Canada’s strategic influence across
both institutional ecosystems.

Taken together, these recommendations point toward a
shared trajectory in which the EU and Canada gradually
construct a layered security relationship: NATO
remains the backbone of collective defence, while the
EU—Canada partnership becomes the connective tissue
for industrial integration, cyber resilience, hybrid threat
response, and selective operational coordination.

To understand Canada’s agency in International
Relations (IR) in both empirical and theoretical terms, it
is important to distinguish between what Canada does in
practice and how those actions are interpreted through
different analytical frameworks.

From an empirical perspective, Canada’s agency
refers to its observable actions and policy choices in
the international system. This includes its diplomatic
engagement through participation in organizations such
as the United Nations, NATO, and the G7, as well as its
involvement in peacekeeping operations and multilateral
initiatives. It also includes economic and securityrelated
behavior such as negotiating trade agreements,
implementing sanctions, providing foreign aid, and
participating in defense and industrial cooperation
initiatives  like  European security frameworks.
Empirically, Canada’s agency is assessed through
concrete outcomes such as the number of agreements it
signs, the scale of its financial contributions, the extent
of'its military or diplomatic deployments, and the degree
of integration of Canadian firms into global markets and
supply chains.

From a theoretical perspective, Canada’s agency is
understood through different International Relations
theories that explain why it behaves the way it does.
Realist approaches emphasize that Canada operates
within a system of unequal power and therefore
relies on alliances and partnerships, such as NATO,
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to manage security risks and enhance its influence.
Liberal approaches highlight Canada’s commitment to
international cooperation, institutions, and rulesbased
order, explaining its preference for multilateral
diplomacy, trade diversification, and development
assistance. Constructivist approaches focus on identity
and norms, interpreting Canada’s behavior as reflecting
a self-image as a middle power that promotes peace,
multilateralism, and international stability. Middlepower
theory further explains Canada’s agency as the ability
to influence global outcomes not through dominance,
but through coalition-building, diplomacy, and norm
promotion.

In summary, empirically Canada’s agency is understood
through its measurable actions and policy outputs
in global affairs, while theoretically it is explained
through different IR frameworks that interpret the
motivations, constraints, and sources of its behavior in
the international system.

The EU-CND Strategic Partnership is not an alliance,
but both parties agree governance could be strengthened
and more substance put on both political and economic
partnership, an EPA and the SPA.

Theoretical Implications

EU—Canada relations illustrate in theory and practice
how non-superpowers can shape global governance
without relying on military dominance. Both the
European Union and Canada exercise influence primarily
through institutions, rules, and coalitions rather than
coercive power. Their cooperation is most effective in
multilateral forums such as the WTO, G7, and COP
climate negotiations, where agenda-setting power often
matters more than enforcement capacity.

Shared values such as democracy, human rights,
and the rule of law provide an important normative
foundation for cooperation. However, these values do
not automatically translate into aligned policies. Their
effect becomes meaningful only when embedded in
formal institutions such as the EU-Canada Strategic
Partnership Agreement (SPA) and the Comprehensive
Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA). These
frameworks institutionalize dialogue and regulatory
coordination but remain largely consultative rather
than fully binding, producing a persistent gap between
strategic ambition and policy execution.

Existing theories of interregionalism and middlepower
cooperation remain insufficient to fully explain EU-
Canada dynamics. Much of the literature focuses on
EU-Asia or EU-Latin America relations, leaving
North  Atlantic interregionalism  under-theorized.

EU—Canada relations challenge the assumption that
shared values necessarily produce aligned foreign
policy outcomes. Divergences persist due to structural
economic differences, domestic political constraints,
and institutional asymmetries.

Canada’s resource-dependent economic structure often
conflicts with EU climate and regulatory priorities,
while the EU’s regulatory power approach emphasizes
global norm-setting and standards diffusion. Security
cooperation is constrained by Canada’s deep integration
with NATO and the United States, as well as by the
EU’s fragmented defence architecture. At the same time,
climate governanceanddigitalregulationrepresentstrong
areas of convergence, particularly around carbon pricing
and data governance, although enforcement mechanisms
remain weak. Arctic governance remains strategically
important but institutionally underdeveloped, with
tensions between sovereignty, Indigenous governance,
and geopolitical competition.

Further Research

Several limitations point to important directions for
future research. First, the analysis reflects a primarily
Canadian interpretive lens and does not fully capture
the diversity of perspectives within EU institutions
and member states. Second, the broad and evolving
nature of the EU-Canada partnership requires selective
empirical focus, which risks overlooking developments
in less visible policy domains. Third, reliance on official
documents and public sources limits insight into informal
diplomacy and internal bargaining processes.

Future research should adopt comparative approaches
incorporating both EU and Canadian perspectives, as
well as broader stakeholder input including Indigenous
actors, industry, and civil society. More systematic
analysis of informal diplomatic practices would also
help bridge the gap between formal institutional design
and real-world implementation.

Further research should also address Canada’s strategy
of“managed diversification” away from overdependence
on the United States. This strategy is not about
abandoning the U.S. relationship but about reducing
structural vulnerability in a deeply asymmetric economic
system. The United States remains Canada’s dominant
trade partner and the anchor of integrated supply chains
in key sectors such as automotive manufacturing,
energy, aerospace, and agriculture. Full diversification
is therefore neither realistic nor desirable.

