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THE STANDING SENATE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND INTERNATIONAL 

TRADE 

EVIDENCE 

OTTAWA, Thursday, December 14, 2017 

The Standing Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Trade met this day at 10:30 

a.m. to study the impact and utilization of Canadian culture and arts in Canadian foreign policy and 

diplomacy, and other related matters. 

Senator A. Raynell Andreychuk (Chair) in the chair. 

The Chair: The Standing Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Trade is 

empanelled today to continue its study authorized by the Senate, and the study is the impact and 

utilization of Canadian culture and arts in Canadian foreign policy and diplomacy and other related 

matters. 

Under this mandate, the committee will hear from two witnesses: Mr. Daryl Copeland, Senior 

Fellow at the Canadian Global Affairs Institute and a former Canadian diplomat; and Mr. Gaston 

Barban, also a former Canadian Diplomat. Our witness Mr. Copeland has been delayed in traffic getting 

here. So he is imminently going to arrive. We have decided that we will start with Mr. Barban. We will 

incorporate Mr. Copeland’s testimony when he arrives, but I thought it would be a more efficient use of 

our time to begin now. 

I am Raynell Andreychuk, the Chair of the committee. I would ask the senators to introduce 

themselves, starting on my right. 

Senator Oh: Senator Oh, Ontario. 

(French follows - Sen. Saint-Germain — Sénatrice Saint-Germain…) 

(après anglais - Sén. Oh: Senator Oh, Ontario.) 

La sénatrice Saint-Germain: Sénatrice Saint-Germain, Québec. 

Le sénateur Cormier: Sénateur Cormier, Nouveau-Brunswick. 

Le sénateur Massicotte: Paul Massicotte, Québec. 

(anglais suit - Sen. Cordy: Jane Cordy from Nova Scotia.) 

(following French - Sen. Massicotte — …Québec) 

Senator Cordy: Jane Cordy from Nova Scotia. 

The Chair: We have your biographies. What we do nowadays is not take the time of the committee 

to read your very distinguished background, but the senators are aware of your contribution to Canada’s 

diplomacy from your many years of service. You are very well placed to be before us today to talk about 

our reference on cultural diplomacy and the responsibilities within the government for that. 
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So thank you, Mr. Barban, for accepting our invitation, and the floor is yours. I think you’ve testified 

before, so you know that we love questions at the end. Thank you for coming. 

Gaston Barban, Former Canadian Diplomat, as an individual:  Thank you very much, senator. 

Good morning, senators. May I, on a personal note, say how happy I am to see Senator Andreychuk 

again. She and I, along with the late Mauril Bélanger, worked together in Mauritius and Lesotho, with 

the Canada-Africa Parliamentary Association. It warms my heart on this cold day to see you again. 

When we last saw each other, it was much warmer, wasn’t it? 

I am honoured to be here today to share my ideas on the matter of cultural diplomacy and the 

conduct of Canada’s international relations. As you have seen from the biography, I come to this subject 

as a former Global Affairs Canada executive and diplomat, who has worked in Canada and abroad. 

More pertinently, I was a practitioner of public diplomacy —la diplomatie ouverte — and used the full 

panoply of tools and techniques, from advocacy and traditional and social media to academic relations, 

sports and the arts and culture, to enhance the image of Canada and to advance our international 

objectives. It is with this experience, and in the context of public diplomacy, that I can attest to the 

significant value that Canadian art and culture bring to the achievement of our global trade, development 

and foreign policy objectives. 

While not always a priority, the international promotion of Canadian arts and culture has been a 

feature of federal and provincial government programs and of our diplomacy for some time. I think there 

are three kinds of motivations or drivers for these programs: First, there is the deeply held view — and I 

would like to think it is the majority view — that there is intrinsic value to culture, an ars gratia artis, an 

“art for art’s sake” view, which sees art and culture and their public expression as fundamental to the 

human spirit and, writ large, a significant expression of a society or a country, and, by extension, that the 

international promotion of a country’s culture is essential to the national identity and for its citizens to 

locate their place in the world. I call this the existential driver. 

Second, arts and culture is a human activity which generates wealth. Others can tell you exactly how 

many thousands of people are employed in and how many billions of dollars are produced by our 

cultural industries. Suffice it to say that the numbers are significant, and, just like other economic 

activity we would like to see grow in this country, arts and culture and the individuals and companies 

involved warrant government support across the gamut of education and training, timely investments in 

the way of grants, loans and tax incentives, as well as assistance with market access and export. This is 

the economic driver. 

The third driver is the diplomatic driver. Here I am referring to how arts and culture can play into the 

advancement of our international interests, primarily as an element of public diplomacy.  

“Public diplomacy” is a term which has been around for a while with varying definitions and is 

closely associated with the notion of soft power. In my definition, public diplomacy is about 

communicating with and reaching foreign publics to project an attractive image of and create a positive 

disposition towards one’s country. Ideally, if this is successful, it prepares the ground for other forms of 

international engagement. Whether it is advocating a policy position, attracting tourists or students to 

our shores or selling our goods or services, effective public diplomacy can increase chances for success. 

Among the greatest tools for public diplomacy is the broad field of cultural diplomacy. It 

encompasses everything in the performing arts — music, dance, theatre — and the visual arts — 
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painting, cinema, photography, film, digital — and can involve all manner of concerts, performances, 

exhibits, festivals and screenings, as well as museum, institutional and people exchanges. Some would 

also throw in sport, food, fashion, architecture and design, to name some others.  

While all of these can be of assistance to the artists or institutions involved and also provide 

economic benefit, the paramount utility is the extent to which the investment in cultural diplomacy 

assists in the promotion and protection of Canada’s interests. 

I know that most Canadian diplomats understand how the promotion of arts and culture can further 

our international interests. They and their teams, especially some of the locally engaged staff we have 

dedicated to this area, are very adept at using the relatively small funding available to good effect. 

Whether it is helping to project a positive image of our country, build networks of contacts, gain 

access to important persons and assist with advocating our policies, points of view or values, Canadian 

art and culture have been an effective component of the public diplomacy tool kit and play a key role in 

our diplomatic efforts. 

Despite a decade of reduced attention, I can tell you that in the field, as opportunities arise, Canadian 

culture is being promoted to advance our international goals. While public diplomacy and culture is a 

dispersed function across the headquarters' branches of Global Affairs Canada, it has been given a boost 

by the Prime Minister’s mandate letters and by the injection of some financial resources via Canadian 

Heritage. But if we want Canadian culture to be better promoted and to confirm that Canada is indeed 

back, more must be done. 

I humbly propose that cultural diplomacy, in the context of public diplomacy, be made a clear, 

national priority; that an international art and cultural promotion strategy, as part of a public diplomacy 

strategy, be developed by Global Affairs, Canadian Heritage, and other relevant Canadian departments, 

institutions and agencies in consultation with the Canadian cultural community; and that this strategy 

outline a set of objectives and a program of action designed to engage the arts and culture community in 

the mutually beneficial effort to advance Canada’s international trade, development, and foreign policy 

goals, assign senior government leadership and provided adequate resources for its delivery. 

