


There have been two moments in 
my life when I have felt truly con­
cerned about the future of Can­

ada. Then and now.
On the night of the 1995 Quebec ref­

erendum, I participated in a live tele­
vision panel in Montreal. As the results 
poured in and the nation swept back 
and forth between apprehension and 
hope, I tried to suppress a gut-wrench­
ing feeling that all might be lost. The 
final tally, narrow as it was, meant that 
Canada could renew its commitment 
to federalism and national unity. That 
was then.

Now, my anxiety is occasioned not 
by the drama of one critical evening, 
nor by the potential loss of a prov­
ince that contributes so much to what 
makes Canada unique and distinct, but 
by the erosion of this country’s legacy 
and values, and by the growing assault 
on policies based on that legacy. We 
are again at a pivotal moment in our 
history and, frankly, many more of us 
need to stand up for a country based 
on fairness, opportunity, respect, and 
balance between the individual and 
society. The current political culture 

militates against visionary leadership 
and active citizen participation, but if 
Canada is to remain progressive, united, 
and strong enough to meet tomorrow’s 
challenges, it must change course.

At stake is the legacy of a century of 
nation-builders and the cornerstone 
of the Canadian idea: that our social 
contract is one of shared destiny. His­
torical accounts vary, but the least bi­
ased agree that the dominant cultures 
share a destiny with aboriginal peoples, 
that Quebec and English Canada are 
more similar than different, and that 
our cities and rural communities are 
not at odds with each other. Our des­
tiny is even intertwined with that of 
our neighbours to the south. Above all, 
shared destiny is not some sentimental 
idea. Rather, it is grounded in history 
and based on the notion that the sum  
of Canada is greater than its remark­
ably diverse parts. Against a backdrop 
of individual and community procliv­
ities and of divergent belief systems, 
shared destiny has been accepted as 
necessary for survival, growth, and 
what we must do for each other to build 
an exceptional nation.

This sense of Canadian nationhood 
wasn’t created or recognized overnight. 
It was slow to evolve, is a work in pro­
gress, and is not without blemishes. 
A look in the rear-view mirror shows 
the difficulties and imperfections of 
our journey. The imposition of a head 
tax on Chinese immigrants and the 
internment of Japanese-Canadians 
during World War II are two tragic 
examples. Our recurring promises to 
make good on commitments to aborig­
inal peoples remain unfulfilled. There 
are many other instances of error and 
unfinished business. Still, informed 
by the realization that by working to­
gether we can achieve balance, collab­
oration, and a more evolved sense of 
inclusion and rights, we have created a 
more equitable society.

Canada is a work in progress that 
must be guided by a clear understand­
ing of our past and a determination to 
build upon it. The land Jacques Cartier 
discovered almost 500 years ago was 
one of the most diverse on earth. The 
continent was home to more nations 
than Europe has today, over fifty lan­
guages, and was a vast archipelago of 
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cultures, religions, and social systems. 
We did not invent multiculturalism, 
we joined it in progress. A clash of em­
pires planted English and French set­
tlers alongside each other in an uneasy 
duality. Two rival nationalities — which 
had spent centuries fighting each other 
elsewhere — were here obliged to coex­
ist and to develop a civil society.

Fate cast us with a different alchemy, 
one where our political culture was 
based on achieving a delicate equilib­
rium. While civility was at times grudg­
ing, it nonetheless took hold, and the 

pursuit of balance was informed by a 
new constituent idea: empathy. This 
meant a transition from passive toler­
ance to a more active respect and un­
derstanding, and a gradual move from 
regional autonomy and rugged indi­
vidualism to a careful attention to the 
needs of the commons.

At the beginning of the twentieth 
century, Sir Wilfrid Laurier’s procla­
mation was that the new century would 
belong to Canada. Although it took at 
least fifty years for Canada to be no­
ticed for its commitment to fairness, its 
balance between nation and enterprise, 
and for its constructive approach to 
geopolitics, we had long been known 
around the world as a large and wel­
coming community.