Instead, Canada is incrementally expanding trade with
the EU and Indo-Pacific partners through agreements
such as CETA and CPTPP. This diversification is both
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economic and strategic: it reduces exposure to U.S.
policy wvolatility, strengthens bargaining power, and
increases resilience against sectoral shocks. However,
geographic proximity and structural integration ensure
that the U.S. will remain Canada’s primary economic
partner for the foreseeable future.

Counter-Arguments

A central counterargument to the EU—Canada relations
developing into a strategic partnership are that it is
overstated in strategic terms and remain fundamentally
limited in scope. Despite dense institutional frameworks,
the relationship is not an alliance and lacks binding
enforcement mechanisms. Much cooperation remains
declaratory rather than operational.

Another that diversification
strategies, particularly Canada’s pivot toward Europe
and Asia, have structural limits. The Canada-U.S.
relationship is so deeply embedded that diversification
can only occur at the margins of growth rather than as
a structural realignment. This suggests that EU-Canada
economic ties will remain supplementary rather than
transformative.

counterargument  is

A further critique is that normative convergence between
the EU and Canada may obscure underlying structural
divergences. While both actors promote liberal values,
their economic models differ significantly: the EU is a
regulatory superpower focused on standards diffusion,
while Canada remains heavily dependent on resource
exports and North American supply chains. These
differences limit the depth of strategic alignment.

Security cooperation also remains constrained. Canada’s
defence identity is fundamentally anchored in NATO
and the United States, while EU defence integration
remains incomplete. As a result, EU-Canada security
cooperation is likely to remain selective and symbolic
rather than fully operational.

Scenarios

Several plausible future scenarios emerge for EU—
Canada relations.

In a baseline scenario, cooperation remains stable but
sectorally fragmented. Economic integration through
CETA deepens modestly, while political cooperation
continues in multilateral forums. Security cooperation
remains largely symbolic and NATO-centred.

In an enhanced partnership scenario, EU-Canada
relations become more institutionalized and operational.
A permanent strategic council could coordinate
political, economic, and crisis responses. Cybersecurity,
Arctic governance, and defence industrial cooperation

would deepen, creating a more structured transatlantic
middlepower axis.

In a geopolitical fragmentation scenario, global tensions
between the United States, China, and other major
powers intensify, pushing both the EU and Canada
toward selective strategic alignment. Cooperation would
become more security-driven, particularly around supply
chains, technology regulation, and critical minerals.

In a limited convergence scenario, domestic political
shifts or economic constraints reduce enthusiasm for
deeper integration. EU regulatory protectionism or
Canadian resource nationalism could slow cooperation,
reinforcing a primarily trade-based relationship with
limited strategic depth.

Now, the four scenarios have distinct implications for
governance, planning, and strategic adaptation on both
the EU and Canadian sides. Taken together, they highlight
a spectrum ranging from incremental coordination to
structural transformation, with governance demands
increasing significantly as cooperation deepens or as
external pressures intensify.

In the baseline scenario, governance remains largely
consultative and dispersed. Both the EU and Canada
continue to rely on existing frameworks such as CETA,
the Strategic Partnership Agreement, and NATO
for coordination, but without creating new layers of
institutional authority. Planning remains incremental
and sector-specific rather than integrated, meaning that
trade, climate, security, and digital policy are managed
in separate silos. On the EU side, this reinforces a
fragmented external action structure where Canada is
treated as a trusted partner but not a structural priority.
On the Canadian side, governance continues to balance
three competing anchors: the United States, the EU,
and the Indo-Pacific, without fully integrating strategic
planning across them. Decision-making therefore
remains reactive rather than anticipatory, and adaptation
occurs mainly through issue-specific adjustments rather
than long-term strategic design.

In the enhanced partnership scenario, governance
becomes more institutionalized and coordinated. The
establishment of a permanent strategic council would
mark a shift toward joint agenda-setting and continuous
policy synchronization. This would require both sides to
develop more integrated planning capacities that connect
trade, security, climate, and technology governance.
The EU would need to better align its external action
instruments—such as trade policy, CSDP missions, and
industrial strategy—so that Canada can be embedded
consistently across them. Canada, in turn, would need to
develop a more centralized EU strategy that coordinates
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federal departments, provinces, and regulatory agencies.
Planning would become more anticipatory, with
joint scenario exercises, early-warning mechanisms,
and structured crisis coordination in areas such as
cyberattacks, supply chain disruptions, and Arctic
security. Adaptation in this scenario would shift from
ad hoc cooperation to semi-permanent institutional
comanagement of selected policy domains.

In the geopolitical fragmentation scenario, governance
becomes more security-driven and strategically urgent.
Planning on both sides would increasingly be shaped
by external shocks, particularly U.S.—China rivalry,
technological decoupling, and critical supply chain
vulnerabilities. The EU and Canada would likely
strengthen coordination in areas such as export controls,
investment screening, critical minerals, and digital
sovereignty. This would require faster decisionmaking
cycles and more centralized crisis governance
mechanisms. For the EU, this could accelerate internal
efforts to integrate trade, industrial, and security
policy under a more unified strategic framework. For
Canada, it would require tighter alignment between
economic policy and national security considerations,
especially in sectors linked to the United States and
China simultaneously. Adaptation would become
more reactive and resilienceoriented, with governance
structures prioritizing rapid coordination over procedural
inclusiveness.

