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The primary objective of the following paper is to offer a comparative analysis of the practices of regionalization and territorial autonomy in Canada, especially Newfoundland and Labrador, in order to generate new critical insights to inform the “Moroccan Initiative” debate.
  Discussion of decentralization and regionalization, and impacts on future patterns of development, whether economic, socio-cultural, or environmental have attracted much attention not only in Morocco and the Sahara region, but also in the United Kingdom, Canada, Belgium, Spain, and other jurisdictions.  
Managing and addressing challenges of territorial pluralism in diverse societies in an era of Brexit, and Trump populism has not been easy.  Nor has satisfying, addressing challenges of diversity but in a way that does not compromise democracy, good governance, social justice, peace, stability, or standards of good policy practice.  In an era of New Public Management and weakening continental structures and processes, there is much pressure for decentralization, regionalization and accelerating diverse territorial forms of power sharing.  These border defensive challenges compete with issues of state sovereignty, nation building, and unity.  Any discussion on the merits of a regional vision for transformation requires clear understanding of contextual conditions, challenges connected with contesting embedded regimes (ideas, institutions, interests relied upon to define and resolve issues) and how difficult it has been to replace or reform these based on some new regional system of governance.  
Informed discussions covering regionalization and new forms of territorial autonomy requires an understanding of where power lies, the ultimate impact of ideas, institutions, and patterns of interest mobilization, both domestically and internationally, and how these shape how problems are defined and resolved in the end.  We also need to focus on previous patterns of decision-making and recognise, that despite the popularity of the territorial autonomy notion of renewing governance and transformation, there has been a history of failed regionalization projects.
 Much of this may be connected to the difficulty of balancing competing sources of power that are constantly changing and influx.  In spite of concerted efforts to stabilize territorial-pluralist forces in more predictable ways, for example, through the establishment of new experiments in territorial pluralism, such as the European Union, Canadian federal union, or the Moroccan Initiative for Autonomy; there is no single model of territorial pluralism and set of “best practices” to draw upon.  From an institutional perspective, there are rich and diverse range of models and frameworks available to choose from.  Despite this, Canada offers critical insights on the benefits of a federal form of territorial autonomy.  It is an approach that offers strong institutional support for territorial autonomy.  
Whether in the United Kingdom, Canada, or other jurisdictions, finding ways to stabilize relations through new territorial autonomy initiatives (especially when there are various regionalization experiments occurring at the same time) has created a number of challenges.  Sorting out the connections and interconnections between internal and cross-border regional experiments has been problematic.  For example, the current internal struggles over Brexit and the question of future integration patterns in Europe have had a profound impact on the larger Scottish regional question.  This Scottish regional struggle will ultimately shape future continental debates and accommodations within the UK.  In Canada, also, it has been difficult to manage interdependencies through both cross-border and internal systems of regional governance in various policy fields at the same time.  Despite various attempts, it has been a challenge creating systems capable of separating domestic policy issues from continental or international ones.  
As recognized by Donald Smiley, Canadian federalism operates on three axes and pivots that are constantly changing and interactive.  According to Smiley, 
“there are three particular and continuing problems of Canadian nationhood, each with a jurisdictional-territorial dimension: (a) the relationship between Canada and the United States; (b) the relation between the English and French Communities of Canada; (c) the relations between the central heartland of Ontario and Quebec and those Canadian regions to the east and west of this heartland.”

Equity and efficiency policy trade-offs in Canada have been problematic, in part, due to the fact that there is no real national economy to motivate a common economic interest.
  An irony in the process of regionalization is that continental cross-subnational trade connections have reinforced efforts to centralize planning at the provincial level.  Since provinces trade more with American states than other Canadian provinces, this has added much to battles between country and province-building north of the 49th parallel.  In such a context, it makes sense to erect energy walls and find other ways to defend the building of association ties in a north-south as opposed to an east-west direction.  
Governance is a system of rules, norms, processes, and structures by which relations among two or more entities are managed.  To understand these interactions and ways to improve outcomes, we need to comprehend and recognize embedded historical formal and informal networks that continue to shape the interface of state and society, and where power lies.  These forces, which compete for power and influence, must be sketched out.  
Conceptual and Normative Dimensions of the Regional Integration Question
Academic debates in public policy are very much focused on the explanatory powers of central ideas, institutions, and interests involved, and how these influence the way domestic and international problems are acted upon.  Scholars have employed a mix of empirical and normative-prescriptive approaches, while paying attention to specific contexts, cultures, institutional, policy traditions, that shape and influence outcomes.  However, the literature is highly specialized and standard models tend to focus on domestic or international governance issues separately.  
The literature on state-society relations and public policy offers a number of different frameworks to assess the regional integration question.  The paper will be informed by both the historical-institutional, and path dependency frameworks that pay close attention to inherited paths, governance structures, processes, sources of power that shape behaviour, ideas, institutional strategies, as well as public expectations, knowledge construction, patterns of identity, and interest mobilization.
 
Understanding the variables and conditions that influence reform decisions, including integrating and finding ways to build new knowledge resources and networks across embedded systems or regimes, has received much attention in past policy debates.  Kingdon, for example, discussed the opening of windows, the impact of policy failure, and crisis when it came to agenda setting (problem definition).  His framework offers critical insights on the structural and institutional conditions that reinforce new forces of integration.
  Accordingly, when problem, policy, and political streams become coupled, new windows of opportunities open up and this improves the prospects for defining and resolving interdependent problems across these systems or streams.  
Such windows or streams are not automatic and the historical-institutional path-dependency frameworks provide a critical lens for understanding the logic of decision-making systems, the interfacing between institutional and structural forces, patterns of state-society relations within inherited structures or processes that create a logic of their own.
  We will explore these contexts, drawing upon historical institutionalism, and path dependency to flesh out the conditions that shape decisions.  The objective will be to trace the timing and impact of the opening of different windows, the forces that shaped these, and how these became institutionalized and embedded in future patterns of action, integration, or lack thereof.  Once embedded; unless or until there is a crisis or policy failure making it possible to realign problem, policy and political streams; these are difficult to reverse.  
