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 “Difficult, yes.” Rocking he bends, he smiles with laughter in the room. 
“Particularly in Canada it seems,” what? “Have you read, do you know 
Brown’s essay?” He doesn’t wait. “A sound analysis, it seems. Rather 
helpful. Yes. It’s difficult alright and he suggests, well. The problems of a 
real Canadian literature.” Sudden silence. “Do you know the piece?” 
 “No I’m afraid, I….” 
 “Never mind, but you might. It’s well worth.” Hand to his eyes, shaking 
head, fingers massage. “His point is, one of his points, that.” Beer is it? Alert 
for jeez, the bugger has he…. “Goddamn Puritan mentality doesn’t simply 
you know, inhibit the development of naturalism or anything, no! No, sir.” 
Swallowing, glaring he swells, he grows. “It fears, that’s the thing, it demeans 
the very role of art itself!” 
—Five Legs (with Communion), Graeme Gibson, 1979, House of Anansi,  
p. 213 
 
 
Loon 

Slowly the soft grey light 

of morning 

dimmed the fiery stars. 

The air was fresh with dew 

and growing plants. 

The lake was calm, 

the rolling hills were quiet. 

A loon emerged 

from the silent water, 

its silver necklace glistening. 

The lonely cry 

of the approaching bird 

summoned me into a dream 

where the one who called 

and the one who heard 



entered the stillness together. 
—Sparks from the Fire, Sandy Cameron, 2000, p. 86 
 
 
The Heron Returns to False Creek 

There he was, standing by the water. 
Wearing his frayed, Chinese-silk dressing gown. 

his beak the colour of copper 
or hammered gold. Waiting all day 

for the flash of a fish in the stunned water. 
Imagine being blessed by faith— 

to see this as a sign, a visit 
from the afterlife. Your spirit reincarnated 

into this patient fisherman. 
standing like a mourner on the shore, 

head bowed, robed in silence. 
Above, the boiling white clouds 

blown apart in the blue sky. 
The vault of sunlight burning down. 

You are no longer anywhere in this world. 
—Living Under Plastic, Evelyn Lau, 2010, p. 93 
 
 

 This essay is about the bad environmental practices the federal Tories have 

adopted since gaining power in February 2006. But first, here are some definitions 

(relating to the works quoted above). From Webster’s Dictionary: Deluxe Encyclopedic 

Edition, 1988: 

1. Brown’s essay: On Canadian Poetry, E. K. Brown, “The Problem of a Canadian 
Literature,” 1943—“It is a brilliant analysis of the economic and social difficulties 
writers have to contend with in Canada, a complete and exact picture of the 
colonial spirit, the disguised frontier standards and the puritanism which prevail in 
our society and which have crushed some of our writers and led others to court an 
outside public,” W. E. Collin 

2. Puritan: a person who seeks to regulate his own way of life and that of the 
community by a narrow moral code, esp. someone who intolerantly denounces 
many usual pleasures as sinful or corrupting 



3. naturalism: a mode of thought (religious, moral or philosophical) glorifying 
nature and excluding supernatural and spiritual elements || close adherence to 
nature in art or literature, esp. (in literature) 

4. environmentalist: one devoted to protecting the ecological balance of the earth 
5. ecological balance: the stability of an eco-system resulting from interacting 

processes of its components 
 
 Now, in 2011, the grave importance of environmentalism has made converts out 

of a great many people. There are some holdouts, however; among them, dyed-in-the-

wool conservatives who cling to traditional values belonging more to the middle of the 

twentieth century than to the beginning of the twenty-first century. Then, attitudes toward 

Nature were more as expressed in the first quotation of this essay. Not merely inhibiting 

naturalism, but fearing the role of art, especially Canadian Literature. (see “The Tories’ 

War on Canada’s Arts,” Rolf Auer, for a political interpretation) 

 Why? 

The key word is “distrusted;” Canadian writers as a whole do not trust 
Nature, they are always suspecting some dirty trick. An often encountered 
sentiment is that Nature has betrayed expectation, it was supposed to be 
different…. Death by Nature – not to be confused with “natural deaths” such 
as heart attacks – is an event of startling frequency in Canadian literature; in 
fact it seems to polish off far more people in literature than in real life. 
—Survival: A Thematic Guide to Canadian Literature, Margaret Atwood, 
“Chapter Two: Nature The Monster,” 1972, pp. 49, 54 
 

 Now take a look at the other two quotations at the beginning, one from 2000 and 

one from 2010. The relatively recent populist paradigm shift of the importance of 

environmentalism has started manifesting widely in Canadian poetry: Nature is now 

respected. 