By the time Laurier was in office, 
the greatest human migration in our 
history was underway. They came 
first from the highland clearances in 
Scotland, from the famines of Ireland, 
and from the teeming cities of Brit­
ain. From China, Japan, Eastern Eu­
rope, Germany, and Iceland also came 
adventurers — the dispossessed and 
the dreamers — all firmly determined 

to find a land of peace and a future 
for their children. And more recent­
ly, others from South Asia, then Afri­
ca, the Caribbean, and elsewhere have 
sought to find fairness and opportun­
ity in Canada.

I often think of my father, who left 
Ukraine in the late 1920s in pursuit 

of liberty and hope; it’s a story told 
over and over in Canadian history. His 
timing was not the best as the prairie 
soil was soon devastated by droughts, 
which, in turn, severely worsened the 

impact of the Great Depression. From 
farmer to labourer, he became a section 
man for the Canadian National Railway, 
repairing the lines, carting ice blocks to 
old boxcars, and clearing huge snow­
drifts that blocked the tracks. When 
my mother and sister finally arrived in 
Montreal, there to meet them was Mike 
Romanow, who proudly used his rail 
pass to accompany them back to their 
new life in Saskatoon.

The working-class west side of Saska­
toon was alive with the sounds, smells, 
faiths, and faces of other new Canad­
ians. They were primarily Polish, Ger­
man, Ukrainian, Jewish, Scottish, and  
English. Tolerance and acceptance were 
bred into the fibre of our lives. Caring 
and compassion were almost forced 
on us, and old-country disputes gave 
way to a common pursuit of shared op­
portunities. The Dirty Thirties taught 
us collaboration. Credit unions, co-
operatives, health centres, and crown 
corporations sprung up as the practi­
cal vehicles for immediate survival and 
for a better future.

As a first-generation Canadian, I saw 
a unity of purpose connecting town to 

province and province to nation, and 
I learned to actively respect cultural 
and religious differences. The collapse 
of the global economic system in the 
1930s followed by the great mobiliza­
tion of World War II taught us all that 
we must act collectively to shape our 
destiny. And in the ensuing years, as 
the federal and provincial governments 
worked together, Canada was further 
transformed by a demonstrated con­
cern for families, veterans, the unem­
ployed, the elderly, and the sick. We 
built universities and community col­

leges, and their doors opened wide­
ly. We promoted research laboratories 
and created institutions that nourished 
the arts and planted the seeds for the 
golden age of Canadian literature. We 
funded the cbc and embraced the tele­
vision age with a uniquely Canadian 
ethos. We then established our own 
citizenship act, national anthem, and 
flag, and introduced social programs 
like universal hospitalization and med­
ical care that most concretely affirm 
Canadian communitarian values. By 
the year of the centennial, as Pierre 
Berton wrote, Canada had become “a 
world-class, forward-looking nation.” 

After 1967, the tide of progressive 
reform continued. We went beyond 
the social and economic foundations 
of Canadian nationhood and trans­
formed the political and legal frame­
work of the country by affirming the 
equality of our two official languages, 
acknowledging the treaty and historic 
rights of aboriginal peoples, and rec­
ognizing the multicultural essence of 
Canada. Equalization was written in­
to the constitution, echoing the princi­
ple that Canadians supported sharing 
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between regions. The constitution was 
patriated, the Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms was established, and we 
committed ourselves to equality, diver­
sity, civility, and the pursuit of peace.

This is our history and it resides in 
our collective dna.

“S hared destiny” may seem like a 
romantic notion but it is not. It is 

central to our national identity and to 
all political and social progress in Can­
ada. When Peruvian diplomat Javier 
Perez de Cuellar stepped down as sec­
retary-general of the United Nations in 
1991, he donated all the gifts and works 
of art he had received while in office to 
Canada, noting he had come to regard 
it as the kind of civil society the nations 
of the world should emulate.