In Morocco, the project of “advanced regionalization” was launched in 2011. It aims to endow Morocco with advanced regionalization, of democratic essence, and dedicated to integrated economic, social, cultural and environmental development. This project constitutes the prelude to a profound reform of the structures of the State, through the resolute and gradual conduct of consequent decentralization and processes, of advanced democratization, of accelerating development, of social, political and good governance. Thus, the democratic management of the region's affairs will be reinforced by proposals to consolidate representative democracy, support gender equality, and broaden citizen participation and partnership relations with the non-profit sector and the private sector. It also aims to strengthen, in an open and progressive manner, the decision-making and executive powers of elected councils. In this regards, the first regional elections were organized in September 2015, including in the Sahara region, with a high turnout rate. This is a concrete implementation of the shared decision-making and devolution of power promised in the 2011 Constitution.
 

Integration Challenges in Context 
Restructuring, regional or otherwise, involves institutional changes or refers to larger-scale transformations in the economy or society.  However, these are not autonomic even when conditions change.  Power involves producing intended effects and getting others to accept a particular definition of the problem.  It is also connected to the capacity to bring about action.  Institutions influence power since they shape dominant ideas, including knowledge, but also the prospects for knowledge networks and associated patterns of social mobilization.  Such alignments bring about another source of power: legitimacy.  Social movements or wars, on the other hand, are often seen as the product of institutional deficiencies and policy failure.  Visions seeking change are not inevitable despite changing domestic or international conditions.  Rather, they are the product of discourse, knowledge construction, and brokering.  These are advanced through a variety of domestic and international venues.  
In the Sahara Region, Morocco’s pursuit of its manifest destiny, “’retrocession’ or the return of territories piece by piece to Moroccan sovereignty’”
 clashed with those forces seeking independence which has created a conflict that affected generations.  These kinds of battles over territoriality are not unique to Morocco and the Sahara region.  In fact, they are very common around the globe. 
Seen this way and as described by the UN Security Council, the Moroccan Initiative of Autonomy is a serious and credible attempt to strike a new compromise over a conflict that has been long lasting and destructive.  Past failures and attempts to resolve this territorial dispute has undermined the UN and its reputation to manage war, nationalism, and conflict.  This territorial battle has also critically affected patterns of development across the continent for generations.  It is time for reflection and debate on an issue that matters a great deal.  To help with this objective, much can be gained by adopting a comparative perspective.  It is my hope that the Canadian regional autonomy case study can assist in generating new critical insights and a better understanding of territorial pluralism, both its strengths and weaknesses. 
Challenges of Regional Integration in Canada 
Canada is one of the most decentralized and competitive federal systems in the world.  Operating with a highly competitive interstate federal system where province-building has become the norm, there has been a long tradition of defending borders against other territorial-jurisdictional actors and outside forces, whether modernization in the past, or more recently in the case of globalization.  Canada is a country that enjoys a high standard of living and good reputation when it comes to human rights, but the country continues to struggle with a competitive brand of regionalism that persists despite efforts to constrain it in various ways. 
Canada is a place where national unity has been a political grail for generations, and there is much territorial-jurisdiction competition preventing common approaches to defining and resolving problems.  Rather, there have been clear limitations and commitment to reinforcing common socio-economic structures across provinces, finding ways to improve cross-border relations and reduce provincial competition over objectives, interests, and institutions.  
Opening windows and finding ways to bring different interests together to define and resolve interdependent issues has not been easy.  Constitutional battles consumed much attention for decades, and if anything, it hardened relations across provincial administrations that spend much time and energy keeping borders safe and windows closed to outside intruders.  
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 failures at achieving constitutional reform in the 1990s, effecting fundamental change within a competitive, bilateral federal-provincial structure has proven very difficult indeed.  It is important to recognise that the country nearly came to an end as a result of a very close referendum vote in Quebec. 
As a result, constitutional discussions have fallen off the radar screen and there has been a concerted effort to avoid open public discussions on critical reform issues. Even incremental changes have brought political challenges for the Canadian federal system.  Typically, Canadian federalism relies upon a system of elite competition organized on a bilateral as opposed to multilateral basis.  It is a Brexit model of border maintenance and negotiation for the most part and none of this bodes well for policy governance or national unity. 
Self-Determination, Conflicts, and Territorial Autonomy 
One of the great mysteries in Canada for generations has been the persistence of competitive federalism over time — despite various Pan-Canadian initiatives, including the welfare state, a popular Medicare system, as well as the rise of Charter rights designed to unite citizens.
  It is a model for territorial competition and power sharing that is often compared to international systems.
  Provincial state capacity, autonomy, ownership of energy-natural resources, north-south continental trade, executive domination of most areas of public policy has added much to traditions of state-building, border defence, and silo-based approaches to problem definition and resolution in Canada.  In such a context, working across systems on a regional basis has proven very difficult.  Nevertheless, regionalization experiments within provincial borders have also posed challenges given the power and influence of the provincial state and the capacity of executive branch to dominant most areas of decision-making. 
Canada is by design a competitive inter-state federal system and intra-state features are weaker than in most other federations.
  Without an elected Senate at the federal level, or German style expert-focused second chamber, nation-centred approaches to problem definition and resolution have been compromised by legitimacy challenges.  This has nurtured competitive inter-state, province-centred approaches to decision-making.  Operating in a system that combines federalism with a cabinet-parliamentary system, situated within a confederal, as opposed to an integrated party system,
 the tendency has been to work in executive isolation or through intergovernmental forums that operate between governments, outside the public view, rather than in intra-state structures such as a Senate or German style upper chamber staffed by regional experts.  
Provincial autonomy was originally not a big priority and there were limited powers assigned to this branch of government.  As time passed, however, conditions changed and provinces gained more influence and power in the context of a “living constitution”
 that took on a life of its own.  Even though the intent of the original British North American Act was to limit the autonomy of the provinces, this centralized federal vision lost momentum early on.  
A number of factors shaped these changes: the growth of provincial governments; natural resources they controlled; court challenges that changed constitutional interpretations; building of provincial bureaucracies; growth of north-south, rather than east-west patterns of development; decline of national policies, and other trends. As a result, the provinces gradually became more and more powerful and autonomous entities.  In an era of increasing sub-national autonomy and declining nations, the provinces even became major actors on the international scene.  They did so by setting up trade offices in both the United States as well as Europe.  