To close, I want to underscore my view that the international promotion of Canadian culture is 

essential to our national identity, a strong contributor to our economy and an indispensable element for 

the promotion of our national interests. It needs to be a government priority, coordinated, strategically 

planned, and delivered, with committed leadership and sufficient resources. 

The Chair: Thank you Mr. Barban.  

Mr. Copeland, your timing is impeccable. 

Daryl Copeland, Senior Fellow, Canadian Global Affairs Institute, as an individual:  Just in 

time. 

The Chair: We realize that you were stuck in traffic or there was some other problem. 

Mr. Copeland: Four full parking lots. Let’s not go there. May I say that the last time I saw you was 

in Nairobi when I was working in Addis. 

The Chair: You were in Ethiopia, and I was in Nairobi. 
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Mr. Copeland: That’s right. 

The Chair: Exactly. We won’t tell them how many years ago that was. 

Mr. Copeland: We could. 

The Chair: Decades is correct. I don’t think this is the introduction that you wanted, Mr. Copeland. 

I did introduce you before you arrived. We do not read out the biographies.  We want the time with you. 

The senators do know your background. Mr. Barban has started out. We thought it would be efficient.  

You arrived just on time for your presentation before we go to any questions, so floor is yours.  We 

will then turn to questions from the senators. Welcome to the committee. 

Mr. Copeland: Many thanks for the kind invitation to share my thoughts with you on this important 

matter. 

When I was reflecting on the subject, I was drawn to what might be considered a radical assessment, 

at least in the sense of a fairly high level of analysis of trying to get to the roots of three key issues 

which I think are in play today. I’m going to set out my argument in terms of background, foreground 

and a conclusion, a bit like a briefing note. I would like to begin by posing three of what I think are the 

most fundamental questions.  

When we speak of culture, diplomacy and science, what exactly do we mean? In each case, if at all, 

how are these big blocks of human enterprise interrelated? 

Culture is perhaps the most all-encompassing yet amorphous of the three concepts, but it is not airy-

fairy and fuzzy. In fact, it can be defined or understood as a collectivity of the norms, customs, 

characteristics, traditions, artistic expression and behaviour of human groups. It’s transmitted through 

social learning, which I think is key. 

Science, which is often regarded as dense and impenetrable, is an empirical, objective and evidence-

based method of knowledge creation which through interrogation, trial and error, and rigorous analysis 

provides systematic insights into the nature of things. Its methods include postulation, experimentation, 

data analysis and theorizing. 

Diplomacy, sometimes described as the world’s second oldest profession and usually terribly 

misunderstood, is actually an approach to the management of international relations characterized by 

dialogue, negotiation, compromise, problem solving and complex balancing. Its tools include soft 

power, the power of attraction, advocacy, persuasion and influence. 

Culture and science, along with education, media relations and advocacy, when bundled together and 

used by governments internationally to pursue their interests, promote their policies, and project their 

values is commonly labelled “public diplomacy.” 

Let’s dig deeper by unpacking and examining the connections among and between these three 

critical but too often misunderstood aspects of Canadian foreign policy.  

That’s the background. Now I’m going to move you into the foreground. 
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As a form of international political communication, diplomacy through active listening and 

meaningful two-way exchange privileges talking over fighting and supports the peaceful resolution of 

differences. In so doing, diplomacy encourages and reinforces values such as cooperation, non-violence, 

accommodation and peace as elements of culture. Diplomacy’s art content, by the way — creativity, 

imagination, innovation, improvisation — remain largely unappreciated. 

Through the generation and application of knowledge, science is used to address problems of 

underdevelopment and insecurity, ranging from climate change and diminishing biodiversity to public 

health and management of the global commons. In so doing, science encourages and reinforces the 

values of openness, transparency, collaboration and constructive dissent as elements of culture. 

Science and diplomacy once enjoyed pride of place in the firmament of Canadian foreign policy, as 

illustrated convincingly in a survey of modern Canadian diplomacy and international relations from 

Pierre Trudeau to Justin Trudeau. These historic achievements and their legacy, which I would be happy 

to go into in the Q and A, have contributed to shaping Canada’s values, cultural identity and brand. 

Think: helpful fixing, honest brokerage, peace keeping and enlightened thinking about international 

policy, more generally. 

Culture, science and diplomacy transcend borders and serve as a bridge between nations, groups and 

peoples. In the context of public diplomacy, international cultural relations and artistic expression 

deepen understanding and forge new networks and partnerships. Together, they represent an antidote to 

some of the downsides of globalization and salve the paradox of connectivity. They also help weave 

together the exquisitely delicate fabric of civilization. 

In conclusion, culture, science and diplomacy are undervalued instruments of statecraft and should 

once again be integral in the definition and construction of Canada’s contemporary image, reputation 

and brand. 

So I hope you’re fine with all of that, because my next sentence is “and yet, and yet . . .” Here I 

launch into the challenges or the critique. Here is the rub: When it comes to governance and public 

administration, the responsibility and accountability for public diplomacy, culture, arts and science are 

splintered, atomized, disintegrated and uncoordinated. I believe my colleague Gaston touched upon this, 

because he is in the midst of it. 

These functions are split between Global Affairs Canada; Heritage; Innovation, Economic 

Development and Science; Environment; Natural Resource; Parks Canada; the Canada Council; and on 

and on. 

Now ethereal, almost invisible, that key focal point that we would like to see is, in fact, scattered in 

the wind. There is no strategy; there is no plan; there is no central point. 

Second, I think we have to consider the lasting but in-large-part unheralded damage that resulted 

from the decade of darkness, 2006 to 2015: The muzzling of scientists and diplomats; the firing of 

thousands of federal scientists; huge program and resource cuts; and, not least, the sidelining and 

marginalizing of then-DFAIT, which, I might add, as — — and I hope we can get into this in the Q and 

A — remains adrift, struggling, near catatonic and appallingly under-resourced. 

Canada 150 has been a significant marker, mainly as an unrealized opportunity to showcase 

Canadian diplomacy, culture and the performing arts. But to expect something better, such as an active, 
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engaged foreign policy that Canadians were promised and now expect, from a reamed-out, beaten-down 

public service is a bit like asking a former athlete who has been lying on a gurney for 10 years on life 

support, with muscles atrophied and reflexes dulled, to get up and run a marathon. It’s not going to 

happen. 

Of course, there are always public policy and administrative challenges. I certainly appreciate that, 

having spent 30 years trying to address them. Also, one must always hope for improved performance 

and a better tomorrow. If the interrelationship between these desperate swaths of enterprise can be 

properly understood and constructed, then the possibilities are actually limitless, and the potential 

enormous. 