 (Indeed, it is evident upon examining Margaret Atwood’s website, 

www.margaretatwood.ca, and her oeuvre as well, that she has long been an 

environmentalist, in addition to being a writer, artist, etc.) 



 What do other contemporary authors have to say about environmentalism? 

The last tree. The last mammoth. The last dodo. And soon perhaps the last 
fish and the last gorilla. On the basis of what police call “form,” we are serial 
killers beyond reason. But has this always been, and must it always be, the 
case? Are all human systems doomed to stagger along under the mounting 
weight of their internal logic until it crushes them? As I have proposed, the 
answers — and, I think, the remedies — lie in the fates of past societies…. 
We have the tools and the means to share resources, clean up pollution, 
dispense basic health care and birth control, set economic limits in line with 
natural ones. If we don’t do those things now, while we prosper, we will 
never be able to do them when times get hard. Our fate will twist out of our 
hands. And this new century will not grow very old before we enter an age of 
chaos and collapse that will dwarf all the dark ages in our past. Now is our 
last chance to get the future right. 
—A Short History of Progress, Ronald Wright, 2004, pp. 63, 132 
 
People in the Third World aspire to First World living standards. They 
develop that aspiration through watching television, seeing advertisements for 
First World consumer products sold in their countries, and observing First 
World visitors to their countries. Even in the most remote villages and 
refugee camps today, people know about the outside world. Third World 
citizens are encouraged in that aspiration by First World and United Nations 
development agencies, which hold out to them the prospect of achieving their 
dream if they will only adopt the right policies, like balancing their national 
budgets, investing in education and infrastructure, and so on. But no one in 
First World governments is willing to acknowledge the dream’s 
impossibility: the unsustainability of a world in which the Third World’s 
large population were to reach and maintain current First World living 
standards…. What will happen when it finally dawns on all those people in 
the Third World that current First World standards are unreachable for them, 
and that the First World refuses to abandon those standards for itself? Life is 
full of agonizing choices based on trade-offs, but that’s the cruelest trade-off 
that we have to resolve: encouraging and helping all people to achieve a 
higher standard of living, without thereby undermining that standard through 
overstressing global resources. (my italics) …. Our world is presently on a 
non-sustainable course, and any of our 12 problems of non-sustainability that 
we have just summarized would suffice to limit our lifestyle within the next 
several decades. They are like time bombs with fuses of less than 50 years…. 
Thus, because we are rapidly advancing along this non-sustainable course, the 
world’s environmental problems will get resolved, in one way or another, 
within the lifetimes of the children and young adults alive today. The only 
question is whether they will become resolved in pleasant ways of our own 
choice, or in unpleasant ways not of our choice, such as warfare, genocide, 
starvation, disease epidemics, and collapses of societies. While all of those 
grim phenomena have been endemic to humanity throughout our history, 



their frequency increases with environmental degradation, population 
pressure and political instability.—Collapse: How Societies Choose to Fail or 
Succeed, Jared Diamond, 2006, pp. 495-6, 498 
 