For decades, provinces have been competing for market access both on the continent, and around the world.  This was not the original intent of the constitution, quite the contrary; the system of territorial pluralism that has emerged has been the product of incremental change.  Change by design is never easy.  
Canada’s system of provincial autonomy, independence fuelled (reinforced) by ownership control over natural-energy resources and significant spending power (including unconditional equalization payments for have-not provinces) have all together provided an unusual model of federalism and territorial-pluralism.   In a number of ways, the Canadian model offers a unique counter-perspective for a more nation focused, functional, integrationist approaches to decision-making and community building.  It is a model that is more fluid, accommodationist.  
The territorial component of state building, that has become a salient issue for Brexit and President Trump’s America-first vision, has existed in Canada for decades, even though that was not the original intent of the architects.  In fact, initially, Canada was launched as a very weak, even quasi-federal system.
  Seen this way, from a historical-institutional perspective, early on in Canadian history provincial governments and especially the executive branch found ways to build new pathways.  These proved critical for expanding provincial state capacity and autonomy.  
Along the way, the combination of a cabinet-parliamentary system, tradition of strong executive leadership, first-past-the-post system of election, divided and ambiguous jurisdictions, inadequate representation at the centre, a confederal party system and administrative form of provincial entrepreneurialism were pivotal elements in the struggle to transform socio-economic conditions, strengthen provincial identities, seize control over development patterns, but also defend borders against outside territorial influences.  Premiers learned quickly that the preservation and control over territory and provincial identities required that power and capacity be exploited at the executive level.   
Strategies for building enduring territorial alliances (which may not have made sense from a strict policy perspective) were nevertheless politically logical in the carefully crafted territorial-jurisdictional game that gradually emerged in Canada.  By design, aligning problems, policy, and political streams together across competitive systems of territorial autonomy became more and more difficult.  Public policy involves a choice and knowledge/implementation gaps are often deliberate.  
The combination of strong statist traditions in Canada and executive dominance at the provincial level is not only the product of a complex, interdependent system but also a system with a number of built in territorial-jurisdictional conflicts and disagreements.  There is little doubt that Canadian federalism has become more complicated and competitive over time.  
It is a time when cross-border relations are becoming more and more challenging and less popular.  We are operating in an era when the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) as well as efforts to strengthen Europe through common structures and processes have lost much momentum and popularity with voters.  In Canada also, there have been challenges agreeing on the best way to pool sovereignties and protect regional autonomies across provinces through formal structures and processes.  Traditions of Pan-Canadianism have lost momentum.  
Canadians are living in an era when defenders of provincial state autonomy and capacity have gained popularity by pushing an aggressive style of territorial politics.   Sable rattling frequently trumps evidence-informed decision-making.  While there have been efforts to change such practices through political accords and other means, progress has been slow and incremental at best.  From where they sit, at least, there has been little incentive on the part of the premiers themselves to give up power and pool sovereignty.  Rather, defending borders has proven very fashionable in an era of populism, fake news, and relative evidence.  But this has not always led to effective policy decision-making. 
For the most part, in recent times, a more competitive bilateral intergovernmental model has replaced multilateral and Pan-Canadian approaches.  All of this has naturally compromised citizen engagement and added much to the democratic deficient problem.  The fact political accords negotiated in intergovernmental forums have in many cases replaced legal agreements has clearly undermined the “rule of law” and parliamentary oversight.
  These kinds of challenges associated with the Canadian system of territorial autonomy require much more reflection and analysis.  
In Canada, the idea of provincial autonomy, territorial-jurisdictional domination, control over agenda setting, implementation, and financing of policy programmes has attracted much attention in the past.  In particular, understanding the relationship between so called “inevitable” powerful economic forces such as modernization and the role of aggressive provincial government responses designed to maintain control over territories within their borders, has receive much attention. 
Exercising control over territory while preserving autonomy is crucial for any political elite that wishes to establish a critical balance, sustain locally integrated economies, and increase political and economic autonomy through a region. An understanding of the relationship between the territorial imperative, economic development outcomes, and defensive expansionism offers an interesting case-study for those searching for solutions for the current impasse over how best to address governance challenges in the Sahara region.  
The Moroccan Initiative for Autonomy is described in paragraph 3 of the Autonomy proposal as “part of the endeavours made to build a modern, democratic society, based on the rule of law, collective and individual freedoms, and economic and social development”. As such, it is hoped to bring “a better future for the region’s populations, put an end to separation and exile, and promote reconciliation”.  The proposal aims at providing the Sahara populations with powers to “run their affairs democratically, through legislative, executive and judicial bodies enjoying exclusive powers”. The population of the region will also “have the financial resources needed for the region’s development in all fields, and will take an active part in the nation’s economic, social and cultural life”.
 Furthermore, the autonomy proposal by Morocco stipulates in its paragraph 27 that the “region’s autonomy statute shall be the subject of negotiations and shall be submitted to the populations concerned in a free referendum”, which will “constitute a free exercise, by these populations, of their right to self-determination, as per the provisions of international legality, the Charter of the United Nations and the resolutions of the General Assembly and the Security Council”. Therefore, the Moroccan Initiative for Autonomy fulfils the requirement for self-determination which can be exercised through any political status freely determined by a people (UN General Assembly resolution 2526).
Function Versus Territory: History of Conflict 
A critical issue with the persistence of territorial based political cleavages and executive dominated decision-making in Canadian federalism has been the effectiveness and legitimacy of such an approach.  Does framing issues according to what provinces want effectively put off or sidestep more functional needs of citizens?  Threaten national unity? Does too much provincial state autonomy, capacity and isolation from the general citizenry naturally reinforce a territorial-jurisdiction approach to decision-making that is divisive and political, as opposed to policy informed?  On the other hand, does a more integrationist, policy informed approach undermine diversity and a more accommodationist strategy?    
Viewed from a historical perspective, Canada’s national policies were designed to discriminate, and impose second-class constitutional status on certain provinces.  Such abuse of power (including knowledge construction) naturally undermined future faith in more nation, functional approaches to defining and resolving problems.