In the limited convergence scenario, governance
remains fragmented and largely symbolic. Institutional
mechanisms exist but are underused or politically
deprioritized. Planning is weakly integrated, with
cooperation continuing in trade and dialogue formats
but lacking strategic depth. On the EU side, regulatory
priorities and internal political divisions could limit
external engagement capacity, while Canada may
prioritize domestic industrial protection or North
American economic stability over deeper transatlantic
integration. Adaptation in this scenario is minimal and
path-dependent, meaning both sides continue existing
cooperation patterns without significant institutional
innovation. Governance remains stable but stagnant, with
limited ability to respond jointly to global disruptions or
emerging strategic challenges.

Across all scenarios, a central governance implication
emerges: the EU-Canada relationship moves along a
continuum between coordination without integration
and structured co-management of strategic domains.
The more the relationship evolves toward security,
technology, and supply chain interdependence, the
more both sides will need to shift from siloed policy
coordination toward integrated strategic planning
architectures.

Policy Recommendations

Strengthening EU—-Canada relations requires moving
from a largely framework-based partnership to a more
operational and strategically coherent system.

For the European Union, the priority should be to
integrate Canada more systematically into its defence
and security architecture. This includes enabling
structured participation in defence procurement,
particularly in areas such as cyber defence, unmanned
systems, and maritime surveillance. The EU should also
develop modular participation pathways for Canada in
CSDP missions, ensuring predictable involvement in
planning, training, and evaluation rather than ad hoc
contributions.

The EU should further institutionalize cooperation on
cyber resilience, hybrid threats, and foreign information
manipulation through standing joint mechanisms for
intelligence sharing and incident coordination. Canada
should also be embedded more consistently into EU
climate-security and Arctic governance frameworks,
strengthening coherence across fragmented policy
areas.

For Canada, the priority is to translate political
alignment with the EU into deeper industrial and
regulatory integration. This includes aligning
procurement and certification standards where feasible,
increasing participation in European defence supply
chains, and strengthening co-development of dual-use
technologies.

Canada should also institutionalize engagement with
EU crisis management structures and expand realtime
cooperation on cyber and hybrid threats. Arctic
governance should be elevated as a central pillar of the
partnership, positioning Canada as the key operational
partner for Europe innorthern security and environmental
governance.

More broadly, both sides should treat the partnership as
complementary to NATO rather than competitive with
it. NATO remains the core collective defence structure,
while EU-Canada cooperation should focus on industrial
integration, resilience, cyber governance, and selective
operational coordination. Over time, this would create
a layered transatlantic security architecture combining
hard defence with regulatory and strategic cooperation.

Perspective

The EU-Canada Strategic Partnership Agreement
and its accompanying trade architecture represent
something more than a bilateral achievement. They
constitute, at this moment of systemic uncertainty in
the liberal international order, a proof of concept: that
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deep regulatory convergence, institutionalised political
dialogue, and values-based economic integration are
achievable between sovereign partners who did not
need a common threat to build them. That is precisely
what makes the partnership analytically generative —
and what makes it worth reading as a template rather
than merely a case study.

The central contribution of this analysis has been to
show that the EU-Canada relationship succeeded not
despite its relative lack of urgency, but in part because
of it. CETA was negotiated without a crisis forcing the
parties to the table. The Strategic Partnership Agreement
was deepened without a common adversary making the
cost of failure intolerable. This matters theoretically
because it suggests that values alignment, regulatory
compatibility, and institutional patience can substitute
— at least partially — for the geopolitical pressure that
typically accelerates integration. The Canadian case
therefore expands the theoretical range of conditions
under which deep EU partnerships are achievable.

Yet the literature has been slow to draw the obvious
comparative implication. If the EU-Canada model is
defined by its combination of democratic solidarity,
economic complementarity, and strategic restraint from
either side seeking dominance over the other, then
the United States is not, structurally, an implausible
candidate for an analogous framework — it is simply
an unlikely one under current political conditions. The
distinction matters. Unlikely and structurally impossible
are not the same thing, and conflating them forecloses
analysis that policymakers may urgently need within a
shorter horizon than the academic literature is currently
prepared for.

What would it take? Three conditions appear necessary,
though not individually sufficient. The first is a durable
shift in US domestic political economy away from
unilateral trade instrumentalism. The Trump-era tariff
architecture and its partial persistence under subsequent
administrations reflect not an aberration but a structural
feature of American trade politics: the belief that market
access is a coercive tool rather than a mutual good.
An EU-US strategic and economic partnership of the
CETA type would require a US administration willing
to accept reciprocal disciplines on its own conduct
— including in areas like government procurement,
subsidy transparency, and regulatory coherence — that
American political culture has historically resisted. This
is not impossible; it is the condition that TTIP foundered
on, and understanding why it did so is prerequisite to
understanding when it might not.