Curtailing climate change must, in other words, become the project we put 
above all others. If we fail in this task, we fail in everything else. But is it 
possible? Is it, as James Lovelock sometimes suggests, too late? I don’t 
believe it is. We have a short period – a very short period – in which to 
prevent the planet from starting to shake us off. Our aim must be to stop 
global average temperatures from rising to more than 2º above pre-industrial 
levels, which means more than 1.4º above the current point. Two degrees, 
because it has been widely recognized by climate scientists as the critical 
threshold, has sometimes been characterized as a ‘safe’ level of warming. As 
I hope this account has shown, it is merely less dangerous than what lies 
beyond. A conference of scientists convened by the UK’s Met Office warned 
that at less than 1º above pre-industrial levels, crop yields begin to decline in 
continental interiors, droughts spread in the Sahal region of Africa, water 
quality falls  and coral reefs start to die. At 1.5º or less, an extra 400 million 
people are exposed to water stress and another 5 million to hunger, 18 per 
cent of the world’s species will be lost and the ‘onset of complete melting of 
Greenland ice’ is triggered. There are, I am afraid, some effects of climate 
change which cannot be avoided. Two degrees is important because it is the 
point at which some of the larger human impacts and critical positive 
feedbacks are expected to begin. If we do not greatly reduce our emissions, 
temperatures are likely to reach that point in about 2030…. By 2030, 
according to a paper published by scientists at the Met Office, the total 
capacity of the biosphere to absorb carbon will have been reduced from the 
current 4 billion tonnes a year to 2.7 billion. To maintain equilibrium at that 
point, in other words, the world’s population can emit no more than 2.7 
billion tonnes of carbon a year in 2030. As we currently produce around 7 
billion, this implies a global reduction of 60 per cent. In 2030, the world’s 
people are likely to number around 8.2 billion. By dividing the total carbon 
sink (2.7 billion tonnes) by the number of people, we find that to achieve 
stabilization the weight of carbon emissions per person should be no greater 
than 0.33 tonnes. If this problem is to be handled fairly, everyone should have 
the same entitlement to release carbon, at a rate no greater than 0.33 tonnes 
per year. In the rich countries, this means an average cut by 2030 of around 
90 per cent…. Canada [requires] 94 per cent…. This assumes that the other 
greenhouse gases, such as methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons and 
sulphur hexafluoride, are cut at the same rate. 
—Heat: How to Stop the Planet from Burning, George Monbiot, 2006,  
pp. 15-6 
 



 These three book excerpts are fairly representative of the environmentalist books 

now circulating. As one can see, the “new found” respect for Nature now translates into 

how to best help environmentalists protect the earth. 

 But have the Tories been protecting the environment? 

No matter the cost, the Harper government has been relentless in its push for 
rapid, unchecked development of Alberta’s tar sands. The devastating 
environmental, social, and economic effects of tar sands development for the 
climate, water, boreal forest, and First Nations communities have done 
nothing to dampen the enthusiasm of the Conservative government. In line 
with the Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP) goal of “energy security” 
for the United States through a five-fold increase in tar sands production from 
one million barrels per day today to five million barrels a day by 2030, the 
Harper government has been aggressive in removing all obstacles to tar sands 
expansion. 
—The Harper Record, Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (CCPA), pdf, 
“Stuck in the Muck: The Harper tar sands legacy,” Caelie Frampton and Blair 
Redlin, September 22, 2008, p. 256 
 
The tar sands are the largest contributor and fastest growing source of 
Canada’s greenhouse gas emissions. (my italics) This puts the country in a 
bind when it comes to meeting the mandatory goals of the Kyoto Protocol to 
prevent climate change. Since ratification of Kyoto by the Canadian 
Parliament in 2002, the government has been legally committed to reducing 
greenhouse gas pollution by 6% below 1990 levels by 2012. Yet, largely due 
to tar sands expansion, Canada is expected to be 44% above its permitted 
Kyoto levels by 2010. This isn’t surprising when the top five Canadian 
polluters are tar sands operators. While the former Martin Liberal government 
failed to implement meaningful greenhouse gas reductions, the Harper 
government has reneged on Kyoto altogether. (my italics) On April 25, 2006, 
former Conservative Environment Minister Rona Ambrose announced that 
Canada will not be meeting its Kyoto targets. Instead, Canada will participate 
in the U.S.-backed Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and 
Climate. In May 2006, environmental funding designed to meet the Kyoto 
standards was cut. 
—The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “Stuck in the Muck: The Harper tar sands 
legacy,” Caelie Frampton and Blair Redlin, September 22, 2008, p. 259 
 
On March 10, 2008, federal Environment Minister John Baird announced 
regulations for tar sands plants and other industrial emitters. These 
regulations were trumpeted as a signal that new tar sands plants must 
implement carbon capture and underground storage. But the details of the 
announcement show that many more new plants — like the Kearl project — 



will be up and running before any carbon capture rules take effect. There is 
no requirement for the Kearl project to capture or store carbon, even though it 
is a new project slated to be running in 2012. Details of the actual regulations 
will be finalized in 2009 and will start to take effect in 2010, but only apply 
to tar sands facilities built after 2012. Those regulations will require “...oil 
sands upgraders, in-situ plans and coal-fired electricity plants that come into 
operation in 2012 or later to meet carbon capture and storage standards by 
2018.”In other words, all new facilities that start operating after 2012 will 
only have to meet an unspecified carbon capture standard by 2018 — ten 
years from today. This is a very long lead time, far in the future. It’s as if we 
have all the time in the world to deal with global warming and are not facing 
a climate emergency today. (my italics) The new standards continue to rely 
on the discredited concept of “intensity” targets which reduce the amount of 
emissions per unit of production while still permitting overall increases in 
greenhouse gas emissions as production levels increase. The overall result of 
the Harper government plan is that annual emissions from the tar sands will 
triple over the next decade, from 25 million tonnes today to 75 million tonnes 
in 2018. (my italics) 
—The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “Stuck in the Muck: The Harper tar sands 
legacy,” Caelie Frampton and Blair Redlin, September 22, 2008, pp. 260-1 
 