At the end of the day, culture in the arts, diplomacy and science should be understood as the defining 

features of "brand Canada" — a globalization and innovation nation. 

So what are five take-aways for you? First, identify culture, science and diplomacy as international 

policy priorities. Situate them firmly within an integrated and coordinated framework, strategy and plan. 

Second, rebuild. Reinvest in culture, diplomacy and science. There is a direct dialectal relationship 

between results and resources. Moreover, this formula is highly cost effective and leveraged. I was a 

skeptic, I’ve got to tell you, when I entered government in 1981, but after 30-plus years of actually 

doing it, I have become a believer. 

Third, public diplomacy, including culture, the arts and science, connects with democratization, 

transparency and openness. Therefore, pitch to the popular, not just the elites. Focus on grassroots: 

students and the general public. Go storefront; go retail with this stuff. But don’t forget the grass tops: 

the opinion leaders, the organizations and associations, and the influence aggregators. 

All of this is to say, we need a really comprehensive approach when we think about using culture as 

an instrument of foreign policy. 

Fourth, the government is committed to culture, arts and science, but has overpromised and, in my 

view, largely under-delivered, resulting in the real risk of plunging headlong into a say-do credibility 

gap. What, for instance, is it Canada doing to substantially, as opposed to rhetorically, support the 

achievement of the UN Sustainable Development Goals? 

Finally, point five, the next federal election is now only two years off, our G-7 presidency and 

summit hosting are coming up next year and we have declared our candidacy for a seat on the UN 

Security Council with the campaign in 2020 and the election in 2021. What, I ask you, exactly is on 

offer? The emperor desperately needs some presentable new clothes. 

Senators, now is your chance to help turn adversity into opportunity. I say to you, carpe diem. 

The Chair: Thank you. We will go to questions now. 

(French follows — Sen. Cormier: Merci beaucoup pour vos présentations.)  

(après anglais — The Chair : Thank you. We will go to questions now.) 
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Le sénateur Cormier: Merci beaucoup pour vos présentations. À la lecture de vos curriculum vitæ 

(CV), on voit la diversité des pays dans lesquels vous avez travaillé, certains plus complexes que 

d’autres quant aux relations internationales.  

Comme contexte à ma question, je suis issu du secteur des arts et de la culture. J’ai abondamment 

travaillé sur le plan international un peu en Europe et en Afrique comme artiste. Les problématiques que 

vous avez identifiées sont assez claires. Dans les moyens que vous avez identifiés parmi ceux-ci, on a 

entendu l’idée d’une stratégie. Il y a un témoin récemment qui nous a parlé de l’idée d’avoir une agence 

qui pourrait travailler à la question de la diplomatie.  

Ma question touche trois dimensions : d’une part, du côté du gouvernement canadien, quel type 

d’appareil avons-nous besoin — et vous avez énoncé certaines pistes — pour qu’il y ait une cohérence 

entre les différentes actions du gouvernement canadien en matière de diplomatie culturelle. Quels sont 

les liens entre Affaires mondiales Canada et Patrimoine canadien et Environnement Canada? Quel genre 

de structure avons-nous besoin? J’aimerais que vous approfondissiez cela.  

Et la culture étant perçue, vous l’avez dit, de façon très différente dépendant où l’on se situe, 

comment une stratégie devrait-elle être adaptée aux réalités des pays visés par la diplomatie culturelle? 

Qu’on soit en Europe, en Afrique ou en Asie, la vision du rôle de la culture et les types de politique 

culturelle de ces pays sont fort différents les uns des autres. Comment tenir compte de cela dans une 

stratégie? 

 Troisièmement, comment tenir compte de la politique interne du Canada en matière de politique 

culturelle, c’est-à-dire la relation avec les provinces, comment cette politique se déploie-t-elle à 

l’intérieur même du pays? Comment concilier cette idée d’avoir besoin d’un appareil, la relation avec les 

pays visés et la relation avec comment on fonctionne ici à l’intérieur du pays? 

(anglais suit — 1100 — M. Barban : These are three good questions…) 

(following French in 1050 -- Sen. Cormier — …à l’intérieur du pays) 

Mr. Barban: These are three good questions and things that I certainly have thought about and 

others have thought about. I would be clear that I would not want a politburo for culture at the head of 

government. I don’t believe that it needs to be centralized at the very heart of government, and that is the 

agency. But I do believe that leadership should be given, for the international promotion of arts and 

culture, to Global Affairs and that it should be housed in that ministry, but at a senior level in that 

ministry, so that it has attention within the Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development objectives and 

workings of the department. But that it has the authority. In fact, it is told to work extremely closely with 

Canadian Heritage, first and foremost, because that is the ministry that has, in effect, the mandate to 

work with the cultural community in Canada. 

But Canadian Heritage has other objectives as well, including the whole cultural industries aspect. 

Global Affairs can support, but it’s not really the primary mandate in the way that Global Affairs are 

interested in our international objectives. 

To answer your question, I would house it in Global Affairs, make sure that it works very closely 

with Canadian Heritage and, of course, all of the subgroups underneath Canadian Heritage, which 

extend to the museums and the Canada Council for the Arts and so on. 
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It is through Canadian Heritage that you have the outreach to the Canadian cultural community. This 

links into your third point about how to deal with provincial governments, many of which have active 

programs. As an aside, as a diplomat, I was actually happy to see the Canadian cultural community 

being supported by the provinces because, as a diplomat, that just put more Canadian culture on the 

ground for me to use — that’s not too strong a verb — to the ends of Canadian diplomacy. 

I would leave that to Canadian Heritage to deal with, for the most part, but the coordinating function 

must reside with Global Affairs because we’re talking about the international promotion of Canadian 

arts and culture for the benefit of Canadian international objectives. 

Your second point was about the strategy. If we had a proper public diplomacy strategy, which we 

don’t have in the department, at the highest levels, it would, of course, take into account the kinds of 

changes you would have to make and the modifications you would have to make as you target different 

countries in the world with very different political systems, different socio-economic situations, 

languages, cultures and so on. So it would be part and parcel of the strategy on how you would employ 

the renewed effort in the promotion of Canadian arts and culture in the word. 

So, yes, lets have something. Let’s put it in the Global Affairs Department, but that department can’t 

do it alone. It has to do it with other agencies, primarily with Canadian Heritage. That’s my first cut of 

that. 

(French follows - Mr. Copeland — Merci sénateur Cormier pour vos questions…) 

(après anglais - Mr. Barban: That’s my first cut at that.) 

M. Copeland: Merci sénateur Cormier pour vos questions très précises. J’aimerais souligner que je 

suis tout à fait d’accord avec ce que Gaston a dit, mais aussi j’aimerais donner ma réponse en anglais, si 

cela vous convient. 

(anglais suit - M. Copeland cont: Your comments reminded me…) 

(Following French - Mr. Copeland cont’g — …en anglais si cela vous convient.) 