  Subsequently, there has also been a persistent history of conflicts over boundaries, and political solutions that have often trumped efforts to address problems based on evidence, needs of citizens, or the planet.  
In Canadian federalism, it has always been difficult regaining trust critical to the building of critical policy pathways and knowledge networks across insular, competitive executive dominated territorial systems.  Yet when it comes to issues like the welfare state, health care reform, the environment or economic regional development, there has been a tendency to focus more on territorial-jurisdictional issues rather than finding ways to work together, collaborate, and reverse citizen inequalities based on income, need, or improving outcomes.
 Elite accommodation, consociational patterns of decision-making, are far removed from public spaces, producing predictable outcomes.  
It has become very evident throughout Canadian history that sorting out interdependent policy problems (and then resolving them together) has proven very difficult for political decision-makers operating in competitive, co-equal structures, where citizens are treated more as spectators (even resources to be mobilized) as opposed to effectively engaged.  Whenever political elites play for different audiences and compete for power, this does not bode well for evidence-informed decision-making or social learning.   As evident from the ongoing history of struggle over European unity, border conflicts create difficulties in working together on interdependent policy issues that produce shared perspectives. 
The case of the Sahara region is quite different. In the beginning of the 19th century, Morocco was divided among the colonial powers: the Northern part and the Sahara region were under Spanish rule, the French took the entire central region, while Tangier had an international status and was ruled by six colonial powers. Therefore, Morocco recovered its independence through phases: first the central region from the French in 1956, then the Northern part from Spain in the same year, followed two years later by the repealing of the international status of Tangier and the Province of Tarfaya in the North of the Sahara region from Spain, and in 1969 the region of Sidi Ifni from Spain, also in the North of the Sahara region. Finally in 1975, the Madrid agreement was signed between Spain, Morocco and Mauritania, and later endorsed by the General Assembly of the United Nations, by which Morocco recovered the rest of the territory of the Sahara region. It is therefore clear that Morocco’s claims over its Sahara region are an issue of completion of territorial integrity.
Border Disputes
Within Canada, there are several boundary disputes: the ongoing Labrador Boundary controversy between Newfoundland and Quebec;
 British Columbia’s history of infrastructural development designed to defend the border; 
or various other provincial state campaigns focused on erecting north-south energy corridors; examples of past provincial border defence initiatives which generated not only big price tags for citizens, but also economic inefficiencies.  In Canada, health and energy policy have often been more about entitlement than coming up with the best way to define and resolve problems for citizens.   
A good example of this is the Labrador boundary dispute that goes back as far as 1927.  This territorial dispute has never been effectively resolved, nor has Quebec ever accepted the British Court decision that (at the time) favoured Newfoundland.  As a result, in contemporary Quebec, Labrador is considered part of its larger territory domain.  
For generations, such zero-sum conflict fought between these two provinces over power contracts has focused more on territorial-jurisdictional needs of the competing provincial states than the energy needs of citizens.  All of this has severely compromised energy governance between the two provinces and the country for generations.  Viewed this way, a major factor which has contributed significantly to the ever-increasing role of provincial state autonomy and capacity in Canadian federalism lies within the political system itself and is connected to inherited boundary disputes and associated institutional pathways.  
Back in the 1960s, Quebec refused to allow Newfoundland the right to transport its hydropower over its territory, a situation and opportunity that was fully exploited by the Quebec government to win back concessions over what was considered at the time its lost territory. At the time, Ottawa refused to intervene for political reasons, even though it had the power to do so and had reacted differently in similar disputes in other provinces.  Ignoring that fact, the Pearson government decided it did not want to stir up a hornet’s nest at a time of the Quiet Revolution in Quebec and much federal instability.   The provinces were forced to sort this out themselves. 
In light of that fact, and Ottawa’s refusal to follow through, the Newfoundland government had little option but to enter a long-term contract that brought huge profits to Quebec at the expense of Newfoundland and Labrador (NL).  That contract remains in play until 2041 and has proven to be very unpopular in NL for obvious reasons.
  
Not surprisingly, this did little for national unity or calls for effective, evidence-informed policy decision-making across the country thereafter, particularly in the energy sector.  In Quebec, NL, and other provinces, energy resources became pivotal political instruments for the defence of borders and communities in a new chess game.  Predictably, much time and effort has gone into finding ways to keep windows tight and defend borders, and prevent future give-aways.  
On a number of fronts, the recent case study in Newfoundland and Labrador sheds much critical light on the dangers of granting too much autonomy and capacity to the defenders of territorial autonomy.  The Muskrat Falls hydro project is now considered a “boondoggle” by most people in the province, including Stan Marshal, who took over as the CEO for the public energy crown agency responsible for building the infrastructure.
  
From the start, the project was designed more for the purposes of defending the border against Quebec and mobilizing NL nationalist support for a popular populist premier, than a means to solving energy problems and resolving them in the public interest.  It was always a risky economic project.  Despite all of this, the energy idea proceeded because territorial autonomy considerations remained front and centre.   In the end, the various premiers who boosted the questionable energy visions got their way by restricting citizen engagement, contestation, and knowledge construction.  
Because of these very limited public space opportunities to identify and address clear knowledge gaps, the questionable Muskrat Falls hydro project was pushed onward by the executive branch.  Despite much outside criticism, there was no way to prevent or avoid a policy failure and subsequent political crisis. 
There is little question that this reckless territorial pattern of decision-making, designed to control public information and evidence, that precipitated a major fiscal crisis, an infrastructural project several billion dollars over budget with citizens on the hook was a bad idea.
  Territorial autonomy may bring benefits but it also brings economic risks.  Canadian regionalism and traditions of federalism bring clear advantages, but also challenges.  
In the case of the Sahara region, multiple layers are provided to ensure the sustainability of the autonomy and resolve any disputes that might arise. The first one regards the Moroccan Constitution, which “shall be amended and the autonomy Statute incorporated into it, in order to guarantee its sustainability and reflect its special place in the country’s national juridical architecture” (paragraph 29 of the Autonomy proposal). The second one is at the level of the region through the creation of the highest jurisdiction of the Sahara Autonomous Region that is the High Regional Court, which shall give final decisions regarding the interpretation of the Region’s legislation, without prejudice to the powers of the Kingdom’s Supreme Court or Constitutional Council (Autonomy proposal paragraph 23). Furthermore, the Initiative outlines the different powers exercised by the autonomous region as stipulated in its article 12 mainly over, among others, the Region's local administration, local police force and jurisdictions.
