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Foreword

We can all learn from history.  If we focus too much on the here and now, we can lose touch
with the underlying principles which have shaped our institutions and our values.  And Canada is
now at a stage where it needs to reflect on its history over the past 60 years in order to build a
strong foundation for coming decades.

In the 1940s, Canadians made a number of important choices that changed the relationship
between state and citizen in fundamental ways.  The result was a transformation in the Canadian
way of life.  The economy expanded, systems of social protection were established, new waves
of immigration brought newcomers to Canada, the role of the Church in public life diminished,
and so on.

Then, in the early 1980s, new governments with new ideas decided to take a different direction
in defining the roles of state, citizens, markets, and communities. Since then, markets have taken
on a bigger role in shaping our lives, and Canada is far more integrated into the North American
economy.  Governments have retrenched to deal with their fiscal problems.  Family structures
and patterns of living have changed.  New technologies have altered the way we work and
communicate, as well as the products we consume.

In all this torrent of change, what are the core values that should guide the roles of citizen, state,
market and community in coming decades?  In 2002, CPRN launched a Citizens’ Dialogue on
the Kind of Canada We Want to give citizens a chance to deliberate on the values and trade-offs
they believe are appropriate for early 21st century Canada.  The dialogue will take place in the
fall of 2002 and the final report will be released in the spring of 2003.

To prepare for this dialogue, we asked David Laycock and Greg Clarke to give us a history
lesson covering three generations.  In this paper, they integrate a vast array of political, social
and economic events that reflected and influenced the implicit Canadian social contract. They
focus their attention on the way political actors dealt with competing values in order to establish
the trade-offs necessary for policy decisions. Their primary sources are federal and provincial
Speeches from the Throne and party election platforms, as well as federal Royal Commission
reports. Their broad sweep through history is a revelation, and I commend the paper to students
of Canada, young and old.

On behalf of CPRN and our partners in this project, I want to thank Professor Laycock and
Mr. Clarke for taking up our challenge.  I also want to thank the peer reviewers who provided
valuable advice on a first draft. The authors make it clear that a democratic society requires a
“public conversation” about the unavoidable trade-offs among political, social, and economic
goals.  Our hope is that the Dialogue will be the beginning of an even broader public
conversation about the kind of country we wish to become.

Judith Maxwell
November 2002
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Executive Summary

Introduction

 “Social contracts” are packages of policy-relevant ideas concerning basic choices on the central
issues of citizenship and citizen/state/society relations in modern liberal democracies. They
define

• the rights and responsibilities of citizenship,
• the relationship between citizenship and the welfare state,
• citizens’ sense of belonging to Canada, and their ideas concerning the desirability of inter-

regional sharing,
• their attitudes towards North American integration, and
• their sense of Canada's responsibility to the rest of the world.

  Since 1940, three broad social contract models have competed and evolved. We refer to
them as the market citizenship model, the brokerage citizenship model, and the social democratic
citizenship model. They have developed within and across the boundaries of liberalism,
conservatism, social democracy and more recently the ‘new right,’ and each one involves a
different set of trade-offs among values.

 As in other ‘affluent democracies,’ Canadians and their governments are under pressure to
rethink the social contract in response to big changes in the policy context: fiscal austerity,
heightened globalization and broad acceptance of the need for governments to act creatively.

In rethinking the social contract, choices must be made among different socio-economic
policy packages.  Citizens and governments have an obligation to be aware of and explicit about
the value trade-offs inherent in the broad policy packages they espouse. Clarity and transparency
concerning these values is essential to the health of our democracy.

The paper begins by laying out an analytical framework for understanding key dimensions of
post-war thinking about the implicit Canadian social contract. We then discuss the types of value
trade-offs characteristic of the three major social contract models in Canadian public discourse,
using examples of policy proposals advanced by political parties and governments to illustrate
how these trade-offs have been understood by Canadian political elites. We close with some
speculation regarding emerging themes in debates over the Canadian social contract.

Our primary sources are selected federal and provincial Throne Speeches, party election
platforms, and federal Royal Commission reports. These documents typically express and
sometimes lead broader patterns of public thought on basic political, social and economic values.