The second condition is European strategic autonomy

reaching a threshold of credibility sufficient to make the
US take the EU seriously as a negotiating counterpart
rather than a dependent ally. The paradox of the
transatlantic relationship has long been that European
strategic dependence on the United States for security
has undermined European leverage in economic
negotiations. Canada does not have this problem
with the EU: the power asymmetry exists but is not
compounded by a security dependency that the stronger
party can exploit. The EU’s ongoing investment in
defence capacity, its demonstrated willingness to
impose economic costs on third parties — including
the United States — through sanctions and regulatory
extraterritoriality, and the growing cohesion of its trade
policy under the European Commission all point toward
a trajectory where this condition becomes progressively
more achievable. The 2025 Framework Agreement on
trade, however limited in scope, is significant precisely
as a signal that both sides can reach for an institutional
frame even under political adversity.

The third condition is the existence of a shared external
reference point — not necessarily a common threat, but
a shared recognition that the alternative to a structured
transatlantic economic relationship is a more fragmented
global trading system in which both parties lose relative
to a world organised around rival blocs. The EUCanada
partnership succeeded in part because both parties
understood that their next-best alternative was worse.
An equivalent calculus is beginning to emerge in the
transatlantic context, driven by the rise of Chinese
industrial capacity, the weaponisation of supply chain
dependencies, and the demonstrated instability of
rulebased multilateralism at the WTO level. These forces
do not guarantee a US-EU partnership agreement, but
they do change the expected-value calculation in ways
that earlier decades did not.

It would be analytically premature to predict that these
conditions will converge within any given timeframe.
What this analysis can assert with more confidence is
that the EU-Canada Strategic Partnership has done
something procedurally important: it has elaborated
the institutional vocabulary — the architecture of
political dialogue mechanisms, the structure of dispute
resolution, the approach to regulatory cooperation short
of harmonisation — that a future EU-US agreement
would need to draw on. The frameworks exist. The
precedent of managing a deep partnership with a large,
sovereign, internally diverse democracy outside the
EU has been established. The question is whether the
political economies on both sides of the Atlantic will
generate, within a plausible horizon, the conditions
under which the SPA & EPA nomenklatura will be
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inserted into North American and then extended onto
the US-EU Strategic Partnership via Canada combined
with greater appeal of the TPP to the US.

L Europe pose ses conditions.

To engage in the strategic rebalancing act of Canada, it
would not be enough for the Eu to broaden the palette
and to spend time until the trade balances in goods and
services evens out. A formalised EU-US strategic and
economic partnership — SPA + EPA .- would restructure
the incentive environment for third parties — including,
critically, the middle powers of the Indo-Pacific and the
Global South — who are currently navigating between
a US-centred and a China-centred order without an
institutionally coherent transatlantic alternative to
orient toward. The EU-Canada model suggests that
such alternatives can be built deliberately, patiently, and
without requiring the partners to share an enemy. That
is not a minor result. It is the academic contribution that
this essay has sought to establish, and it is the opening
that future research — and future diplomacy — would
do well to develop.

The world needs more Canada, and the Americas
more of The European Union. Canada is an emblem of
pragmatic cooperation and a robust trading power, while
the European Union must step forward with greater
resolve, asserting its objectives and values across the
Americas.

Appendix 1- The Legal History of
Relations Between the United States and
the Dominion of Canada

The legal relationship between the United States and the
Dominion of Canada developed gradually over more
than two centuries, reflecting Canada’s constitutional
evolution from a collection of British colonies into a fully
sovereign state. Unlike the United States, which achieved
independence through the American Revolutionin 1783,
Canada attained sovereignty incrementally through
constitutional statutes, conventions, and international
practice rather than through a single act of independence.
Consequently, the legal character of U.S.—Canadian
relations changed significantly over time.

Prior to 1867, there was no political or legal entity
known as “Canada” capable of conducting international
relations. The territories that would eventually form
Canada existed as separate colonies of the British
Empire, including the Province of Quebec, Nova
Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, and the
Province of Canada. Accordingly, all legal relations
between the United States and British North America
were, in international law, relations between the United
States and the United Kingdom.

The first legal framework governing these relations
emerged following the American Revolution. The 1783
Treaty of Parisrecognized the independence of the United
States and established the initial international boundary
between the United States and British North America.
Although the treaty profoundly affected the inhabitants
of the future Canada, the British colonies themselves
were not parties to the agreement because they possessed
no international legal personality. Throughout the
nineteenth century, subsequent boundary settlements—
including the Treaty of 1818, the Webster—Ashburton
Treaty of 1842, and the Oregon Treaty of 1846—were
likewise concluded exclusively between the United
States and the United Kingdom. Canada participated
only indirectly through colonial officials and advisors,
while ultimate legal authority rested with the Imperial
Government in London.