Regional Balance is not Inevitable 
From this perspective, Morocco can learn a great deal from Canadian historical experiences when it comes to political solutions designed to reinforce new forms of regional autonomy, whether within state or provincial borders.  In these battles that revolve around questions about how best to balance regional autonomy, there have been critical challenges associated with the ongoing capacity and autonomy of inherited structures and processes that were not designed for building regional ideas, or communities of interest.  Knowing how to go from “here” to “there” has been difficult for those who have inherited these deeply embedded institutions and pathways.  As we know with other battles over integration in Europe, North America, or Africa, these are not easily resolved, even when circumstances change.
Pooling sovereignty, how to address interdependent issues, reinforce regional knowledge networks across borders has been a tricky political issue whether in Canada, Europe, or North America.  How or whether to give up state authority over decision-making has been a constant political struggle in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador, as well as other provinces throughout the Atlantic region.
 
Part of this challenge can be traced to external pressure coming from Ottawa and public policy experts.  They have been constantly pressuring premiers to sacrifice territorial-jurisdictional powers based on the confidence that outcomes will be better.  At the same time, trade agreements and globalization are the result of concerted international pressure to reduce the role of boundaries, efforts to defend and promote local sovereignty.  Striking the right balance has not been easy as evidenced by the recent mobilization of populist movements and leadership around the world.  Such trends have also appeared in Canada. 
In such a context, giving up power has not been automatic despite much pressure to do so.  Without a crisis or policy failure big enough to force the giving up of power, premiers have dug in and done what they could to be pragmatic and preserve the status quo — the only game they understand.  Whether confronted by boosters of modernization or more recently, globalization forces, premiers and other actors within the provincial state have been inherently reluctant to give up power and weaken their influence, unless under their own terms.  
Different Types of Regional Experiments Pose Common Challenges for the Executive Branch
In the case of both internal experiments designed to enhance the autonomy of regional communities within provinces or efforts at building more autonomous cross-border regional structures and processes, new forms of regional experimentation have been marginal at best.  Power lies in different locations, which makes it hard to manage reform initiatives along complicated pathways without a common compass or mental map.  All of this naturally makes regional restructuring a huge challenge.  Negotiating systems of autonomy and then putting transformative ideas into action depends very much on how interests and knowledge networks are organized or not.  It also depends on the power of the existing regime and the motivation of territorial actors. 
Cross-border regionalism has always been a difficult sell.  Negotiating new forms of association for Atlantic Canada, Eastern Canada, American North-East region through forums such as the New England Governors-Eastern Premiers Conferences, have gone through various stages.  On the other hand, consistently these regional intergovernmental experiments have always remained weak, lacking resources and institutional support.
 Despite much outside pressure and realties of interdependence these experiments in pooling sovereignty have occurred in political forums that have been very much determined and controlled by the premiers and governors themselves.  In such a setting, ideas as coalition magnets have been severely restricted but so have opportunities for building knowledge resources, networks essential to regional transformation.  Such power of inaction or preventing new forms of action has very much depended on the autonomy, capacity of premiers and governors who call the shots and play for different audiences. 
Consistently over time, the power of regional ideas, new discourses on re-balancing power and autonomy based on new circumstances have been compromised, restricted by the lack of vehicles, resources, to sustain and build collective action.  In practice, by design, those in charge remain powerful because they control the way issues are presented, how knowledge networks are mobilized, or not.  Whether we are talking about the European Union or cross-border struggles in Eastern Canada, the Northeast United States, these kinds of territorial-jurisdictional struggles are the product of inherited struggles to maintain local power and autonomy.   
Internal Struggles over Regionalization
Within provinces, including Newfoundland and Labrador, there have also been struggles connected with creating new forms of association in various policy field experiments at the regional community level.  In an era of New Public Management, there has been much effort focused on creating new regional communities, health regions, economic zones, municipal regional structures, regional approaches to education policy planning and the like.  Yet, despite much optimism by boosters about the “inevitability” and policy logic of such new approaches, the historical record of regional transformation proves otherwise.
  Bringing about new forms of regional association has been easier said than done.  
Managing change through regionalization has not been automatic and problems of effecting transformation are greatly influenced by the power of inherited regimes and the persistent influence of pre-existing ideas, institutions and interests that focus attention and behaviour.  Negotiations and the implementation of new forms of association and autonomy between provincial governments and regional communities have always proven difficult.  
The imposition of any new vision or framework is never automatic, especially in societies that are internally divided. Newfoundland and Labrador has always struggled with a dual economy, urban-rural divisions, and a historical pattern of manipulation by economic and political elites going back to the days of the trucking system.  Such a history has complicated battles over integration whether outside or within.  For example, the idea of joining Canada was sold to rural communities as a way of breaking the power of St. John merchants, a cashless trucking, credit system that exploited outlying fishing communities.  Such a historical context, memories of exploitation worked against the drive for integration, both internally as well as externally. 
Newfoundland and Labrador joined Canada in 1949.  Newfoundland was previously an independent political system.  However, that regime did not last.  In the end, riots, frustration with the trucking system; debt associated with ineffective decision-making saw the abandonment of democracy in the early 1930s and then the rise of a Commission government.  Even though a controversial referendum resulted in much rural-urban division, in the end, Canada had a new province to celebrate in the post-war era.  But these old memories worked against any integration campaigns pushed by experts.  
For example, in the 1990s, a time of the collapse of the cod fishery, a fiscal, even national unity crisis, regionalization campaigns emerged on many policy fronts.  But these did not prove “inevitable.”  These experiments in regional governance and quest to develop new patterns of association in education, municipal relations, economic development and health emerged but on a very limited scale.  Today, education regionalization no longer exists, nor do regional economic development boards.  Municipal regionalization as an idea survived, but has not advanced to any great extent, limited to services like garbage management, and emergency planning, 
Health regions went the furthest along the regional association continuum, but these management systems do not apply to doctors or drug companies which make up a bulk of the overall health care system.  Hence, health regions, which have been abandoned other Canadian provinces such as Nova Scotia and Alberta, are surviving in the NL context, but are limited in power and scope.  