Key results

There has been a broad consensus on many values across the three social contract models but the
agreement has not gone very deep. Until the 1980s, social democratic and mainstream political
forces were in agreement on
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•  the desirability of well-informed and well-supported civic participation, even though they
disagreed over the depth and range of such participation in policy processes, economic
management, and the affairs of civil society

•  greater distributive equality across income, ethnic group and eventually even gender lines.
However, they disagreed over the means of achieving greater social equality, the pace at
which it should be pursued, and on the programs through which it could be achieved.
Most importantly, they disagreed on the extent to which such achievements were
constrained by the imperatives of economic growth and ‘investor confidence.’

•  support for a significant government presence in the market economy, prior to 1985. This
is not to say that the CCF and Conservatives agreed on the role of the state in 1945 or
since. But by the 1950s, when all other western societies were also building their welfare
states, the consensus on the need to construct at least some version of one in Canada was
very broad. With this came the increasing orthodoxy of Keynesian demand management
approaches to fiscal and monetary policy and acceptance of the goal of ‘full employment,’
at least in principle.

•  how maintaining a distinctive Canadian community within North America would require
some measures of economic nationalism, primarily under the auspices of the national
government. There was of course considerable debate over the appropriate policy
instruments, and the degree to which public sector firms or government regulations should
compete with or constrain private enterprises and the decisions of the marketplace.

•  support for cultural and other value diversity in Canada, both through generalized
tolerance and social accommodation of ‘difference,’ and through a substantial role for
minority group support by federal and provincial governments. Such diversity was seen as
an expression of active citizenship, that is, as an example of the social equality manifest in
the expanding welfare state, and as a way to secure closer bonds of social solidarity and
shared national feeling in a socially diverse federation.

In general, then, there was a broad consensus on the desirability of a ‘mixed economy,’ and
hence a consensus on the value of substantial – if still modest, by European standards – state
involvement in the economy. And this value consensus worked in a general synergy with the
consensus on greater distributive equity. These two core values of the post-war Canadian social
contract were complementary, even if their policy expressions in the hands of different parties
and governments were not.

However, after 1985, that broad consensus was strongly challenged, as the new right rejected
both the value choices and the value complementarities at the core of the ‘post-war social
contract.’ Reform, the Canadian Alliance and various provincial parties (with Progressive
Conservative, Social Credit and recently in BC, Liberal labels) have rejected the idea that either
active citizenship or individual freedom require an interventionist state attempting to ‘socially
engineer’ greater income, gender, or ethnic equality. Their alternative vision maintains respect
for regional control and distinctiveness, but contends that Canadians have to choose among their
most important basic shared values.

On this account, we are forced to choose between freedom and social equality, between
freedom and an interventionist state, between freedom and state support for cultural diversity,
and between regional control and an intrusive federal state. With freedom defined largely in
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terms of unconstrained marketplace behaviour, and an absence of state involvement in other civil
society relations, these choices are both unavoidable and obvious within this new right
perspective. The new right campaign rests on a redefinition of freedom that is inconsistent with
widely endorsed post-war Canadian understandings, where modest state-assisted reductions in
social inequality are seen to be pre-conditions of, rather than obstacles to, meaningful freedom
for most citizens.

In the final section, we locate federal parties and some provincial parties since 1940 within
three broad social contract models. Each model is divided into two sub-models. We classify them
as follows:

•  Reform, Canadian Alliance and post-1984 federal Progressive Conservative parties are
operating within the “market citizenship” model, with Reform and the Alliance giving
private market relations the greatest pre-eminence.

•  Federal Progressive Conservatives before 1984, Liberals since 1940, and provincial NDP
government parties all fit into the broader, more pragmatic “brokerage citizenship”
model, in which political and social values moderately regulate the market and its values
to sustain a modest welfare state and social/political pluralism. The NDP inhabitants of
this model have been more inclined to let its egalitarian values constrain the market and
sustain social protections than either the Liberal or Conservative governments.

•  The federal CCF and NDP parties fit into the “social democratic citizenship” model in
which political and social values play a large role in constraining the operation of the
private market and its values.