 Based merely on the tar sands policy, the short answer is that we’ve been betrayed 

on the tar-sands greenhouse-gas-emissions front by the Harper government. What else 

have they been up to? 

Of all the issues confronting the Harper government, climate change has 
caused it the most trouble. In fact, for the communications tsars in the Harper 
government, the issue of climate change must represent a continuing storm 
that they are struggling to sail through, with a leaky platform, little public 
credibility in their direction, and a crew that often loses its footing. The 
climate change storm hasn’t sunk Harper’s ship of state yet, but it may 
remain one of his greatest impediments to majority rule. (my italics) At the 
same time, his reaction to this issue provides a good illustration of Harper’s 
overall approach to the role of the federal government. 
—The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “The Harper Government and Climate 
Change: Lost at Sea?” Toby Sanger and Graham Saul, September 22, 2008, p. 
281 
 
In September 2006, the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable 
Development, a position under the Auditor General, issued a damning report 
on the federal government’s progress in reducing Canada’s emissions. She 
outlined a number of the failures and emphasized that a “massive scale-up of 
efforts is needed.” The evidence accumulated among scientists, policy-
makers, and the public that climate change was a growing and devastating 



threat to the planet and that strong action urgently needed to be taken. Polling 
showed the environment rapidly rising to an almost unprecedented top 
concern for the public. 
—The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “The Harper Government and Climate 
Change: Lost at Sea?” Toby Sanger and Graham Saul, September 22, 2008, p. 
285 
 
In early January 2007, a poll was released showing that three-quarters of 
Canadians felt that the federal government’s effort on the environment was 
lacking: its worst showing. Later that month, another poll showed the 
environment had ascended to the top of Canadians’ list of priorities. 
—The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “The Harper Government and Climate 
Change: Lost at Sea?” Toby Sanger and Graham Saul, September 22, 2008, p. 
287 
 
The most significant environmental measure in the March 2007 budget was a 
measure that was met with general support from the public and all political 
parties at the time, but is likely to be highly damaging for the environment 
and very costly for the poor (my italics): regulations requiring a minimum 
percentage of ethanol, bio-diesel, or other “renewable fuels” content in 
gasoline, and direct federal subsidies to producers of these fuels. Regulations 
and subsidies that promote turning food, and especially corn, into fuel have 
shown to be especially ineffective in reducing greenhouse gases: both are 
very costly and potentially more environmentally damaging than the 
alternatives. Use of food for fuel has also forced up the price of food around 
the world, hurting the poorest around the world the most. While promoted as 
an environmental measure, until alternatives to food-based ethanol and bio-
diesel are economically feasible, these measures really involve the transfer of 
billions to the agricultural industry, paid for through taxpayer subsidies and 
higher prices on food by the public. (my italics) 
—The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “The Harper Government and Climate 
Change: Lost at Sea?” Toby Sanger and Graham Saul, September 22, 2008, 
pp. 288-9 
 

 In April 2007, Baird announced a new regulatory regime, Turning the Corner, 

supposedly designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution. This was the 

most ambitious climate change proposal announced by the Harper government since they 

assumed power. But in reality, the plan did little, because it lacked regulatory 

enforcement. “Independent assessments by four different organizations, including 

international banks, business groups and environmental groups, reported that this plan 



wouldn’t provide the reductions required.” (The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “The Harper 

Government and Climate Change: Lost at Sea?” Toby Sanger and Graham Saul, 

September 22, 2008, pp. 289-90) 

 And Harper? 