For the Sahara, a New Development Model for the development specific to the region, launched in 2015, constitutes a contribution to the implementation of the advanced regionalization process. This new model, with a budget of USD 8 billion, calls for a vision and mechanisms that are more participatory and inclusive. It will create 120,000 job opportunities through 200 projects and is based on a more responsible form of governance. It will help lay the basis for an integrated policy promoting the Sahara region as an economic hub. At the heart of this model are respect for and promotion of basic human rights in the broadest sense including economic, social, cultural and environmental rights. It will operate through the development of guidelines for an integrated, sustainable development project based on the actual participation of citizens in the management of their own local affairs.
 Moreover, the Autonomy proposal for the Sahara region provides for the creation of an Economic and Social Council specific to the region, which shall comprise representatives from economic, social, professional and community groups, as well as highly qualified figures (paragraph 26).
Conclusion:  Comparative Questions for the Seminar on Regionalization 
Does the status of regional autonomy result from a general government policy or from specific negotiations?
Canada is a federation and hence provides a strong guarantee of regional power and capacity through a written constitution.  These powers have advanced over time and Canada is well known for being one of the most competitive federal systems in the world.  Equalization has guaranteed that each province has the capacity and resources essential for meeting policy responsibilities and these come in the form of unconditional grants.  Equalization has reinforced both co-equal status across and a highly competitive political game.  It is an inter-state federal system well known for flexibility but also bilateral compromises, back-room deals, orchestrated by the executive branch. 
Provinces did not all join the Canadian federation at the same time.  Newfoundland and Labrador, for instance, did not become a province until 1949.  Despite this, each province enjoys clearly defined constitutional powers and responsibilities.  
On the other hand, negotiations have played a role at times.  Terms of union have not been identical.  Newfoundland and Labrador did not have a public school system until the 1990s. There were special provisions in the 1949 agreement that ensured these rights were not compromised or threatened.   
Despite much flexibility, the meaning of “Terms of Union” itself became the centre of a major political spat between Premier Joey Smallwood and the federal government.
  Much of the controversy was the result of different political opinions on what was due in terms of compensation.  
The controversial Supreme Court decision regarding the federal government’s ownership of the offshore (launched by then Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau) also generated much political fighting, but these constitutional rules were eventually sidestepped by an intergovernmental agreement known as the “Atlantic Accord.”
 The accord was launched under the leadership of Brian Mulroney, who was elected in Ottawa in 1984.  He had a more province-centred approach to Canadian federalism than did his predecessor, PM Pierre Trudeau. 
In Western Canada, there is much historical animosity surrounding the fact these provinces were treated differently when it came to natural resource ownership, control and various policy powers.
  Even though this second-class constitutional status was reversed in the 1930s, none of this has helped community building on a national scale. It also offers critical insights for understanding the decline of national policies, as well as historical traditions of western alienation.  
On another front, as a result of negotiations, Quebec has been able to build a unique legal system of civil rights, and its own pension plan.
  These illustrate a couple of positive examples of respect shown in the federation for diversity and asymmetry.  At the same time, the Quebec Pension plan was devised to provide resources to pay for hydro development.  Other provinces responded in kind by building their own energy corridors.  
On top of these fundamental rights, there is a tradition in Canada of working around the constitution, making adjustments through political accords or symbolic gestures.  Such adjustments are normally negotiated on a bilateral basis, behind closed doors, but they can also be multilateral and very public.  These may take the form of legal agreements or political agreements, which are not contestable in the courts.
  
As a result, whether pertaining to the environment, health services, labour agreements, management of the offshore (Atlantic Accord), internal trade, or offering federal credit support for Muskrat Falls Hydro project in NL, these accords have provided much flexibility across provincial systems.  Consequently, they have also added much to the power of the executive branch and formal rules designed to keep power in check.  Efforts to undermine the rule of law have proven to be politically controversial.  All of this has fed the democratic deficit problem.  
Within provinces, in various policy fields, there has also been much experimentation with regionalization.  These have resulted in the building of new regional structures and processes for health care, economic development, municipal, educational restructuring and transformation.  These have been controlled by the executive branch also and may involve general government policy regulations.  But regionalization at the sub-provincial level has been rather inconsistent, and regionalization experiments have come and gone sporadically.  
In the case of Sahara, the Moroccan initiative is a response to the call by the international community, contained in all UN Security Council’s resolutions since 2004 calling upon “the parties and States of the region to continue to cooperate fully with the United Nations to end the current impasse and to achieve progress towards a political solution”. In fact, through this initiative, as stated in paragraph 2 of the Autonomy proposal, Morocco aimed to “set a positive, constructive and dynamic process in motion, and pledged to submit an autonomy proposal for the Sahara, within the framework of the Kingdom’s sovereignty and national unity”. Morocco also aims through this initiative at guaranteeing “to all Sahrawis, inside as well as outside the territory, that they will hold a privileged position and play a leading role in the bodies and institutions of the region, without discrimination or exclusion” (paragraph 4 of the Autonomy proposal). Furthermore, the Moroccan initiative, which is made in an open spirit, aims to set the stage for dialogue and a negotiation process that would lead to a mutually acceptable political solution, as requested by the UN Security Council (paragraph 7 of the Autonomy proposal).

Are there different legal frameworks for regions with territorial autonomy as compared with other regional, less autonomous entities?
Within Canada, there are three levels of government, with the municipal level falling under the power of the provinces.  Much of the focus in Canada has been placed on strengthening the provincial level and bringing it up to co-equal status with the federal level.  These two levels of government share common institutional arrangements and have their own party systems also.  
The municipal level of government lacks constitutional power but remains a powerful actor within the larger federation nevertheless.  No doubt, the power of a premier is far superior to that of a mayor, as are the institutions that are designed to keep municipal structures and decision-making sub-ordinate.  Municipal forms of governance fall under the power of provinces, as do all experiments in regionalization.  Municipalities are responsible for carrying out a number of functions and there are various models of local government operating in the country.
  Municipalities have no special authority unless delegated by a provincial statute.  For the most part, there has been provincial opposition to direct federal government interference in municipal affairs.  