Future Directions

Four crucial factors condition the restructuring of the Canadian social contract in 2002: the
federal surplus and ongoing provincial fiscal constraints; North American integration; ethnic and
cultural diversity; and intergenerational and international justice.  All four are testing our
commitment to basic Canadian value choices in the second half of the twentieth century –
distributive equity, democratic inclusion, and support for state intervention in the economy.

•  The changing fiscal environment has already led to revised roles and responsibilities for
national and regional governments, and these will evolve further in the social contract
packages over the next decades.

•  The North American Free Trade Agreement and the attacks of September 11, 2001 will make
it increasingly difficult for English Canadians – and perhaps Québécers – to translate their
nationalist feelings into distinctive social, cultural and economic policies. Globalization and
proximity to the United States constrain the policies Canadians choose, and also influence the
values shaping the choices they wish to make. Yet neither these policies nor our values are
pre-determined by American experience. Canadian parties and governments will thus, quite
appropriately, continue to argue among themselves about policy expressions of Canadian
sovereignty vis-à-vis the United States, and do so under substantial pressure from a wide
range of civil society actors.
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•  Questions regarding the appropriate public and private instruments of cultural diversity in
Canada have been contentious since the 1960s, and will continue to engage all Canadian
governments and many political actors. Yet as more and more Canadians experience cultural
diversity through public education and other activities, cultural diversity is likely to become a
normal part of what Canada means, and therefore no longer be a contentious matter in public
debate.

•  Issues of inter-generational and international justice will be harder for parties and
governments to ignore in coming years, with mounting evidence of environmental damage
and resource depletion, and of increasing disparity in life chances among Canadians, and
between First and Third World citizens.

Canadians will work through these four contentious issues in a broad range of specific policy
debates over the next generation. To appreciate what is truly at stake in such debates, it will be
crucial to be crystal clear about the values underlying each policy choice.

Looking back over the ways that public policies have been proposed and implemented by
Canadian governments and political parties since 1940, we can see distinct patterns of value
trade-offs, which we describe as ‘Canadian social contracts.’  In discussing how to construct a
new social contract adequate to our needs and obligations in the 21st century, Canadians will
once again be challenged to re-examine their basic value commitments.
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Framing the Canadian Social Contract:
Integrating Social, Economic and Political Values Since 1940

David Laycock and Greg Clarke

I.  Introduction

This paper provides an overview of three approaches to integrating social, economic and political
values in post-1940 Canada.1 Our intention is to clarify how debates over the basic value
structure embedded in the Canadian social contract have been framed over the past three
generations by ‘elite’ political actors in Canadian political parties and governments. Our hope is
that this will assist policy researchers and interested citizens to think through the choices
Canadians face in revising this social contract over the next decade.

Virtually no one engaged in debates over Canadian social, economic, citizenship and cultural
policy believes that we can avoid such revisions. The big question, then, is how these revisions
will take shape. In this paper we cannot address this question by reviewing all relevant policy
options. Instead, we attempt to clarify some basic value commitments and trade-offs underlying
major contending approaches to the Canadian social contract with reference to relevant policy
traditions and packages advocated or adopted by Canadian political actors and governments
since 1940.

Traditionally, the idea of a ‘social contract’ has been used to highlight relationships between
citizens, civil society/community, and the state. Social contract thinking provided key
philosophical foundations for modern liberal and democratic thought, in the work of theorists as
diverse as Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and Immanuel Kant. More
recently, John Rawls revived the social contract tradition of political philosophy, with an
emphasis on the relationship between freedom and equality that many have read as a
sophisticated justification of the normative basis of post-war welfare states. All such efforts to
think through these relationships have involved a rank-ordering of key socio-political values, and
clarification of the importance attached to the values of freedom, equality, justice, democracy,
citizenship, social cohesion, social order and political obligation. They also often included
proposals for the institutional supports and civic conduct needed to foster the achievement of
such values.