One of the best descriptions of 
shared destiny is found in the 
few words used by Saskatche­
wan’s deputy Attorney Gen­
eral, John Whyte, in his oral 
submission to the Supreme 
Court of Canada in the post-
1995 Quebec secession refer­
ence case: “A nation is built when the 
communities that comprise it make 
commitments to it, when they forego 
choices and opportunities on behalf 
of a nation . . . when the communities 
that comprise it make compromises, 
when they offer each other guaran­
tees, when they make transfers, and 
perhaps most pointedly, when they 
receive from others the benefits of 
national solidarity. The threads of a 

thousand acts of accommodation are 
the fabric of a nation . . . .”

This point of view speaks to a sover­
eign nation of citizens with rights 
and responsibilities, and with a com­
mitment to act in the best interests of 
the nation as a whole. Stated another 
way, Canada cannot be defined mere­
ly through strict legal interpretations 
as they apply to federal and provincial 

jurisdictions. Citizenship, regardless of 
where one lives, is at the very heart of 
Canada and our never-ending project 
of nation-building.

In recent years, there has been a 
drift away from this legacy. Perhaps 
the deficits, which ballooned in all of 
our governments — and resulted in 
the elimination, amendment, or dras­
tic alteration of social and economic 
programs — sowed the seeds of doubt 

about our collective capacity 
to meet future challenges and 
balance competing interests. 
Perhaps the new trading ar­
rangements have ushered in 
a new globalization of com­
merce, which has weakened 

our resolve to continue the nation-
building enterprise. For certain, the 
soil has been tilled for the sprouting 
of views at odds with shared destiny, 
and today there is palpable momen­
tum toward decentralization, individu­
alism, and privatization, all peddled as 
a means to forge a stronger nation.

Fuelled by global trade agreements 
and, at home, by pressure for more 
powerful provinces able to implement 

programs as each sees fit, unbridled 
competition appears to be the new or­
thodoxy. This potent mix could alter 
decades of successful national advance­
ment and threaten Canada’s collective 
prosperity. The Canadian Council of 
Chief Executives, an influential lobby 
group that represents Canada’s largest 
corporations, recently advanced the 
idea that Ottawa should grant more tax­

ing powers to the provinces and cease 
making transfer payments historically 
used to ensure that national standards 
for social and economic programs are 
applied throughout the country. Apart 
from narrowly defined roles primari­
ly in defence and foreign affairs, what 
is left for the federal government to 
do under such a scheme? If the idea is 
accepted, the things that matter most 
to Canadians would be turned over 
to the provinces, lock, stock, and tax 
points. This, along with recent failures 
to achieve principled compromises on 
intergovernmental matters that shape 
economic and social policy, has result­
ed in a patchwork quilt of programs 
unequally applied.

New institutions have been creat­
ed to reflect these developments. The 
prime example is the Council of the 
Federation, a strictly provincial-ter­
ritorial body. The common denomin­
ators in this forum are more federal 
funds and more freedom to fashion 
programs that conform to the ideolo­
gy of a particular regional government. 
This structure sets up confrontation 
and devalues collaboration, ignores 
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our history, and weakens the nation’s 
modern-day purposes. The Council 
represents provincial and territorial 
leaders sticking together so they can 
go their separate ways. Not surprising­
ly, then, the list of local demands grows. 
Fiscal imbalance, health care, environ­
mental issues, trade, and equalization 
are tailored by the council to suit the 
interests of this region or that. With 
no federal representatives speaking for 
Canada as a whole, the country is fast 
becoming a loose association of semi-
autonomous jurisdictions that claim 

to define the nation’s needs. The result 
is a bizarre redefinition of Canadian 
federalism from one based on greater 
co-operation to one of greater compart­
mentalization. The delicate Canadian 
balance between nation and enterprise, 
between the individual and commun­
ity, is imperilled, all under the pretext 
of building national unity.