The creation of the Dominion of Canada by the British
North America Act, 1867 fundamentally altered Canada’s
constitutional structure butdid notimmediately transform
its international legal status. Confederation united
Ontario, Quebec, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick into
a federal dominion possessing responsible government,
an elected Parliament, and substantial authority over
domestic affairs. Nevertheless, the conduct of foreign
affairs remained an imperial prerogative exercised by
the British Crown on the advice of ministers in London.
Canada lacked independent treaty-making authority,
could not appoint diplomatic representatives abroad
without British approval, and did not possess the
legal capacity to declare war or conclude international
agreements in its own name. Consequently, the United
States continued to conduct formal diplomatic relations
concerning Canadian matters through the British
Government.

During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
constitutional practice gradually departed from this
formal legal framework. Canada’s growing economic
importance, expanding population, and increasing
political maturity resulted in greater participation in
international negotiations. Canadian representatives
became directly involved in discussions concerning
fisheries, boundaries, navigation, and trade with the
United States, although treaties continued to be executed
formally by the United Kingdom. This period illustrates
the distinction between constitutional convention and
constitutional law: while legal authority remained
vested in Britain, practical decision-making increasingly
involved Canadian ministers.

The aftermath of the First World War marked a decisive
constitutional transition. Canada’s substantial military
contribution during the war strengthened demands for
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international recognition equal to that of other self-
governing dominions. At the Paris Peace Conference in
1919, Canada signed the Treaty of Versailles separately
from the United Kingdom and became an original
member of the League of Nations. Although these
developments did not immediately sever constitutional
ties with Britain, they constituted important recognition
that Canada possessed an emerging international legal
personality distinct from that of the United Kingdom.

The clearest demonstration of this evolution occurred
in 1923 with the conclusion of the Halibut Treaty. This
agreement regulating fisheries in the Pacific Ocean was
negotiated directly between Canada and the United States
and, for the firsttime, was signed without the participation
of a British representative. The treaty represented a
constitutional watershed because it established, as a
matter of international practice, that Canada could
negotiate and conclude treaties independently. Although
no statute expressly conferred this authority, the
treaty reflected an emerging constitutional convention
recognizing Canada’s autonomy in foreign affairs.

This constitutional evolution received formal legal
recognition through the Statute of Westminster 1931.
The statute established the legislative equality of the
self-governing dominions with the United Kingdom
and declared that the British Parliament would no
longer legislate for Canada except at Canada’s request
and with its consent. More significantly for international
law, the statute confirmed Canada’s full capacity to
conduct its own foreign relations, negotiate treaties,
and legislate independently. From this point onward,
relations between the United States and Canada were,
in legal terms, relations between two sovereign states
rather than between the United States and a dependency
of the British Empire.

Canada’s independent declaration of war in September
1939 further demonstrated this new constitutional
reality. Although the United Kingdom declared war
on Germany on 3 September 1939, Canada did not
automatically becomeabelligerent. Instead, the Canadian
Parliament debated the issue, and Canada declared war
independently one week later. This sequence confirmed
that the authority to determine questions of war and peace
now belonged to Canadian constitutional institutions
rather than to the British Government.

Following the Second World War, the legal relationship
between Canada and the United States developed into
one of the most extensive bilateral partnerships in
international law. Both countries became founding
members of North Atlantic Treaty Organization in 1949
and later established the binational North American

Aerospace Defense Command in 1958, creating an
unprecedented framework for integrated continental
defence. Economic integration likewise expanded
through the Canada—United States Auto Pact, the
Canada—United States Free Trade Agreement, the North
American Free Trade Agreement, and subsequently
the United States—Mexico—Canada Agreement. These
agreements were negotiated directly between the
governments of Canada and the United States withoutany
constitutional involvement by the United Kingdom.

Canada’s constitutional evolution reached its final stage
with the enactment of the Canada Act 1982 and the
accompanying Constitution Act, 1982. These measures
patriated the Canadian Constitution, terminated the
authority of the British Parliament to legislate for Canada
under any circumstances, and established entirely
domestic procedures for constitutional amendment.
Although Canada retained the same monarch as the
United Kingdom, the Crown thereafter existed as a
legally distinct Canadian institution, exercising authority
exclusively under Canadian constitutional law.

Viewed from the perspective of international and
constitutional law, the legal relationship between the
United States and Canada therefore evolved through four
identifiable stages. Initially, all relations existed solely
between the United States and the United Kingdom,
with the Canadian colonies lacking any international
legal capacity. Following Confederation in 1867,
Canada acquired extensive domestic autonomy but
remained constitutionally dependent upon Britain for
foreign affairs. Between 1923 and 1931, constitutional
practice increasingly recognized Canada’s independent
international personality, culminating in direct treaty-
making with the United States. After the Statute of
Westminster, Canada became a sovereign participant
in international law, and since the patriation of the
Constitution in 1982, the United States and Canada have
interacted as fully independent states whose relationship
is governed exclusively by international law and their
own constitutional systems, rather than by any residual
imperial framework.

The legal relationship between the United States and
Canada has evolved incrementally through a complex
network of bilateral treaties, executive agreements,
institutional ~ arrangements, and  long-standing
constitutional and diplomatic practice. Although this
framework has proven remarkably durable, it remains
decentralized and dispersed across numerous legal
instruments negotiated over more than two centuries.
Unlike the constitutional documents that define many
federal or supranational relationships, there exists no
single foundational instrument setting out the general
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principles, objectives, institutions, and legal obligations
governing the bilateral relationship. Placing United
States—Canada relations on a more solid legal footing
could therefore be accomplished through a process of
codification thatconsolidates and rationalizes the existing
body of law while providing a coherent constitutional
framework for future cooperation.