Your comments reminded me when you were talking about how can we best adapt any kind of an 

international cultural strategy to the huge diversity of conditions that we find in various other parts of 

the world, and my answer to you is that we can make much better use of the people that we have on the 

ground in those places, whose job it is to interpret and to not just understand the politics and the 

economics of the places that they’re in through the unique prism of Canadian values, policies and 

interests but, rather, to come to a deeper understanding of the importance of place. 

I’m reminded of Trudeau the first’s quip, in about 1970, to the effect of why did he need the 

Department of External Affairs when he could read whatever he needed in the New York Times. What 

you can’t get out of the New York Times is that aspect of the Canadian lens because quality policy 

advice, if it’s not run through that lens, is going to be deficient in all sorts of ways. 

I think the answer to that is, if, in the context of reviewing and reconstructing the way that we use 

culture as an instrument of our international policy, we would call upon that inherent but largely 

underutilized expertise that we have resident in our hundred-plus missions abroad, with a view to 
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coming up with the kind of subtle, supple and nuanced approach, that could make Canadian cultural 

programs in those countries connect directly with populations. 

Gaston’s point about how to organize the public administration, how to construct the strategy, I’m 

completely — and you will have gotten this from my remarks — with him on that. The extent of 

disintegration in the design and delivery of our international cultural programs is appalling. Again, I’m 

not expecting any presto-changeo kinds of solutions. We watched, at Foreign Affairs, as our 

international arts program was decimated, as the division that was responsible for international 

educational relations was melted down. There’s just not much left. We’re talking here about very 

fundamental reconstruction. It’s not going to happen overnight. 

Senator Oh: Thank you, gentlemen, for the very informative information. 

Canada is the guest of honour at this week’s 2017 Guangzhou International Documentary Film 

Festival in China, and 12 Canadian documentary films, including Freelancer on the Front Lines, 

Soaring Highs and Brutal Lows, and the Angry Eunuch, et cetera, will play at this festival, which covers 

multiculturalism, youth, environmental issues, and reconciliation with First Nations. Are you aware of 

the initiatives, such as this one, to promote Canadian arts and culture around the world? Also, is there 

any evaluation done to assess these efforts, the effects of this? 

Mr. Barban: Senator, I’m a private citizen now, and I’m not aware of that particular initiative that’s 

taking place, but I can tell you that many other similar initiatives have happened in the past. They 

certainly happened in my past, when I was with the department. We would take great advantage of such 

events, not just for the promotion of their intrinsic value as, in this case, documentary films, but we 

would analyze the subject matter of those films, understand who it was that was coming with that 

particular package of films, whether or not there were any connections with the local society, be it at the 

high levels of decision makers or people that we wanted to meet or connect with to build our network or 

to gain access. We would make sure that they would be a part of that. We would employ such an 

example of the international promotion of art and culture, in this case, documentary film, to the extent 

that we could with the resources that we had in the field. 

I know that other Canadian embassies would do that, as they could. Of course, part of the nature of 

what we do is that we have to measure it at the end. These are always hard to measure, both 

quantitatively and qualitatively. We would count how many people would come to these things, how 

much press coverage they got. Qualitatively, we would find out anecdotal evidence of what people 

found and how people reacted to the event. Qualitatively, we would find out whether or not having the 

serendipity of someone attending a particular film that we always wanted to get to know — And we got 

to know that person, and that person knew another person that was the person that we needed to meet in 

the local government. That’s the way it works sometimes, that kind of two degrees of separation to build 

a network. 

I can’t underscore enough how events like the one you’ve just mentioned are really important to how 

we conduct our diplomacy. It just reinforces the importance of cultural diplomacy as an arrow in the 

quiver of public diplomacy. 

Mr. Copeland: I mentioned, senator, that when approaching this issue it’s important to bear in 

mind, in terms of target audience, both the grassroots and the grass tops. One of the great things about 
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film is that it has virtually universal appeal in ways that ballet, for example, or the visit of a symphony 

orchestra doesn’t. So I’m a big booster of film. 

You might be interested to know that back in the day, the then Department of Foreign Affairs had a 

very large film library. That’s when it was all on celluloid and there was a dispatch that sent Canadian 

films around the world and they do Canadian film festivals. They were very effective. That is all gone. 

We can talk about cultural generally but let’s look at film in particular. 

I can give you a case study that happens to involve a friend of mine. At the height of the rather 

acrimonious disputes between Cuba and the United States with the Helms-Burton Act and so on. A 

Canadian musician named Jane Bunnett went to Cuba. She went on holiday. She travelled around the 

island as she likes to do and found that as a result of the collapse of the special relationship that Cuba 

had with the then Soviet Union, all of their musical instruments, from the small town orchestras to the 

public high schools to the universities, most of which were made in the Eastern Bloc, were falling apart. 

Stringed instruments needed strings and tuning hardware. Horns needed new mouthpieces and so on, the 

valves got stuck. 

As we all know, Cuba has a tremendous comparative advantage when it comes to music. So Jane 

goes. She looks around and finds the place in crisis. She goes back to Canada and starts talking to her 

friends -- and her friends include people in the music industry, people that sell musical instruments and a 

lot of music teachers. She returned to Cuba about a year later with a small army of Canadians that came 

laden with spare parts and expertise. They travelled across Cuba restoring their reservoir of musical 

instruments. 

You can inform yourselves, if you’re interested in following up on this, in a fabulous documentary 

made by my friend Bay Weyman called Spirits of Havana. We talked about how culture can help build 

relations in a way which is neither political nor commercial. It’s deeper. It gets at something very basic 

and very human. It enlarges understanding. It encourages cooperation. It somehow finds its way into 

matters of the heart that politics and economics cannot penetrate. As a result, the sorts of connections 

that are forged through those deep cultural relations tend to be enduring. And that, I would surmise, is 

part and parcel of why Canada’s relations with Cuba have remained excellent through many years and 

despite many challenges. 

So yes, film, absolutely. Undervalued hugely. I’m delighted we’re in China doing it, because at the 

moment there is nowhere more important to show Canadian documentaries. 

(French follows — Senator Massicotte: Merci de votre présence…) 

(après anglais — Mr. Copeland cont’.: …to show Canadian documentaries.) 

Le sénateur Massicotte: Merci de votre présence très appréciée ce matin.  

Quand on se penche sur les raisons pour lesquelles tout cela est important, trois raisons sont toujours 

présentes, dont la raison économique. Toutefois, peut-être que la raison principale a trait à l’image 

projetée et à la nécessité de projeter une image plus exacte de notre pays à l’étranger. Il s’agit d’un 

exercice de relations publiques afin de changer l’impression qu’a le monde du Canada et afin que le 

monde nous connaisse mieux pour qu’ensuite soit accru leur « pouvoir de velours ».  
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Selon mon expérience, c’est un peu comme la question des communications et de relations 

publiques. Les experts de l’industrie disent toujours que, en moyenne, 50 p. 100 des fonds sont gaspillés 

parce que ce n’est pas quelque chose de très logique ou de séquentiel. La difficulté, c’est qu’on ne sait 

pas quelle proportion de 50 p. 100 est gaspillée et on continue comme cela.  