Canadian thinking about the social contract between our citizens, social organizations, and
political institutions has been primarily practical and policy-oriented rather than being explicitly
based on philosophical ‘first principles.’ Broad and distinctively Canadian ideological
frameworks have nurtured thinking and shaped debate about these same large themes during the
20th century. Within and across the boundaries of liberalism, conservatism, social democracy and
more recently the ‘new right,’ Canadian political actors have implicitly and informally
constructed elements of what we can retrospectively assemble into several broad ‘social contract
models.’ In appropriating the name of this historically specific approach to doing political
philosophy, we are not wishing to suggest that our social contract models operate with the same
philosophical logic or basic concepts about rights and obligations. Rather, we are using the
terminology of social contract to suggest that underlying general approaches to citizen-state
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relations and related public policy, we can identify broad value structures that often turn on key
assumptions about rights and obligations.

Since 1940, several social contract models have emerged incrementally, transforming in
dialogue with one another and finding expression in diverse policy applications by federal and
provincial governments. These models have addressed Canadians’ understandings and debates
over:

• their rights and responsibilities as citizens;
• the character of inter-group and inter-community relationships;
• the role of private enterprises and public institutions in fostering these rights,

relationships and responsibilities; and
• Canadian governments’ obligations in relation to citizens and diverse communities.

This background paper operates on the assumption that these broad topics and the specific
policies encompassed by them are now under review, and have been – openly or covertly – by all
Canadian governments for most of the past two decades. As in other ‘affluent democracies,’
Canadian governments are in the middle of a period of welfare state re-structuring in a period of
extended austerity, heightened globalization and broad acceptance of the need for governments
to act creatively in response to this policy environment.2

Canadian governments’ and citizens’ expectations and responsibilities are unavoidably
changing under these circumstances. But an affluent democratic society always has choices
among different socio-economic policy packages.3 As Judith Maxwell has recently argued,

Citizens have rights, they have responsibilities, and they need access to jobs,
public services and public participation. The balance among these rights and
responsibilities changes over time in response to the core values of citizens,
their implicit contract with the state, and the economic and political context.
… Canada … has to make its choices, based on its history, economic
context, and core values. And in contrast to the past 20 years, Canada has
the opportunity to create a new and more durable synergy between
economic and social policies. (Maxwell, 2001, 29)

Canada has no good reasons to undertake major social and economic policy choices either
‘blindly’ or covertly. Citizens and governments have an obligation to be aware of and explicit
about the value trade-offs inherent in particular policy choices or broad policy packages. Clarity
and transparency concerning the values underlying various policy trade-offs and packages are
democratic imperatives.

There are of course many ways of achieving clarity and transparency in these regards. In this
paper, we use the overarching idea of a social contract involving basic political, social and
economic values and value trade-offs, as a device to highlight some important dimensions of
policy choice and public discussion.

We make no claims about our ability to make sense of all policy choices by post-war
Canadian governments with this approach. Still, we believe that it can illuminate some of the
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major political questions and choices Canadians and their governments have faced in the past,
and now face again. And we believe that on matters central to civic, social and material well-
being, it is essential to think about the ‘big picture’ of competing value foundations of Canadian
social contracts.

A huge range of source materials can be used to understand the contending visions of the
Canadian social contract. In this paper, we have had to narrow our focus. Our direct empirical
points of reference are primarily selected federal and provincial government Throne Speeches,
party election platforms, and federal Royal Commission reports. These public documents often
crystallize and sometimes lead broader patterns of public thought on basic political, social and
economic values, especially those that are closely connected to the meaning and practices of
Canadian citizenship.4 We list a representative selection of the Throne Speeches, party platforms
and federal Royal Commission reports consulted for this analysis in the second section of our
bibliography.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. We begin by laying out an analytical
framework that allows us to focus on what we see as key dimensions of post-war thinking about
the Canadian social contract. We then discuss the types of value commitments and trade-offs
characteristic of three major social contract models in Canadian public discourse. Examples of
policy proposals or legislation advanced by Canadian political parties, governments and
commissions will be provided to illustrate how these commitments and trade-offs have been
made or understood by Canadian political elites. We close our discussion with some speculation
regarding emerging themes in debates over the Canadian social contract.
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II. An Analytical Approach to Framing the Social Contract

We think of ‘social contracts’ as packages of policy-relevant ideas concerning basic choices on
some of the central issues of citizenship and citizen/state/society relations in a modern liberal
democracy. These issues include:

• the rights and responsibilities of citizenship,
• the relationship between citizenship and the welfare state,
• citizens’ senses of belonging to Canada,
• their ideas concerning the desirability of inter-regional sharing,
• their attitudes towards North American integration, and
• their senses of Canada's responsibility to the rest of the world.