New patterns of provincial- municipal relations have been experimented with over time. But especially in the late 1960s, and 1970s, municipal restructuring received much attention at the sub-national level.  For example, in provinces like New Brunswick (Program of Equal Opportunity) much emphasis was placed on driving modernization and industrialization through the building of policy capacity, and centralizing general services.  However, in provinces such as Nova Scotia and Newfoundland and Labrador, municipal reformers faced more constraints and there was less action in way of reforms.

It is worth highlighting that within the province of Nova Scotia, the Cape Breton regional municipalities contemplated breaking out of the provincial orbit a few years ago and even launched a debate on the idea of creating their own separate province.
  But there were too many obstacles preventing such a plan being implemented, despite much activity.  Along the way, experts were hired to investigate the Cape Breton Governance option.  In addition, a conference was organized to discuss the report and push the idea onto the public agenda.  Despite much local interest in the topic, the idea eventually died. 
On another front, there are other territorial regions or units relevant to our discussion and these enjoy much influence, autonomy and power within the larger federal family. Canada has provinces but also territories.  
A big difference between territories and provinces involves constitutional status.  North West Territories, Nunavut, and Yukon are responsible for sub-national governance in areas that do not fall under provincial territorial control.  While they do not have the same co-equal constitutional status enjoyed by the provinces, territorial actors are appearing more and more at intergovernmental meetings, and are actively engaged in policy networks.  Territories do not receive their authority directly from the constitution (as provinces do) but rather have powers delegated to them by the Parliament of Canada.  A constitutional change in division of powers is necessary when it comes to federal-provincial powers, but the territories do not enjoy the same status.  From this perspective, these communities are not co-equal or sovereign in the way provinces are.  Territories do not have their own crown representatives (lieutenant governors) but instead have commissioners who represent the federal government.  Despite this, territorial capacity and autonomy of the territorial level of government has grown substantially in practice over time. 
Aboriginal Governments, in connection with Canadian Federalism, is a very complex issue that gained much momentum and interest during the 1970s.  Initially, the Trudeau administration thought it made sense to abandon special rights of First-Nation citizens and treat them the same as other Canadians.  But this mobilized the Aboriginal community and there has been an ongoing debate ever since on how the federal system should be reinvented and a new unity-diversity balance put into action.  As a result, a variety of options have been proposed for how these communities should work and operate within the federation.  
Efforts to accommodate Quebec have opened up doors for discussions on Aboriginal governance as well.  Redefining the meaning of the country, respecting, recognizing the status of Aboriginal nations within the Canadian federal system has been ongoing at both federal as well as provincial levels for decades.  Whether within provinces like British Columbia (that only recently recognised and acknowledged First-Nation rights) or ongoing experiments with Inuit approaches to problem definition, resolution in places like Nunavut, much is happening when it comes to the issue of Canadian Aboriginal governments and governance generally.
For example, recognising and constructing a separate jurisdiction and giving power to the Inuit language and culture became a reality with the launching of Nunavut.  The signing of a land claims agreement and the construction of the country’s first Aboriginal system of problem definition and resolution emerged with the creation of a new territorial government, Nunavut in 1999.  The “Inuit-oriented public government” that is staffed for the most part by Aboriginal public servants, has adopted the non-partisan, consensual system of problem definition, and resolution found in the Northwest Territories.
  It is a rather unique and diverse experiment in Aboriginal governance.   
From a normative perspective, there have been various approaches competing for influence.
  One approach that was recommended by the Royal Commission on Aboriginal peoples calls for the establishment of and recognition of Aboriginal governments as a third order of government.  It would result in the creation of full constitutional status and authority, division of powers and core responsibilities.  This would be accomplished through new agreements within the existing federation.  Others have proposed another pathway, consisting of a treaty-based arrangement, operating outside of the Canadian federal system.  If that were to happen, the Aboriginal nations would be sovereign, outside the reach of the Canadian constitution and such a system would operate and be anchored through bilateral system of confederal relations, comparable to the European Union.  Boosters of such a model suggest this was the original system negotiated between First-Nations and the British Crown and could be expanded to include another confederacy involving negotiations between Aboriginal communities and the Canadian federation.  Practical difficulties have impaired putting these ideas into practice.  
On a practical level, there is a changing relationship between First-Nation communities and Canadian Federalism, much of this has occurred through treaty negotiation.  These have been the instrument of choice for reworking community responsibilities and systems of power sharing, thus achieving a more decentralized approach to Aboriginal governance.  These are very much works in progress. 
Do the main differences between regions depending on their status relate to the extent of their competencies vis-à-vis those of the central State?
As a result of province-building, ownership over natural resources, equalization, and various federal transfers associated with the social welfare state, the provinces have acquired much bureaucratic capacity and competence.  It has been a remarkable achievement.  
As illustrated by Ken Rasmussen, 
“Canada is the most decentralized federation among the nine federations that are also members of the OECD.  Thus the fact that Canadian provinces and territories display striking similarities in how they deliver services to citizens, organize their human-resource functions, structure their relations between senior officials and politicians, rely on private sector managerial ideas, and accept New Public Management (NPM) reform agenda is a notable development.”

With similar constitutional structures and processes in play, it is not surprising there has been so much convergence when it comes to building competencies essential to good public management.  Despite different cultures, party systems, media, and so on, public services at the provincial level have much in common.  All of this has made it easier to decentralize decision-making.  That is the standard that guides other regional experiments as well. 
Are the competencies of autonomous regions based on the principle of subsidiarity?  Does a principle of solidarity exist between regions? 
Canada has more a tradition of province-building than a principle of subsidiarity.  Regionalization and social license for energy projects such as fracking, have proven to be popular notions, but in the end, the provincial state autonomy and capacity has always played a pivotal role in any efforts to experiment, whether at the continental, national, or community level.  Experiments in regionalization have appeared in various provinces and policy fields, but these have been rather sporadic and the tendency has been more about centralizing power on a regional basis, reducing costs, shutting down rural hospitals, schools, as opposed to facilitating an approach that is more community-based.  Much of this has been crafted as a strategy of avoiding blame as opposed to strengthening community power and engagement. 