Néanmoins, il faut toujours faire l’exercice, lorsqu’on décide de participer à une telle aventure, de se 

demander quel est l’objectif et il faut choisir le mieux possible l’audience ou la cible recherchée afin de 

maximiser notre impact.  

Parce qu’autrement, comme dans toutes les organisations du monde entier il n’y a jamais assez 

d’argent, quand les experts donnent des objectifs tellement larges et que beaucoup d’argent peut être 

gaspillé, les gens se découragent et cela devient moins crédible.  

Selon votre expérience, lorsque le gouvernement décide de dépenser une somme d’argent pour une 

cause en particulier, une analyse est-elle effectuée afin de cibler un groupe en particulier qui pourrait 

être plus influençable dans une communauté donnée, une société donnée ou un pays donné?  

Un effort est-il fait en vue d’établir une relation entre l’effort et le résultat ou est-il plus efficace de 

simplement acquiescer à toutes les demandes?  

Par exemple, depuis deux ans, l’Orchestre symphonique de Montréal voyage à travers le monde de 

façon importante. Il s’agit d’une institution très importante à Montréal qui, je crois, nous donne une 

bonne image. J’ai assisté à leurs prestations à quelques reprises et je me demande toujours si l’audience 

qui assiste à cette prestation est favorable au Canada? Cela nous aide-t-il à projeter une meilleure image? 

Quelle est votre expérience par rapport à ce calcul méthodique et déterminé à titre d’organisme 

gouvernemental? 

(anglais suit — Mr. Barban: When you use words like "targets"…) 

(Following French — Senator Massicotte — …titre d’organisme gouvernemental?) 

Mr. Barban: When you use words like "targets" or "objectives," that speaks to strategy. Both of us 

have said that there is a lack of an overarching strategy in the Department of Global Affairs when it 

comes to public diplomacy. That’s lacking. But it’s not to say that at the working level, when events 

occur, when the Montreal Symphony Orchestra arrives in your territory, people are not thinking this 

through. They’re thinking, “They’re coming and doing this particular event at this particular venue. We 

can invite these particular individuals.” How can we best organize this particular event to meet our 

objectives as a Canadian embassy or a mission, wherever it may be in whatever country. So that kind of 

thinking does occur at the level where the rubber hits the road, to use that expression, when things are 

actually being done. 

As I explained to the other senator with regard to documentary film, efforts are made thereafter to try 

to measure the relative impact of that particular event. 

It’s not that easy to measure impact, because with a lot of government things, you can measure 

outputs. You can count the number of people who were in the audience. You can count the number of 

Tweets that were received with regard to that particular performance. 
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What you have difficulty measuring are outcomes. Not outputs, but outcomes. In other words, did 

that really to what you were trying to do? That’s the objective. If the ultimate objective was to promote a 

positive image of Canada as a culturally sophisticated country, how would you know that actually 

happened? It needs a lot more work and it’s a very sophisticated pseudoscience to try and determine 

what exactly were the outcomes of a visit of a large symphony orchestra like that in a country. 

That requires more work and a higher level of sophistication when it comes to metrics in measuring 

and we don’t deploy that. We don’t have the people to do that. You have the orchestra from out of town. 

The next day there is a business delegation coming in and the same person that was working on the 

cultural event now has to go and organize the business event. 

So people on the ground are harried, but they do the best they can with what they’ve got and they 

take advantage of these events when they occur. 

The other point is what Daryl Copeland mentioned earlier on about the nature of particular events. 

And we have to ask ourselves, the Montreal Symphony Orchestra may work in Berlin, but does it have 

the same impact in Bogota? I have some thoughts about that. But you would have to be sure where we 

send these groups, which are very expensive. So that is part of the cultural strategy that we say has to be 

thought out. We don’t give money to a symphony orchestra and say go ahead and tour. We need to think 

that through, and I don’t think enough thinking has been done on that. 

(French follows - Senator Massicotte - Je suis d’accord. Dans votre…) 

(après anglais - M. Barban: …enough thinking has been done on that.) 

Le sénateur Massicotte: Je suis d’accord. Dans votre réponse, vous parlez de ce qui se produit 

quand l’orchestre symphonique arrive à New York. Lorsqu’ils ont choisi l’orchestre symphonique de 

Montréal, ils devaient avoir une stratégie en tête, en plus de l’exécution? Ils devaient avoir une stratégie 

au départ? 

(anglais suit - Mr. Copeland: I think the problem is that…) 

(Following French - Senator Massicotte - …avoir une stratégie au départ?) 

Mr. Copeland: I think that the problem is that because our act is so disorganized on all of this that 

the careful thinking and analysis that one would hope would go into that sort of planning and 

implementation simply isn’t there. 

You’ve raised a very important point, and let me give a concrete illustration. I was in Thailand in the 

early 1980s and Les Grande Ballets Canadiens was coming to Tokyo, Beijing, Seoul and Singapore, but 

they desperately wanted to come to Southeast Asia. The department resisted, but the people at the ballet 

had friends who were politically connected, and we were basically told to deliver the visit. That, as the 

consular and cultural affairs officer, fell onto me. 

I spent most of my time in Thailand visiting Canadians who were in jail on drug offences and 

performing medical evacuations and otherwise ministering to the many miscreants who are attracted to 

the world of vice that Thailand offers. I’m not saying it’s not a great place. It’s one of my favourite 

countries, but… 
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So I have this visit and in they come with their 35 tonnes of equipment, and we have to do the 

customs clearance and it’s only me. We do three shows at the national theatre. I got them to do 

workshops at a couple of ballet schools. This is again getting from the elite down to the mass to try and 

get more cost-effectiveness and value for money. And Her Majesty the Queen and King were — it was 

great, but it was very elite. 

My students often ask me: What did you learn in 30 years of doing diplomacy? I say I learned there 

are a lot of surprises. I learned that there is objectivity and merit and performance management that we 

pretend is really important, but at the end of the day it’s things like chance, luck and timing that really 

make or break the success or failure of an event. 

So let me continue. I’m having a dinner party at my place for the ballet members and their 

administrative staff and the artistic director and I have invited my cultural contacts from across town and 

everybody is there and it is wonderful Thai food and delicious drinks and time passes. 

A lot of the official guests left, but a lot of the dancers stayed, and at one point one of the young 

ladies said, “Mr. Copeland, do you have any dance music?” I said, “I have lots.” She said, “Would you 

mind playing some?” So I put on “Tears for Fears,” which was a very big hit in those days. All of a 

sudden my living room was transformed into a gyrating mass of feminine form which I thought was 

pretty interesting. I hadn’t seen them dance that way during their performances.  