  Since 1940, three broad models of social contract have evolved in competition with each
other in Canada. We refer to these as the market citizenship model, the brokerage citizenship
model, and the social democratic citizenship model. The features of each model will emerge
gradually through our analysis in section III, and be summarized in section IV below.

Three Social Contract Models

1. Market Citizenship
2. Brokerage Citizenship
3. Social Democratic Citizenship

Many of the themes and areas of policy emphasis in these contending social contract models
deal directly or indirectly with the size, shape and direction of ‘the welfare state’ and, more
broadly, the ‘welfare regime.’ (Esping-Andersen, 1990 and 1996) This is no simple coincidence.
In western polities since the end of the Great Depression, political competition and public
discourse have often focussed on the institutional and programmatic options available for welfare
state construction and reform. The politics of the welfare state establish its content, boundaries
and relations to the institutions of market and family in civil society in the encompassing welfare
regime. These are the key determinants of our implicit social contract between and among
citizens, governments, communities and economic institutions/enterprises. The social contract
also includes elements of Canadian public life that are not directly encompassed by the welfare
regime, matters such as aid to the Third World, and mutual civic obligations within our
communities, which are conditioned by its values and programmatic expressions. It is thus worth
pausing briefly to consider the welfare regime/social contract relationship.

Scholars and politicians commonly refer to the values underpinning the overall welfare
state/welfare regime as a post-war social contract.5 This language is most frequently employed in
reference to the combination of government commitments to employment creation and social
service provision, and citizen acceptance of relatively high levels of taxation and business
regulation in a predominately private sector-driven economy. It suggests that over time,
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organized groups and governments in Canada, along with citizens at large, have believed that
contending values must be subject to compromise in unavoidable policy trade-offs.

These trade-offs are inevitable and probably desirable in a pluralistic society. So long as they
occur within broadly consensual parameters, these tradeoffs create no egregious harm to or
special advantage for identifiable groups within the national community. In a social contract, as
in any other contract, individuals and groups have to give up something they want to get
something they value. As long as there are not large groups left out of the ‘mutual benefit
society’ of a given social contract, most people will see enough benefit and other-regarding
social value in the contract to obey the law and abide by cultural norms regarding fair play, due
process and acceptable public behaviour.

There are of course other ways of thinking about the social contract that avoid or minimize
reference to an active welfare state. Both the traditional conservatism of Edmund Burke and the
modern conservatism of the Canadian ‘new right’ stress individual obligations of self-restraint
and self-reliance, combined with reliance on the wisdom of accumulated tradition and
established religion, and use of private charity rather than public provision to deal with our
obligations of ‘social protection’ for the poor. The welfare state is absent from the earlier
conservative social contract, and the ‘new right’ has subjected it to intensive critique, favouring
private/voluntary provision of social protection to the ‘truly disadvantaged.’ Nonetheless, since
the Second World War in most affluent democracies, social protection has been seen by most
major political parties and clear majorities of citizens as largely the business of government. The
political question has not been whether this should be so, but to what extent, in which mixes of
state-delivered programs, addressing which needs, aimed at which elements of the population,
and making up for which kinds of ‘market failures.’

In public discourse, the question of how we mix public and private rights and responsibilities
with individual citizen opportunities and social protection is typically broken down into very
specific and manageable policy questions. By contrast, our approach centres on value
commitments and trade-offs underlying broad policy packages.

Table 1 presents eight scales that represent basic political, social and economic value
commitments that we feel explicitly or implicitly inform most policy debates on aspects of the
Canadian social contract. In section IV below, and in Appendix II, we show how we can
combine positions on these value scales to produce three Social Contract Models, each of which
trades off the values from Table 1 in distinct yet related ways.