G  overnments must be mandated to 
  base their decisions on the broad­

est public interest — interests that re­
flect both provincial and national 
concerns. Canada should not and can­
not be built on what is solely best for 
one’s own jurisdiction or what is best 
to improve the agendas of the largest 
of our corporations. I am not against 
competition. Nor am I opposed to glo­
bal trading arrangements designed in a 
balanced and fair manner that are ben­
eficial to us and offer economic and 
social rights to the citizens of our trad­
ing partners. Rather, my concern is that 
our governments seem to lack the re­
solve to regulate competition where 
the national interest requires it, to guar­
antee that trade is reciprocal, and to 

ensure that matters affecting quality 
of life are not overlooked.

In Reflections of a Siamese Twin, John 
Ralston Saul argues, “Our future was 
debated and decided as if we had no 
past.” He goes on to describe contemp­
orary Canada in this way: “[W]hile our 
elites increasingly give themselves over 
to their myths of globalization . . . the 
citizenry seems to be withdrawing in­
to a state of sullen non-cooperation.” 
Why? Because we are repeatedly told 
that the approaches used to build this 
country no longer function.

Since the 1980s, there has been a 
gravitational pull to the monetarist 
school of economics, with its near-to­
tal faith in the wisdom of the market. 
Under this model, the federal govern­
ment is not characterized as an instru­
ment of nation-building, but rather as 
an impediment to the natural needs of 
the market. As trade and commerce be­
came increasingly transnational, the 
idea of a strong national government 
(and a mixed private-public economy) 
lost currency. Profit, not human pros­
perity, is now declared to be our pri­
mary national purpose, and efforts 
to mitigate the worst consequences 
of global trade and competition are 
muted or non-existent. Facilitated by 
computers and the Internet, through 
just-in-time delivery systems and  
other magic machines, business has 
gone global, the argument goes, and 
our society must adapt to the needs, 
values, and realities of the global mar­
ketplace. We are made to feel parochial 
for even thinking about national identi­
ty or protecting our institutions.

Values once fundamental to our 
working lives have corroded. If you 

want to join a company, rise in its 
ranks, and remain loyal to it, you are 

“old economy.” The concept of a com­
pany being loyal to its workforce is “old 
thinking.” Our children will not have 
jobs as we did. Their resumés will  
feature numerous contract jobs and 
work done for dozens of different en­
terprises. They will simply move from 
place to place.

It is not nostalgia for halcyon days 
and greener pastures that is causing 
me to be anxious about our present 
trajectory. Rather, it is that vast layoffs 

are now the rule at many corporations 
seeking labour in emerging nations 
where they are not financially bur­
dened by unions, fair wages, or envi­
ronmental regulations.

Of course global trade can provide 
important economic opportunities and 
has the potential to yield a global con­
science that takes collective responsi­
bility for environments both ecological 
and social. Our commercial and cul­
tural goods now reach the world. In 
return, we are enriched by other cul­
tures. This was meant to be the prom­
ise of the new global community, but 
instead of serving people by empow­
ering them and their societies, the glo­
bal economy is becoming a race to the 
bottom, a race that replaces diversity 
with homogenization.

There are many examples where the 
negative consequences of intense do­
mestic and global competition coupled 
with decentralization have affected the 
things that matter most to us. We have 
abandoned, for instance, the democrat­
ic promise that higher education would 
be accessible to all. While undergradu­
ate programs are starved of resources, 
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Understandably, there are different views regarding the core of our national soul. Some have 
always believed that individualism should form the basis of our society. I disagree.

business and law schools aggressive­
ly compete with each other and pro­
vide premium education at premium 
prices. Across the board, social servic­
es are atrophying and user fees are be­
coming the norm. While part of this 
trend was triggered by the economic 
adversity of the late 1980s and the fis­
cal realities of the “new economy” that 
followed, the reasons for this drift don’t 

lie there alone. In fact, most of the at­
trition in Canada’s social infrastructure 
took place during a period of sustained 
economic growth. What is the result?