Half an hour went by and one of them said, “This is great, but we would actually like to go out to 

dance.” And I said, “Well, there are a couple of discos and the big fancy hotels have places to go 

dancing so we could go there.” And they said, “No, that’s actually not where we want to go. We want to 

go somewhere that is a bit more downmarket.” And I said, “Well, the thing about Thailand is that there 

is the upmarket, but if you want to go downmarket, you’re going pretty far downmarket.” They said, 

“Fine, we’re comfortable with that. Let’s go.” 

So it’s decision time. Do I, with flags flying and I have a few embassy vans out there, go to Patpong, 

which is the entertainment district in Bangkok, or do I say, “No, I’m absolutely not going to do this. 

Sorry.” Then I have a really unhappy bunch of campers in my living room. 

One of the points I make about diplomacy is it has to be less about risk aversion and more about risk 

tolerance. I’ve always been way on the risk tolerance side. So I said, “If that’s what you want to do, I’m 

a good host, so let’s go.” So off we went flags flying down to Patpong. 

We went into one of the clubs called Kings Castle which  had a large area for dancing. Within 

moments, not minutes, the ballerinas were up on the catwalk dancing. With the Thai dancers, it’s pretty 

formulaic and frankly rather boring and it has a lot of things to do other than dance. The ladies from Les 

Grands Ballets Canadiens, who undoubtedly had years and years of training in contemporary dance, got 

up there and just absolutely dazzled everybody in the place. Within minutes, there were lineups out into 

the street, long lineups, because word travels like the California wildfires in downtown Bangkok. 

I’m going to abbreviate this story. They went from there to another bar, to another bar, each time 

attracting more and more people. 

This didn’t turn up in any newspapers, but word of mouth, the jungle telegraph, taxi drivers, 

overnight the reputation of Canada in Thailand was transformed. The image, the brand of Canada was 

transformed from marginalized and, to the extent it was known at all, kind of distant and clunky to 
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utterly cool. This was an unplanned benefit, but it turned this visit, which I didn’t want to do and thought 

was going to be a disaster, into a major public diplomacy coup. 

These things don’t always work as planned, but when they work, they can really work. 

The Chair: We’ve heard from many of our witnesses about the term “soft power,” and it’s been 

used again here. Most Canadians would think of “soft power” as military or soft power. You’ve used 

soft power, but you’ve also used public diplomacy, I guess. 

Is it wise to use soft power and culture, or is it better to use it in the context of public diplomacy? So 

if we were writing this report, we can zero in on culture, the benefits that you both have put out and not 

get trapped into this military versus soft power, which is a political debate many people have, and it 

would concentrate it better on the cultural benefits that we need to highlight. 

Mr. Copeland: Well, yes. The hard power versus soft power or under Secretary Clinton the smart 

power, where you are trying to combine the two. Senator Andreychuk, I don’t like the formulation much 

either because of the word “power.” I’m fine with “soft,” but “power” connotes some kind of dominance 

dependence, some kind of winner-loser underlying relationship.  

Whenever power comes into the equation, whether it’s soft or otherwise, you’re into territory where 

culture is better off considered outside of. Personally, I prefer to situate culture within the public 

diplomacy frame, so I’m with you on that, but the reality is that soft power is such a salient term. It’s 

hard to avoid. It’s often said that public diplomacy runs on soft power. We don’t have to construct it that 

way, but out there in the literature, for example, you’ll come across that frequently.  

If you were asking for my advice, I would say that although you probably couldn’t avoid reference 

to soft power, the power of attraction, making others want what you want through persuasion and 

influence is what it’s all about,as opposed to bonking them on the head or buying them off or invading 

them. It is softer but it’s still power, whereas the idea of persuasion, influence, advocacy, argument, and 

culture, broadly cast, need not be focused around any kind of power. It’s much more about relationships 

and understanding. 

Mr. Barban: I don’t have much to add except to agree that you can get into a semantic rabbit hole 

when you go down the soft power. However, it’s true, it’s out there. You probably have to at least 

address it. But I would focus on the noun rather than the adjective. Culture is powerful. Culture is 

power. It should not be seen as something insignificant. We do have that aspect to keep in mind. 

In the way it’s worded, I understand the semantic difficulties associated with and I agree with what 

my colleague just said. 

Mr. Copeland: I think culture is influence, rather than power. 

The Chair: To follow up on what Senator Oh was talking about, the film issue, one aspect we have 

yet to touch, identify, put into, is the brand Canada we’ve talked about and all the assets we have. We 

have also talked about trying to bring the modern, today Canada to the world through the culture we 

have. I believe Mr. Copeland used the example that it can be formal or informal. You bring them for one 

purpose but they show another side of Canada. We have been touching on all of that. 
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We also are a nation with many cultures within Canada and many regions. We, of course, have our 

indigenous culture that is coming to the fore more and more and becoming known. How do we build in 

all of that, the multi-culture; is that what we use in bringing our Chinese films done here to Hong Kong? 

We have some pretty good writers and actors coming from Canada to Bollywood. Do we maximize that 

or do we want to bring the Chinese films to somewhere else in the world, and the Indian capability and 

difference of the Indian film making here, as opposed to that in India, to somewhere else in the world?  

In other words, how do we expand culture not simply from the country you came from? 

Mr. Copeland: When Gaston and I were working together — and I don’t know if he mentioned that 

from 1999 to 2001 we worked in the communications bureau of the Department of Foreign Affairs 

together — Gaston charged me with putting together what we called an international communications 

framework, but it was actually sort of a branding strategy. We focused on what we called at the time the 

six Cs for Canada: Cosmopolitan that picks up on your point on diversity; competitive, so that’s our 

economic prowess; civil, which is rule of law and all of that; captivating, which is tourism; caring, 

which is our empathy and our social safety net and all of that good stuff; and creative. That didn’t go 

anywhere because the political centre wasn’t ready for a major brand Canada initiative back in the 

1990s. It was too bad, but we got all the documentation. 

Similarly, but before I arrived, Gaston put together something called the Canadian International 

Information Strategy, which went as far as cabinet and lost out to land mines at a time of scarce 

resources during program review. That too was an integrated whole-of-government, whole-of-Canada 

approach to doing what you’ve suggested. 

What you’ve suggested, Senator Andreychuk, is what we need to do. It’s what we’re not doing. And 

there isn’t really an answer to whether we should do this or do that, because we haven’t really done the 

analysis that is required to inform that answer. It’s the kind of thing that we used to do but it’s the kind 

of thing that has been lost. I don’t know if the capacity is gone forever. It may just be a matter of 

restoring culture to priority status within the firmament of international policy.  

Do you remember the third pillar? Some senators resigned over the fact that the third pillar was 

stillborn. So that was 1995 in a foreign policy review, which I believe was called Competitiveness and 

Security. 