Harper made a larger symbolic step when he acknowledged to a business 
audience in Germany that climate change was “perhaps the biggest threat to 
confront the future of humanity today.” (June 4, 2007) 
 

 But at home, the Tories reneged on the Kyoto Accord and came up with a Bill 

designed to excuse them from it, and implement inferior policy. But Harper prorogued 

Parliament late in 2007 to head off a non-confidence vote and killed that Bill in the 

process. Next, Harper joined an international coalition (as previously described) whose 

intent was to impose voluntary greenhouse gas emissions controls on participating 

countries. So, the Tories betrayed Canadians on climate change, too. (The Harper 

Record, CCPA, pdf, “The Harper Government and Climate Change: Lost at Sea?” Toby 

Sanger and Graham Saul, September 22, 2008, pp. 291-92) 

 What about other Harper initiatives on Canada’s environment? 

As Martin Luther King once said, “legislation will not change the heart, but it 
will restrain the heartless.”…. As University of British Columbia Professor 
Karen Bakker explains, Canada is one of the few industrialized countries in 
the world that does not have legally enforced water quality standards…. 
Today, under the neoconservative agenda of the Harper government which 
has given increasing power to corporations, there is a more urgent need to 
“restrain the heartless” than ever before. (see “The Tories’ War on Canada’s 
Poor,” Rolf Auer) 
—The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “Policy Drought: The Harper 
government’s mismanagement of Canada’s water,” Maude Barlow and Meera 
Karunananthan, September 22, 2008, p. 299 
 
The Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce (CIBC), one of Canada’s largest 
banks, released a report in November 2006 peddling the benefits of investing 
in water. While those of us who see water as a fundamental right are outraged 
that our governments have neglected water infrastructure in communities 



across the country, the CIBC sees crumbling infrastructure as a great 
opportunity for private corporations to make profits, and the Conservative 
government is committed to facilitating the process. It announced this year 
that it would be placing public money destined for water infrastructure into 
the hands of water profiteers. 
—The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “Policy Drought: The Harper 
government’s mismanagement of Canada’s water,” Maude Barlow and Meera 
Karunananthan, September 22, 2008, p. 300 
 
Two years under the Harper regime have made it clear that we need a national 
water policy that affirms the right to water. Harper’s patchwork of funding 
proposals are not a substitute for robust legislation that protects Canadian 
water from commodification, diversion, bulk exports, and privatization. 
An April 2008 survey conducted by Environics for the Council of Canadians 
disclosed that 89% of Canadians want a national water policy that would ban 
bulk water exports and recognize water as a human right. The growing push 
for private sector involvement in water services, the destruction of Canadian 
lakes, and the alarming rates of boil-water advisories underscore the urgent 
need for such a policy. 
—The Harper Record, CCPA, pdf, “Policy Drought: The Harper 
government’s mismanagement of Canada’s water,” Maude Barlow and Meera 
Karunananthan, September 22, 2008, p. 305 
 

 Business interests have been trying to push trade treaties onto Canada in order to 

(what else?) increase profits. The Free Trade Agreement (1988), and following that, the 

North American Free Trade Agreement (1994), were pushed onto an unwilling Canadian 

public by coordinated business efforts. Both were notable for their almost complete lack 

of environmental protections. 

 Following these was the attempt to adopt the Multilateral Agreement on 

Investment (MAI): 

Canada was a strong proponent of the [MAI], a proposed international treaty 
that would have given transnational companies huge new rights to challenge 
government authority. (The MAI was defeated in 1997 by a coordinated 
international civil-society campaign.) 
—too close for comfort: Canada’s Future within Fortress North America, 
Maude Barlow, 2005, p. 269 
 



 Next up was the Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP) between Canada, the 

U.S., and Mexico (2005). From the July/August 2009 issue of the CCPA Monitor, in the 

article, “New film exposes the ‘Security and Prosperity Partnership’”: 

• “What the SPP really represents is a parallel government, so that the 
important decisions are either being made outside of Parliament and 
outside of legislatures… Democracy is slowly being gutted.”            
—Murray Dobbin, Canadian author and journalist 

• “The ultimate goal, quite obviously, is to create such tight integration 
that effectively we only have one North American political, security, 
military and economic place — that there are really no differentials 
between this country and the country next door.” —Michael Byers, 
Canada Research Chair, Global Politics and International Law, UBC 

 
 As of August 2009, the SPP website was updated to say: "The Security and 

Prosperity Partnership of North America (SPP) is no longer an active initiative. There 

will not be any updates to this site.” (www.wikipedia.org) Access to Canada’s water was 

one of the things threatened by the SPP. 