Such codification need not create a political union or
diminish the sovereignty of either state. Rather, it could
take the form of a comprehensive bilateral framework
treaty or charter that codifies existing legal obligations,
incorporates established constitutional conventions of
bilateral cooperation, and provides procedures for the
orderly development of future agreements. Much as the
constitutive treaties of other international organizations
establish enduring institutional structures while
preserving the sovereignty of their members, a United
States—Canada Framework Treaty could serve as the
legal foundation for an increasingly integrated bilateral
partnership.

The treaty could begin by affirming the sovereign
equality of the two states, their mutual recognition
of territorial integrity, democratic governance,
constitutional government, the rule of law, and respect
for human rights. It could recognize the exceptional
degree of economic, social, environmental, and security
interdependence that has developed between the two
countries and declare the objective of promoting an
integrated North American community while preserving
the constitutional independence of each state.

Beyond these foundational principles, the treaty could
consolidate existing commitments concerning trade,
investment, customs cooperation, border management,
environmental protection, energy security, transportation
infrastructure, indigenous cooperation, public health,
scientific research, and cross-border law enforcement.
Rather than replacing existing sectoral agreements, the
framework could incorporate them by reference, thereby
providing a unified legal architecture within which
specialized treaties would continue to operate.

Institutionally, the agreement could establish permanent
bilateral organs with clearly defined legal authority. A
Council of Heads of Government, meeting annually,
could provide strategic political direction. A Joint
Ministerial Council could coordinate implementation
across policy sectors, while specialized committees on
defence, trade, immigration, environmental protection,
infrastructure, and regulatory cooperation would oversee
day-to-day administration. A permanent secretariat could
ensure institutional continuity, monitor implementation,
prepare reports, and facilitate negotiations on future
amendments.

The framework could also codify principles governing
regulatory cooperation, encouraging harmonization
where appropriate while respecting each country’s
constitutional allocation of legislative authority. It might
establish procedures for mutual recognition of standards,
coordinated rule-making, and advance consultation
before the adoption of measures likely to affect the other
party significantly. Such provisions would enhance
legal certainty for governments, businesses, and citizens
alike.

Given the unique defence relationship between the two
countries, the treaty could recognize continental security
as a shared responsibility and incorporate existing
defence arrangements, including those conducted
through North American Aerospace Defense Command,
within a broader legal framework. It could establish
principles governing intelligence sharing, cybersecurity,
emergency preparedness, disaster response, and the
protection of critical infrastructure while preserving
each state’s independent constitutional authority over
the use of armed force.

An equally important feature would be the creation of
robust dispute settlement mechanisms. The treaty could
provide for consultation, mediation, arbitration, and,
where appropriate, referral to a permanent bilateral
tribunal empowered to interpret the agreement. Such
mechanisms would reduce legal uncertainty and provide
predictable procedures for resolving disagreements
before they escalate into political disputes.

Finally, the framework could include provisions
governing amendment, accession of future associated
partners where mutually agreed, periodic review, and
withdrawal. By clearly defining the procedures through
which the bilateral relationship may evolve, the treaty
would provide both stability and flexibility. Rather
than fundamentally transforming United States—Canada
relations, such codification would recognize the reality
of an already highly integrated partnership and provide
it with a coherent constitutional and international legal
foundation capable of supporting continued cooperation
in the twenty-first century.

Draft Framework Treaty on the Friendship,
Cooperation, and Partnership between the
United States of America and Canada

Preamble

The United States of America and Canada (hereinafter
“the Parties”),

Recognizing their longstanding friendship founded
upon common democratic traditions, constitutional
government, the rule of law, and respect for human
dignity;
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Recalling more than two centuries of peaceful

coexistence and cooperation along the longest
undefended international boundary in the world;
Affirming  their  sovereign  equality, political

independence, territorial integrity, and the continued
validity of their respective constitutional orders;

Acknowledging the extensive economic, social, cultural,
environmental, scientific, and security ties that have
developed between their peoples;

Recognizing that their relationship is governed by a
broad body of treaties, agreements, customary practice,
and institutional arrangements which have evolved
incrementally over time;

Desiring to consolidate and strengthen that relationship
through a coherent legal framework while preserving the
sovereignty and constitutional autonomy of each Party;

Reaffirming their obligations under the Charter of
the United Nations and other applicable principles of
international law;

Determined to promote prosperity, security, sustainable
development, environmental stewardship, technological
innovation, and the peaceful settlement of disputes;

Have agreed as follows:

PART 1

Fundamental Principles

Article 1

Establishment of the Partnership

The present Treaty establishes a permanent framework
governing relations between the Parties and shall
constitute the principal constitutional instrument
regulating their bilateral partnership.

Article 2
Sovereign Equality

The Parties affirm their sovereign equality under
international law.

Nothing in this Treaty shall diminish the sovereignty,
constitutional independence, territorial integrity, or
political autonomy of either Party.