Ten years later, we had the International Policy Review; Mr. Martin’s contribution. It was really 

interesting because instead of being done by the policy planning staff in the foreign ministry, 

participation was much broader; it included trade, it included defence, it included immigration. It was 

towards this kind of comprehensive approach but, interestingly, it did not include Canadian Heritage. 

Culture was not a third pillar in that review. It might have been, but it wasn’t. 

The point is, unless somebody is told to start addressing these things in that kind of radical way that I 

began my presentation with, which is to say, let’s try and get to the roots of this, let’s think it through. 

Let’s figure out whether it’s smarter to send Spanish-language films made in Canada to Latin America 

than it is to send Korean-language films or Japanese-language films made in Canada to Japan or Korea 

or China or wherever. We haven’t done the analysis. Unless we do the analysis, we’re going to remain 

flailing around, which is what has been going on, and treading water and getting nowhere. 

Mr. Barban: On the question of diversity and the fact that we have a country that is multicultural, 

which is a huge advantage, I think a lot of Canadians think that we’re the only country that’s like this. In 
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fact, most of the countries that I’ve visited are very diverse. My last country was South Africa. They 

have 11 official languages in their Parliament. You wouldn’t think that at first blush, but that’s 

something that everyone has. What is different is how we deal with our diversity and how we have 

established a set of laws and governance that deals with our diversity in a very progressive and a 

humanitarian tolerant way. 

That is really what we want to promote. If it makes sense to do that using the cultural and ethnic 

groups in the country that way, let’s do it because that is an advantage we have. To pick up on Daryl’s 

point, we’re not thinking this through. There is no priority placed on cultural diplomacy and public 

diplomacy. It’s made a priority and then the strategies need to be put in place and then delivered. 

Mr. Copeland: If I could give you a little more on this, Raymond Chan used to talk about Canada’s 

hidden advantage. That’s what he called our diversity. In our international communications framework, 

we called it cosmopolitan, but call it multicultural, call it whatever you want. The fact is it has become a 

defining feature of contemporary Canada, and one which is celebrated and frankly is a success story that 

I think we should be doing a lot more with. 

Gaston says yes, a lot of places are multicultural. That’s true, but if you’re talking about who the 

cultural superpowers are, who the soft power/superpowers are, again, you have got to refine your 

analysis a bit. What makes France France is that it’s very French. The same thing about Germany. The 

same thing about Italy. The same thing about Greece. The same thing about Spain. The fact is Europe is 

a cultural superpower, and what makes Europe a cultural superpower is that ethnicity, nationality and 

language tend to align very directly in most places. Italian food. Right? French chefs. Swiss watches. 

Or if you look at the United States, another cultural superpower, well, yes, the U.S. is a pretty 

diverse place, but let’s face it, it’s Hollywood and it’s pop music that is really powering all of that and 

actually it’s quite centralized and it’s a bit of a machine and it is very corporate.  

I called Canada the globalization nation, which I think we are. I agree with Mr. Chan. I think it is our 

hidden advantage. I think it’s something that we have not used. I think it’s something that we could 

make much better use of.  

One of my many, many recommendations to the foreign ministry, which was completely ignored, is 

that we should post foreign service officers to major Canadian cities in order to connect directly with the 

diaspora communities. Let’s connect with the Chinese in Toronto and Vancouver. Let’s connect with the 

South Asians. Let’s connect with the Haitians, if we want to be generating intelligence. If after the 2010 

earthquake we had good connections with the largest community of Haitians in the world outside of 

Haiti, instead of flailing around trying to provide international humanitarian assistance, we could have 

talked to some of the fixers who live in Montreal and found out how they have always been getting stuff 

into Haiti, and it doesn’t involve formal ports and airports and customs clearance and so on. But we’re 

not there.  

It is our hidden advantage, multiculturalism, and it’s time to use it. 

(French follows - Senator Cormier - Vous me permettrez…) 

(après anglais — Mr. Copeland: …and it's time to use it.) 
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Le sénateur Cormier: Vous me permettrez de faire un commentaire avant de poser ma question. La 

question de la diplomatie culturelle est très importante. À vous entendre, on sent qu’au cœur des défis de 

la diplomatie culturelle, il y a les défis mêmes de définition de la façon dont notre identité culturelle 

s’incarne à l’intérieur même de notre pays. Si notre politique culturelle canadienne n’est pas 

suffisamment bien articulée, cela a une incidence sur notre action sur le plan international en termes de 

diplomatie culturelle. 

Quel est le message qu’on souhaite véhiculer? Avec qui on veut entreprendre un dialogue? À qui 

voulons-nous parler? Est-ce qu’on parle en termes de diplomatie à une élite, au gouvernement, aux 

institutions, à la population? Qui visons-nous par une stratégie de diplomatie culturelle? Peut-être que ce 

sont toutes ces catégories. On entend souvent parler des grandes institutions : les Grands Ballets 

canadiens et d’autres exemples d’institutions. Les jeunes dames des Grands Ballets canadiens qui sont 

allées danser en Thaïlande, vous avez parlé du risque de la tolérance. Une autre dynamique s’est 

installée. Afin d’être clair et succinct, comment dans une stratégie de diplomatie culturelle, ce que vous 

avez raconté — parce que vous avez dit qu’il n’y a pas de plan pour ça —, pourrait-il y avoir un plan 

pour ça? Dans le cadre d’une stratégie de diplomatie culturelle, pourrions-nous mener des actions 

précises pour aider cette zone de rencontre qui aide à la diplomatie, mais qui ne se situe pas dans les 

grandes institutions ni à travers les grandes missions? Il existe énormément de réseaux autres que les 

grands réseaux des industries. Je me demande si le Canada, grâce à cette stratégie, peut en bénéficier 

davantage. Ma sous-question, qui est un peu large et difficile, concerne toute la question du monde 

numérique. L’univers du numérique — les médias sociaux, la communication transfrontalière — est-il 

un instrument de diplomatie et comment planifier une action coordonnée en matière de virage 

numérique pour faire de la diplomatie? 

M. Barban: Il y a de nombreuses questions dans tout cela. Je vais commencer avec la dernière 

question. 

(anglais suit — Mr. Barban cont’g: About the whole aspect of social networks…) 

(Following French — Mr. Barban cont'g — …la derniere question.) 

About the whole aspect of social networks, something people are calling digital diplomacy. If it’s 

one thing that I think Global Affairs has at least started to move towards, it is to move into this sphere, 

although a lot more needs to be done and it has to do with the fact that it’s nascent and just coming to 

the fore.  

This is of great potential for the way we conduct public diplomacy. Social media, for example, 

allows to us build networks very quickly. I said before that one of the advantages of cultural diplomacy 

is it helps you build a network. I always tell my people that a diplomat is only as good as his or her 

network, because you need a network if you’re going to be an effective diplomat.  