 As is implied by Jared Diamond’s quotation, when market ideology takes 

precedence over the environment, dire consequences occur more frequently. We saw 

earlier how shifting to biofuel production and privatization of water—environmental 

degradation—hurt Canadian consumers, often the poor the most. 

 In August 2006, the Harper government attacked the Canadian Wheat Board: 

Since many non-farmers know little about the issues involved, some 
background facts will help. The Canadian Wheat Board (CWB) represents 
some 75,000 grain growers, and handles all Western wheat and barley 
destined for export and human use. The CWB is 100% self-supporting, and, 
with $5 billion in annual sales, is a real power in the international market- 
place. Backed by the Canadian Grain Commission’s excellent quality 
assurance, the Board uses its exclusive “single-desk selling” power — its 
much-maligned “monopoly” — to get the best possible prices, transportation 
rates, and quality premiums for its producers. The CWB is worth $700–$800 
million annually to farmers, averaging almost $10,000 per farm. And it’s not 
just farmers who benefit. A 2005 Price-Waterhouse- Coopers study credited 
the Board with a “huge” economic impact totalling $1.6 billion annually, 



including some 14,000 non-farm jobs. The CWB moves 20 to 30 million 
tonnes of grain a year over Canadian rail lines and through Canadian ports in 
British Columbia, Manitoba, Ontario and Québec, making it one of Canada’s 
biggest rail shippers and one of our strongest East-West links. The Board has 
also been a crucial player in protecting grain customers — including 
Canadian consumers — from the risks of GM (genetically modified) wheat. 
—The Harper Report, CCPA, pdf, “Harper’s Attack On the Canadian Wheat 
Board,” Helen Forsey, September 22, 2008, p. 318 
 
Colleen Ross of Iroquois, Ontario, the National Farmer’s Union Women’s 
President, calls what the government is trying to do to the Wheat Board “both 
illegal and immoral. It just flies in the face of the principles of food 
sovereignty: people’s control over food, including how it is marketed. This 
government is once again putting corporate profits before the interests of 
people, and they’re doing it through fraud and lies.” 
—The Harper Report, CCPA, pdf, “Harper’s Attack On the Canadian Wheat 
Board,” Helen Forsey, September 22, 2008, p. 319 
 

 These are a few of the examples of how the Harper government sacrifices 

environmentalism to its neoliberal principles. Always, Canadians—usually the poorest—

end up getting hurt. 

 In the Vancouver Sun, on March 10, 2011, was this article by Stephen Hume, 

“Canada’s ‘province of hunger’ has doubled in the last two decades.” From it: 

Last year, in March alone, 867,948 Canadians visited food banks. If these 
folks were classified as a province – the province of hunger – it would rank 
seventh in population just behind Nova Scotia and Saskatchewan. In a 
country so self-congratulatory about its compassion, this seems 
unpardonable…. Food banks were launched as an emergency stopgap. Yet for 
all the good work done by food banks, the volunteers who run them and the 
citizens who support them, this approach is failing. Food banks are now an 
institutionalized excuse for the state to off-load its fundamental duty to all its 
citizens – that they be adequately fed…. We need to devise a workable 
strategy for ensuring that everybody in this extraordinarily wealthy country 
has enough to eat and if we must force dithering leaders to the discussion, so 
be it. If our economic model can’t achieve that modest goal, expect increasing 
numbers of hungry people to start asking – as they are in Egypt – what’s the 
point of having that model if it doesn’t work? 
 



 Neoliberalism as an economic model doesn’t work. It’s harmful to the 

environment and therefore to the people who live within it. It’s time for a new model. 

Why not try social democracy? 

[S]ocial democracy came to be associated with Keynesian economic 
management (…a free market, capitalist economy, left to its own devices, 
would fail to achieve long-term full employment, and that any kind of 
private-enterprise system could only be maintained through government 
intervention in a mixed economy (for definition, see “The Tories’ War on 
Canada’s Arts”, Rolf Auer).—A Dictionary of Canadian Economics, David 
Crane, 1980, p. 193), high taxes, social security, public enterprise, and 
expanded state bureaucracy. This approach to social reform was premised on 
the capacity of democratic institutions to ensure sensitive and responsible 
government. 
—Canadian Politics, edited by James Bickerton and Alain-G. Gagnon, “State 
Sovereignty, Localism, and Globalism,” Warren Magnusson, p. 67  
  
 