Canada has always struggled with national unity and Pan-Canadianism has suffered a serious decline across regions.  Canadian citizens have much in common but there are few public spaces to promote national unity.  As a result, the country struggles with a very competitive, interstate system of problem definition and resolution.  
In the case of the Sahara, the Autonomy proposal stipulates in its paragraph 13 that the Sahara autonomous region will have the financial resources required for its development in all areas and will benefit in particular from “the necessary funds allocated in keeping with the principle of national solidarity”.  

Taking Stock of Canadian Federalism: Lessons for Moroccan Initiative for Autonomy 
Does the existence of various degrees of autonomy between regions originate in historical, cultural, linguistic, etc., differences?  Has the experience of autonomy proven effective in contributing to solving old conflicts or disputes, or preventing potential conflicts between regions or between a region and the central State?
One of the biggest lessons from the Canadian territorial autonomy model and federal experience is that change by design is most difficult to achieve and rarely occurs.  “Classical federalism” and notions of designing political games where governments act independently, each within its own sphere, has not proven to work in practice in Canadian history.  Rather, province-building emerged in response to a number of socio-economic and institutional forces.  This mysterious turn of events has spawned new questions as well as a new literature devoted to understanding why. 
A second insight is that boundary disputes are not easily resolved and may persist within competitive inter-state federal structures and processes even after socio-economic conditions change.  In reality, Canada is a very different country, and “other citizens” who are neither French nor English are now the majority.
  Yet, old ethnic-territorial political cleavages persist and dominate most areas of agenda setting.  In the last failed Quebec referendum, there was, for example, much frustration about the fact the “ethnic vote” prevented the old stock from achieving their goal of independence.  Canada continues to struggle with competing notions of citizen, provincial equality, idea of two or more nations.  Inherited federal structures and processes have made Pan-Canadian solutions very difficult (and as we have demonstrated throughout this paper) much of this can be explained by the power of deeply embedded territorial ideas, interests, and the province-building institutions that sustain them. 
Third, granting too much autonomy and capacity to territorial-jurisdictional elites may undermine or threaten evidence-informed decision-making and that may not serve the needs of the general public very well.  Nor it is likely to reinforce crosscutting non-territorial cleavages that are critical to community building and effective integration.  
Institutional-political context, rules and inherited memories are practices critical for understanding whether any new vision is administratively and politically viable.  In Canada, the combinations of federal cabinet-parliamentary institutions and party/interest groups systems that are fragmented, divided, have not proven to be effective catalysts for policy innovation.  The tendency to “blame the other guy” and defend old monopolies and interests has seriously compromised governance, the ability to bring different interests together and produce common shared policy perspectives.  
In the past, the solution came in the form of Royal Commissions and these have been designed to identify and fill institutional gaps.  These studies have been rather sporadic, and only a response to policy failure and political crisis.  In the current context of New Public Management and populism, even Federal Royal Commissions have become less frequent.  As a result, public policy has declined even further and this has added to the democratic deficit problem.  
Canada’s federal system of territorial autonomy as a model brings benefits but it also creates governance challenges.  While the living constitution provided effective means to accommodate diversity, unity devices (especially policy-informed Pan-Canadian traditions, national policies and programmes) became a political tool designed to shape identities and change patterns of citizen mobilization.  In recent times, the provinces have gained ground and Pan-Canadian ideas, institutions, and interests have lost power and resources.  
Medicare, for example, has seen less and less federal financial support and that has produced much frustration and division across the country.  Equalization has become increasingly political and divisive.  These kinds of changes have clearly undermined public confidence in popular national programmes and the ability to address together interdependent issues such as climate change.  
Since there is no real national economy binding provinces together in Canada, the rapid dismantling of national programmes in recent decades has further complicated issues of national unity and search for common community values and interests.  Territorial-jurisdictional jealousies, divisions in power, complex systems of delivery, political organization based on bilateral, zero conflicts have made it difficult for premiers to step out beyond the gravitational pull of the territorial state.  
Territorial authority, whether the product of a referendum, conquest, or coup d’état, once established, must be understand as being capable of shaping future identities.  It also needs to be recognized that how territorial authority, consensus is achieved matters a great deal for shaping future relations.  
In the case of Canada, there has continued to be much division over borders and boundaries politically imposed by powerful outside forces.  From a historical perspective, Quebec focuses much attention on the idea it was a “defeated society” and dragged into the Canadian system.  As a result, much emphasis has been placed on finding ways to defend itself ever since.  
Historically speaking, Newfoundland and Labrador also felt it was pushed into Canada due to a referendum that was rigged.
  In Alberta, and Saskatchewan, the provincial borders were also artificially imposed and this was done deliberately to protect Ontario’s dominance within the federation.  These and other examples of political imposition of territorial authority have helped to reinforce constant border defence strategies and conflicts.  While exile was not the general response (in Quebec after the Conquest, a number of elites did leave for France in 1760) for the most part, there has been much more focus placed on exploiting province-building to defend against outside territorial interference.  This has been a constant force in Canadian federalism and has impacted on most areas of decision-making.  
A realistic transformation of the Sahara region is necessary, but it must be based on processes and mechanisms that will not be perceived or designed to impose a territorial solution.  However, the text of the proposal of Autonomy put forward by Morocco is not a final solution. It rather sets the stage for dialogue and a negotiation process that would lead to a mutually acceptable political solution.  Such a final solution that is agreed upon by all parties will be lasting and sustainable and will provide for an environment conducive to economic and social development of the region.
Such transformation may occur faster if there are ways to engage the larger community, and make it possible to develop common values, interests, and institutions.  Power lies in a combination of ideas, interests, and institutions, and within Canada there has been a constant struggle to promote Pan-Canadian ideas, mobilize interests and build common institutions, whether the Charter or Medicare.  None of this has been easy given the power and autonomy of competing provinces.  
As a result, the critical lesson from Canada is the need to create a system of territorial autonomy and decision-making that is not elite dominated and incapable of creating a common sense of community.  Regardless of how a system starts, what matters most is the opportunity for citizens to come together, recognize differences, and learn to respect one another.  Canada continues to struggle with unity-diversity and the Sahara region needs to find a way to build common ideas, interests, and institutions, but in a way that is unifying and not divisive.  
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