With social media, you have the potential to create all kinds of networks in an entirely new way. Not 

only are they larger, they can also be very specific. You can actually target particular audiences and 

groups through the social media. As well, the reach is potentially planetary. 

Then there is the nature that this technology is interactive. You can actually go back and forth. It’s 

not just dissemination of messages. So it is a field that has potential for all international endeavours, so 

all of diplomacy has to take this into account. It is a platform. It is a modus operandi for diplomacy in 
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the twenty first century. It’s a big question. We could be talking about this all day. It’s a very interesting 

one.  

I think that culture will play into that as well. Daryl talked about having movies brought in with a 

diplomatic bag and this sort of thing. Nowadays you can just stream them. Maybe we have to think 

about how we get Canadian visual cultural products to the audiences that we want. Well, if you have 

your network, you’ll know where and who to target. It has great potential.  

There is a focus, but again, it is just starting. It has not been put together at Global Affairs since I 

left. I have not seen it made a priority at the highest levels and given a focus at the senior executive level 

to deliver a public diplomacy strategy, which includes the digital side and it works with other 

government departments and with Canadian Heritage when it comes to culture. 

When you use — I said this to the answer to the other senator — words like what is the message, 

who are the targets and what are the objectives, well, that’s what a strategy is supposed to do. It is 

supposed to identify your messages and your objectives and who it is you’re trying to reach with those 

messages to achieve particular objectives.  

Again, that’s done in the micro. You know, it’s done on the day-to-day basis. But there is no macro 

strategy in the department for this. We would all benefit. It doesn’t have to be very prescriptive right 

down to you must do this on that day with that particular group, but it does need to be clearly articulated.  

What are the five or six things that constitute the Canadian brand? I don’t like using the word brand, 

because a lot of people don’t understand it or at least there is confusion about that. People think it’s 

designing a logo or something. It’s much more than that and we do need to articulate the five or six 

messages we want all our diplomats to keep in mind.  

We want all of our cultural products to be congruent with whatever those messages and whatever 

those themes are that we want our diplomats to project internationally. 

Then when it comes to the question — and I have had this trouble myself — what do you do when 

you have a guitarist from Moncton who just arrives at your doorstep. He says, “I am here,” some 

troubadour, and he wants to know, “Can you help me? I would like to have a concert.” You don’t have 

any money for that. Why that particular guitarist, you know, and not the country singer from Timmins? 

What do you do? They could all show up at your door thinking the Canadian embassy is there to help 

you promote.  

 Sometimes serendipity intervenes and last minute, la Francophonie is next week, I could use you. 

Then I go back to Ottawa and ask, "Do you know this young guy? Does he have any credibility? Can I 

use him at an event or can I have him come to my home and play some Acadian music and help us play 

into the Journée de la Francophonie? So we have that difficulty all the time. 

At the risk of appearing to be an elitist, I like to go big or go home. If I’m going to spend a lot of my 

resources as a diplomat, I like the big stuff. I like the Cirque du Soleil in town. I like the big groups. I 

like to be able to bring my whole embassy together and maximize the experience. I like weeks of 

cultural events.  
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The Chinese in South Africa didn’t have a week of China. They had a year of China in South Africa. 

The whole year was programmed from January to December with films, speakers, dancers, exchanges, 

university professors, the whole thing.  

Canada is not doing that. We need a strategy. Daryl mentioned the United Nations Security Council 

seat, the G-7. We need to think about this year, what are the five or six countries? Are we going to do 

weeks?  Help the embassy ahead of time. These people are coming in this year. We will give you money 

and resources to do it. Right now it is catch as catch can often and usually small.  

I’m proud of my department and the diplomats, they do a good job with what they have got. They do 

not have much. They don’t have the muscles.  They are atrophied, as Daryl said, we have been inactive. 

The bones are still there. I hope that answers your question, senator. 

Senator Oh: This for Daryl. You mentioned earlier that the Canadian government used to have a 

film library that was distributed all around the world. I recall my father used to borrow films from the 

Canadian embassy in Singapore, and play them on 16 millimetre projector. He would invite the 

community and the whole family to watch a Canadian documentary film. That’s probably why I ended 

up here. 

Mr. Copeland: That’s what builds people-to-people ties. There is no doubt that culture is this 

undervalued instrument of international policy. Canada has enormous but unrealized comparative 

advantage. But if we were able to martial the concentrated effort required to put culture front and centre, 

among the priorities that we are pursuing internationally, there would be great gains that could be made. 

But again, the analysis must be done.  There is an awful lot of that ground to cover. But it does strike 

me that unless and until we become much more serious than we have been about considering the 

possibilities associated with using culture to project our values, to promote our policies, to pursue our 

interests, then it will be just more talking. There is nothing wrong with just talking, but if you don’t join 

it up with doing, then you’ll never get from where you are to where you want to be. I think we would all 

like to be somewhere better in terms of our performance, because our performance is not what it could 

be. 

The Chair: Anything else you wish to add before we close? 

Mr. Barban: I would just implore the committee to consider my humble propositions and my 

opening statement of what needs to be done beginning with making cultural diplomacy a priority. Thank 

you senators. 

Senator Andreychuk: Mr. Copeland, we have some of your documents that we have been able to 

find. If there is anything particular you wish to pass to our committee, that would be helpful. Our 

researchers do a good job here.  

Mr. Barban, you were involved in a study that was recently commissioned for cultural diplomacy for 

Global Affairs. Is that a private document or is it one that we could lay hands on? Should we be asking 

the department or can you provide it? I know when you give advice, sometimes it stays there and we 

respect that. But if it is available to us, that would be helpful. 
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Mr. Barban: I provided that as a private consultant. I handed it to the Assistant Deputy Minister for 

Public Affairs. I’m certain it is easily available. It looks at public diplomacy in the department and sets 

out some recommendations on a way forward. 

The Chair: So we should contact the department? 

Mr. Barban: Absolutely. I highly recommend it. It’s germane to what we have been talking about. 

The Chair: If there are any other documents from your sources, we would appreciate them. 

You have expanded our thinking and perhaps the work that we have to address. We are in that 

exploratory state to see how we can manage a very broad topic and be of some worth to the government 

and to the Canadian people. It’s interesting that Senator Oh talked about an advantage. The digital side 

of it is one that is totally unexplored, as e-diplomacy totally, and we have to think about that. That may 

be where we should be. We need to weigh all of the what used to be called pillars. I’m not sure we use 

those terms these days, but the interrelatedness of our presence abroad has to be taken into account. 

We’re going to take a Christmas break and come back after the holidays. We will really dig in to 

produce a report that will be helpful. Your input today has been helpful to get us thinking outside the 

box, but also to give us a look at where we have been. On behalf of the committee I want to thank both 

witnesses for coming today.  

Senators, I wish you the best of the season as well as to our witnesses and all our staff. May all of us 

have a good holiday, a good rest, and come back with great energy to complete this study.  

(The committee adjourned.) 