Despite prosperous times and en­
couraging employment figures from 
Statistics Canada, clawbacks in social 
services have contributed to a grow­
ing gap between rich and poor, and the 
number of low-wage, insecure jobs is 
growing. The richest 10 percent of Can­
adians now own and control 53 percent 
of the country’s wealth; more than one 
million children live below the pre-tax 
low-income cut-off, and there is more 
child poverty today than in 1989, when 
the House of Commons committed to 
ending it by the turn of the century.

And then there’s that one endur­
ing shame that haunts our progress 
as a nation: unfulfilled treaty obliga­
tions. Aboriginal peoples in Canada 
are facing unacceptable living condi­
tions, joblessness, and a disgraceful 
life-expectancy rate. Promises have 
been made — solemn each and every 
one — but the pledges remain largely 
unfulfilled. A vital part of our legacy is 
being rendered invisible, lost in isolat­

ed poverty, only to re-emerge in shock­
ing spectacles like the November 2005 
evacuation of over 1,000 Kashechewan 
residents after an outbreak of E. coli in 
the water at their James Bay reserve.

The question is, do we now accept 
that a legacy of shared destiny is not 

sustainable — that, in the end, people 
have to make their own way?

As recent evidence suggests, govern­
ment transparency has been replaced 
by closed-door negotiations, with the 
public excluded from debate and de­
nied information on who is respon­
sible for decisions that affect us all. 
Who decided that our children would 
drown in debt after they leave uni­
versity? (Half of our university gradu­
ates leave school with student debts of 
over $20,000.) Art, music, and physi­
cal education programs at many public 
schools are now funded through bake 
sales, or not at all. In 2005, almost one-
third of Canadians reported that they, 
a family member, or a friend could 
not find a family doctor. How do these 
things happen? The polling firm Ip­
sos Reid reports that 73 percent of us 
believe that Canadian content in the 
media and the arts is crucial for main­
taining national and cultural identity, 
and yet fewer and fewer Canadian pro­
ductions get the support they need to 
tell our stories. And who decides that 
gun control is the primary issue under­
pinning youth violence, rather than the 
forces of hopelessness?

And what of new Canadians, many 

of them highly skilled and educat­
ed, who confront accrediting bod­
ies that ignore their experience and 
credentials? That so many immigrant 
children face a lack of critical second-
language support is unpardonable. It’s 
no wonder that dropout rates for esl 
learners are more than double the 
high-school average. 

Understandably, there are different 

views regarding the core of our nation­
al soul; our democracy should foster 
principled debate. Some have always 
believed that individualism should 
form the basis of our society. I disagree, 
but the greater concern is the diminish­
ing opportunities for open and honest 
debate due to media concentration and 
the shutting down of public discourse. 
It might sound trite to say so, but for 
our democracy to be revitalized, frank 
and open discussion must be made the 
order of the day.

The late Wallace Stegner, who wrote 
so movingly about the prairie West, 
noted, “If we don’t know where we are, 
 we don’t know who we are.” For those 
of us who came of age in prairie com­
munities, our lives will always bear 
the stamp of locality. The harsh, often 
snow-blown conditions, droughts, dis­
tance, and isolation forced us together, 
like poplar trees huddled on a wind­
swept plain. We learned to see survival 
as a test of our ability to organize and to 
remain united. This sense of belonging 
and sharing must become as true for 
Canada today as it was when this land 
was settled by the Mike Romanows of 
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the world. As they fanned out across 
the country, they were keenly aware 
that they were Canadian, part of some­
thing larger. And today progress sim­
ilarly depends on newcomers seeing 
themselves as connected to something 
beyond their respective communities.