Article 3

Objectives

The objectives of this Treaty shall include:
(a) promoting lasting peace;

(b) facilitating economic integration;

(c) strengthening continental security;

(d) protecting shared natural resources;

(e) encouraging
cooperation;

scientific  and  technological

(f) promoting the free movement of legitimate trade,
investment, and persons;

(g) coordinating responses to transnational challenges.
Article 4
Rule of Law

The Parties shall conduct their relations in accordance
with:

e international law;
e democratic governance;
e constitutionalism;

e respect for human rights;

peaceful settlement of disputes.
PART II

Economic Partnership

Article 5

Internal Market Cooperation

The Parties shall pursue progressively deeper
economic integration while respecting their respective
constitutional systems.

Article 6
Regulatory Cooperation

The Parties shall seek to harmonize or mutually recognize
technical regulations whenever appropriate.

New regulations having significant cross-border
effects shall, where practicable, be subject to prior
consultation.

Article 7
Trade and Investment
Existing trade agreements shall continue in force.

This Treaty shall serve as their general constitutional
framework.

Article 8

Critical Infrastructure

The Parties shall cooperate concerning
e transportation;

e ports;

e railways;

e pipelines;
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e clectricity grids;

o digital infrastructure.
Article 9

Energy Security

The Parties recognize North American energy security
as a common strategic interest.

PART III

Security and Defence
Article 10

Collective Security

The Parties shall consult immediately whenever either
Party considers that its territorial security, cyber
infrastructure, or economic security is threatened.

Article 11

Defence Cooperation

Existing defence arrangements shall continue.
The Parties shall cooperate regarding
e acrospace defence;

e maritime security;

e cyber defence;

e intelligence;

e military logistics;

e emergency planning.

Article 12

Border Security

The Parties shall maintain an open, secure, and
efficiently managed border through coordinated customs,
immigration, and law-enforcement policies.

PART IV

Environmental Cooperation
Article 13

Shared Waters

The Parties reaffirm their commitment to the sustainable
management of

e the Great Lakes;
e Dboundary waters;
e Arctic waters;

e shared river systems.

The Parties shall cooperate concerning
e greenhouse-gas reduction;

e clean energy;

e carbon capture;

e adaptation measures;

e Arctic resilience.

Article 15

Natural Resources

The Parties shall coordinate conservation policies
respecting shared ecosystems and migratory species.

PART V

Scientific and Social Cooperation
Article 16

Research

The Parties shall encourage joint research programs
among  universities, laboratories, public
institutions.

Article 17
Public Health

and

The Parties shall coordinate pandemic preparedness,
disease surveillance, pharmaceutical cooperation, and
emergency medical response.

Article 18
Indigenous Peoples

Recognizing the historical continuity of Indigenous
nations across the international boundary, the Parties
shall promote consultation and cooperation respecting
Indigenous rights consistent with their respective
constitutional and in conformity with
UNDRIP.

PART VI

systems

Institutional Framework
Article 19
Council of Heads of Government

A Council composed of the President of the United
States and the Prime Minister of Canada shall meet
annually.

Article 20

Joint Ministerial Council

. A Joint Ministerial Council shall supervise
Article 14 . . .
implementation of this Treaty.
Climate Cooperation
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Article 21

Permanent Secretariat

A permanent Secretariat shall be established.
Its functions shall include

(a) monitoring implementation;

(b) preparing annual reports;

(¢) providing administrative support;

(d) facilitating negotiations.

Article 22

Parliamentary Assembly

The Parties may establish a consultative Parliamentary
Assembly composed of members of Congress and
Parliament.

The Assembly shall possess advisory powers only.
Article 23
Governors and Provinces Forum

Recognizing the constitutional role of states and
provinces, a consultative intergovernmental forum
shall meet regularly to discuss matters falling within
subnational jurisdiction.

PART VII

Legal Cooperation
Article 24

Judicial Cooperation

The Parties shall facilitate cooperation among judicial
authorities while respecting constitutional guarantees.

Article 25
Mutual Recognition

Judgments, professional qualifications, and regulatory

certifications may be recognized pursuant to
implementing agreements.
Article 26

Dispute Settlement

Disputes concerning this Treaty shall be settled through
1. consultation;

2. mediation;

3. arbitration;
4

referral to the Bilateral Tribunal established under
Article 27.

Article 27

Bilateral Tribunal

A standing tribunal composed of an equal number of
judges appointed by each Party shall hear disputes
arising under this Treaty.

Its decisions shall be binding upon the Parties.
Part XIII

THE BODER REGIME BETWEEN CANADA AND
THE US

Article 29

Outstanding Boundary and Maritime Delimitation
Issues

1. The Parties acknowledge that the international
boundary between them is, with limited exceptions,
fully established by existing treaties, arbitral awards,
judicial decisions, and agreements.

2. The Parties further acknowledge that certain
questions concerning the delimitation of maritime
boundaries and the exercise of sovereign rights and
jurisdiction remain unresolved, including:

(a) the maritime boundary in the Beaufort Sea;

(b) sovereignty over Machias Seal Island and the
delimitation of adjacent maritime areas in the Gulf of
Maine, including the area commonly known as the Gray
Zone;

(c) any future questions concerning the delimitation of
the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles where
the Parties’ respective entitlements may overlap; and

(d) any other boundary or maritime delimitation question
that may subsequently arise by mutual recognition of
the Parties.