The persistent question for our na­
tional and local communities is how 
best to embrace the challenges con­
stantly appearing on our doorstep. One 
answer, surely, is that innovation aris­
es not solely from competition, but also 
from analyzing (and cherishing) what 

we owe each other and what we have 
in common. The pooling and sharing 
of resources does not mean sacrificing 
individual freedoms and differences. 
Quite the opposite; our history sug­
gests that such actions bring unique­
ness to life. Focusing on this tradition 
will foster optimism. Canada remains a 
deeply exciting country rich in oppor­
tunities. But building on this positive 
legacy requires us to reinvigorate our 
sense of shared destiny and our com­
mitment to the common good.

A n agenda for a renewed national 
 purpose requires a return to co-

operative federalism as the vehicle to 
solve Canada’s major problems. Our 
leaders — governmental, corporate, 
and community — must be guided 
by the overarching principle of what 
the national good demands, and so­
lutions to challenging issues must be 
openly debated.

This agenda could also encompass 
a made-in-Canada economic strategy 
that provides short-term financial op­
portunity and longer-term prosperity, 
and that lessens our dependence on the 

US by boldly developing new markets. 
At the same time, we must dramatical­
ly increase the size and vigour of Can­
adian businesses and, partly to protect 
the country from global recessions, ex­
pand Canada’s internal markets. And 
this must be done in the context of ad­
vancing workers’ rights,ensuring that a 
forty-hour workweek provides a decent 
wage, improving our natural environ­
ment, and demanding that the political 
rights of those who live in the lands of 
our trading partners are respected.

The income-security system, one of 

Canada’s social-justice hallmarks, is in 
trouble. We must modernize it and 
reinvest in it. Similarly, the country 
can afford a national affordable-hous­
ing program and universal child care, 
and to at last honour the rights of ab­
original peoples to healthy lives, equal 
opportunity, and a share in the coun­
try’s bounty. A renaissance in educa­
tion and research and increasing access 
to university and college by lessen­
ing the financial burden would 
spur economic development 
and innovation.

In health care, the provinces 
need to do the heavy lifting in­
volved in properly re-engin­
eering the universal system: 
using new money to buy real 
change, developing effective programs 
on disease prevention and well-being, 
providing for independent auditing, 
and telling their electorates that it will 
take seven years to achieve these goals, 
not seven months. Playing around with 
private-delivery health-care options is 
the default position of those govern­
ments that have not had the courage to 
innovate within the public model.

Similarly, supporting Canada’s 
unique cultural identity through what 
we see on television, hear on radio, and 
read in newspapers, magazines, and 
books, will produce genuine dividends. 
It’s time to restore our cultural sover­
eignty over the airwaves through gen­
erous investments in the arts and in 
broadcasting; and it is time to affirm 
the democratic commons and bring 
legislative remedy to the unacceptable 
concentration of media in the hands 
of a few.

International prominence comes 

not just from enterprising business­
es. Canada should recapture its rep­
utation as a world leader in building 
peace and sharing prosperity through 
our international objectives. It is un­
imaginable how far we have slipped. 
Canada’s foreign-aid spending, for ex­
ample, is a national embarrassment. 
And imagine a bold and dramatic na­
tional environmental initiative to re­
store our damaged biosphere. Imagine 

corporate- and government-
sponsored research dedicated 
to making Canada a world lead­
er in environmentally sensitive 
new technologies.

I can hear the protests and 
rebuttals to this modest down 
payment on a better Canada: 

“Cost. What would all this cost?” It is 
a reasonable, albeit predictable, ques­
tion, but the fiscal capacity necessary 
to achieve our shared destiny is well 
within our reach. Just look at accumu­
lated federal surpluses; just look at the 
rising trend in corporate tax benefits. 
We must demand investment. After 
all, isn’t it a fact that a progressive soci­
ety is shouldered on the foundations 
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 I was a premier once. I know the pressures that militate against taking the longer view of things 
and of reaching beyond one’s particular place. It requires a commitment to a progressive society.

of a progressive tax system and progres­
sive social policies?

A  political society is always a work in  
 progress susceptible to failure and 

instability. But Canada has a legacy that 
provides it with a compass, a story that 
should allow it to navigate its future 
course with confidence and grace. If 
we become gripped with amnesia and 

pretend we don’t have that narrative, 
we will lurch about creating only the 
illusion of national progress. There is 
a danger today that Canadian national­
ism — the sense that we have achieved 
something valuable and unique by 
building a good state out of a vast geog­
raphy and great diversity — is being re­
placed by the conventional wisdom of 
transnationalism, whose first tenet is 
that nothing really matters. Not differ­
ences, not culture, not simple human­
ity . . . not the specific narrative that has 
defined Canada.

Where does this danger come from? 
It may come from a strongly held belief 
in personal liberty. However, when we 
observe what completely open markets 
and convenient politics actually bring 
to society — namely poverty, exploita­
tion, instability, dislocation, and loss 
of identity — it must be acknowledged 
that this conventional wisdom presents 
itself as a nightmare. In truth, while it 
masquerades otherwise, its actual pur­
pose is simply to reduce the transaction 
costs of the global marketplace.

In Canada, this “new nationalism” 
leads us to believe that the highest goal 

of the state is not to ensure that basic 
needs are met, but rather to firmly es­
tablish the ethic of unfettered competi­
tion throughout society. It tells us that 
the real purpose of political activity is 
not to create the national good; that 
the idea of public good must concede 
to the empty shibboleth of insatiable 
profitability, and the blind and unsub­
stantiated belief that unregulated pri­

vate ownership alone is always more 
efficient and more effective than any 
mixed economy could possibly be.

It is further argued that collateral 
damage to society is an unavoidable 
cost. The new nationalism tells us that 
we can’t hope to preserve our grand 
compromises, which respect differen­
ces and develop national purpose; that 
identity has no boundaries, and that 
the social capacity of minority groups 
is of little importance. It is this thought­
lessness about the true relationship be­
tween state and identity that made that 
referendum evening in 1995 so bleak, 
so devoid of historical appreciation.

The new nationalism accepts that 
social divisions are inescapable and a 
tolerable result of our quest for efficien­
cy, even though through such divisions 
we lay the groundwork for even great­
er inefficiencies due to unrest, instabil­
ity, and exclusion. In other words, the 
new nationalism is a trap that carries 
only the veneer of worldliness.

At the very core of Canada’s chal­
lenge today is the rediscovery of our 
shared legacy as a political society that 
dares to include and to promote equal­

ity. Meeting this challenge requires 
supplanting the new nationalism that 
stands in stark contrast to the values 
and vision that created Canada’s strong 
communities and gave us international 
standing as a good nation.

I was a premier once. I know the 
pressures that militate against taking 
the longer view of things and of reach­
ing beyond one’s particular place. It’s 

not easy and it requires, among other 
things, a commitment to a progres­
sive society. Though it can be difficult 
to find, more than ever we need lead­
ership that is informed by shared des­
tiny. Sometimes, too many of us fail to 
grasp the fragility of our hard-earned 
success, our basic goodness. Now is the 
time to recapture the moral and polit­
ical strength to see ourselves in our 
own place, in our own time, informed 
by our own values, and within our own 
actual narrative, as an independent 
nation, worthy of the respect of a world 
that needs an even better Canada.Q

The Hon. Roy J. Romanow was premier 
of Saskatchewan from November 1991 
to February 2001 and the commissioner 
on the Future of Health Care in Canada. 
He is a senior fellow at the University of  
Saskatchewan and a fellow at the Atkin-
son Charitable Foundation.

Halifax-born Liz Cowie is a New York–
based photographer whose work has ap-
peared in Spin and Rolling Stone. Cowie 
is currently photographing up-and-coming 
designers and musicians from New York.
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