3. The Parties agree that these unresolved questions
shall not impair the friendly relations established
under this Treaty nor affect cooperation in other
fields.

Article 30
Applicable Legal Framework

1. The Parties reaffirm that the interpretation and
application of their common international boundary
shall be governed by:

(a) the Treaty of Paris of 1783;

(b) the Treaty of Ghent of 1814;

(c) the Convention of 1818;

(d) the Webster—Ashburton Treaty of 1842;
(e) the Oregon Treaty of 1846;

(f) the Alaska Boundary Award of 1903;
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(g) the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909;

(h) all subsequent bilateral treaties concerning the
international boundary;

(1) applicable rules of customary international law;

(j) where applicable to both Parties, relevant provisions
of international conventions governing the law of the
sea.

2. Nothing in this Treaty shall modify or supersede
the rights and obligations arising under those
instruments except by the express agreement of the
Parties.

Article 31
Principles Governing Boundary Settlement

In resolving any outstanding boundary or maritime
delimitation question, the Parties shall be guided by the
following principles:

(a) sovereign equality;

(b) territorial integrity;

(c) peaceful settlement of disputes;

(d) stability and certainty of international boundaries;
(e) respect for existing treaty rights;

(f) equitable maritime delimitation in accordance with
international law;

(g) good faith;
(h) protection of the marine and natural environment;

(i) respect for the legitimate interests of border
communities, Indigenous peoples, navigation, fisheries,
and scientific research; and

(j) the maintenance of international peace and friendly
relations.

Article 32
Provisional Arrangements

1. Pending the final settlement of any unresolved
boundary or maritime delimitation question,
the Parties shall make every effort to conclude
provisional arrangements of a practical nature.

2. Such arrangements may include:

(a) joint fisheries management;

(b) coordinated environmental protection;
(c) scientific cooperation;

(d) hydrographic and geodetic surveys;

(e) coordinated search and rescue;

(f) management of offshore resources;
(g) temporary licensing arrangements; and
(h) coordinated law-enforcement activities.

3. Any provisional arrangement concluded pursuant to
this Article shall be without prejudice to the legal
position of either Party.

Article 33
Peaceful Settlement

1. The Parties shall seek to resolve outstanding
boundary questions through direct negotiations.

2.  Where negotiations fail to produce agreement within
a reasonable period, the Parties may jointly submit
the matter to:

(a) mediation;

(b) conciliation;

(c) arbitration;

(d) the International Court of Justice;
(e) an ad hoc boundary commission;

(f) another dispute-settlement mechanism agreed by the
Parties.

3. The choice of procedure shall require the mutual
consent of both Parties.

Article 34
Standstill and Non-Prejudice

1. Pending the final resolution of any outstanding
dispute, neither Party shall undertake activities
intended to alter materially the legal or factual status
of the disputed area.

2. Activities undertaken for reasons
environmental protection, scientific
navigation, fisheries management,
rescue, or humanitarian purposes shall not, by
themselves, constitute evidence of sovereignty or
sovereign rights.

of safety,
research,
search and

3. Nothing in this Treaty, nor any conduct undertaken
pursuant to it, shall constitute recognition,
acquiescence, prescription, estoppel, or waiver
concerning any claim to sovereignty, sovereign
rights, or maritime jurisdiction.PART IX

Final Provisions
Article 28

Relationship to Existing Agreements
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This Treaty shall not terminate existing bilateral treaties
unless expressly provided.

Existing agreements shall be interpreted consistently
with this Treaty wherever possible.

Article 30
Implementation

Each Party shall adopt such legislative or administrative
measures as may be necessary to give effect to this
Treaty.

Article 31
Transparency

The Secretariat shall publish annual reports on the
implementation of this Treaty.

Article 32
Amendment

This Treaty may be amended by written agreement of
the Parties following completion of their respective
constitutional procedures.

Article 33
Periodic Review

The Parties shall undertake a comprehensive review of
the operation of this Treaty every ten years.

Article 34
Withdrawal

Either Party may withdraw from this Treaty by providing
twelve months’ written notice through diplomatic
channels.

Withdrawal shall not affect rights or obligations accrued
prior to the date upon which withdrawal becomes
effective.

Article 35
Entry into Force

This Treaty shall enter into force on the first day of
the month following the exchange of instruments of
ratification.

Commentary

This draft is modeled on the structure of foundational
international agreements such as the Treaty on European
Union, the Australia—New Zealand Closer Economic
Relations framework, and major bilateral friendship
treaties, while remaining faithful to the constitutional
realities of the United States and Canada. It deliberately
avoids creating a supranational authority or legislative
competence. Instead, it functions as a constitutional

framework treaty: it consolidates principles, institutions,
and procedures that already underpin one of the world’s
closest bilateral relationships, while leaving detailed
sectoral obligations to existing or future implementing
agreements. The result is a coherent legal architecture
that enhances predictability, institutional continuity,
and strategic cooperation without altering the sovereign
equality or constitutional independence of either state.
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