The value scales of Table 1 and general models of Appendix 2 are just analytical constructs.
No influential political actor or group during this period self-identified through the analytical
categories we employ here. Nonetheless, we believe that these analytical constructs can shed
light on the major ways that Canadians have thought about combining and trading off social,
political and economic values since 1940.6 The kinds of questions that lead us to consider such
value commitments and trade-offs are indicated in Appendix I. Time and space constraints
prevent us from examining Canadian intellectuals’ attempts to make sense, or advocate particular
versions, of these value trade-offs.7
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Table 1:  Values in the Canadian Social Contracts

Political Values — citizenship and political participation

A “Citizen participation in public life”
Preference for…………………………………………………..………..
Inclusive participation/
deliberation in policy
determination     

B “Citizens in communities”
Citizens in solidaristic community……………………….……………….
(substantial attention to social obligations,
not just individual rights)

C “Canadian nationalism (in North America)”
Strong nationalism………………………………………………………………
(vis-à-vis USA)   

D “Identification with national community”
Strong identification ………………………….………..……………..…….
with national community  

              

Social Values

E “Support for greater distributive equality”
Support income distribution
as means of enhancing social equality……………………………..………..
(distribution according to ‘need’  
as much as possible)  

Preference for democratic
elitism’/minimal citizen

participation in policy
determination

1 2 3 4 5

Individualistic freedom
(from community/state;
little attention to social

obligations

1 2 3 4 5

Weak nationalism/
 “continentalism”

1 2 3 4 5

Strong identification
with regional/

provincial community

1 2 3 4 5

Accept group-stratified
inequalities (distribution

according to ‘merit’ as
much as possible)

1 2 3 4 5
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F “Support for value diversity”
Prefer clear emphasis ……………………………………….. …………….
value diversity over
common values          

Economic Values

G “Cooperation and competition”
Social Cooperation…………………………………………..………..……….
that enhances overall
social welfare is undermined
by the competitive market

H “Role of state in market economy”
Prefer extensive State ownership ………………………………………..
and regulation of private market

  

Prefer clear emphasis
on common values

over value diversity

1 2 3 4 5

Social cooperation
that enhances overall

social welfare is
enhanced by the

competitive market
1 2 3 4 5

Prefer maximum private
ownership and minimal

state regulation

1 2 3 4 5



Framing the Canadian Social Contract: Integrating Social,
Economic and Political Values Since 1940 8

III. Linking Political, Social and Economic Values in Social Contract Visions

The values in Table 1 represent key foundations of the social contract visions that have informed
– and can be inferred from – post-war Canadian debates over social and economic policy and
civic participation. In this section we explain how these values are linked to one another, and
how the values have tended to congregate to form recognizable perspectives on broad public
policy preferences and trade-offs. Appendix II provides an overview of these perspectives by
assigning scores from the value scales in Table 1 to political parties grouped under three broad
Social Contract Model headings. Readers interested in a more detailed list of  ‘framing
questions’ that led our discussion in this section can consult Appendix I.

Post-war Canada has consistently been the site of a dynamic interplay between different
social contract visions. Yet after 1945, there was a trend towards convergence on several key
dimensions of the social contract, especially those that accepted at least in principle the
normative case for greater state intervention in the market economy to achieve greater equality of
opportunity among Canadian citizens. There remained considerable disagreement among
political actors as to the means of achieving greater equality, and indeed disagreement
concerning whether doing so threatened important economic or even political values. By the
early 1980s, the broad partisan and ideological commitment to greater social equality had
evaporated, under the influence of political forces on the ‘new right.’ In the discussion below, we
will consider key dimensions of post-war convergence in social contract thinking in Canada, as
well as the emergence of basic new divergences ushered in by the political campaigns of the
‘new right’ to reconfigure the Canadian social contract.

Citizen Participation in Public Life

We start with value scale A and a crucial dimension of public life and citizenship in modern
democracies: orientations to levels and types of citizen participation in policy agenda-setting and
decision-making. In theory, of course, all organized political groups and parties in democratic
polities endorse and facilitate ‘rule by the people’ and hence widespread political participation
by citizens. In practice, citizens may consider their participation in processes of government
policy-making to be a requirement of public policy legitimacy in broad policy areas. We will
pursue the implications of this possibility for the Canadian social contracts in a subsequent
analysis.

Broad consensus regarding the democratic participatory and access foundations of policy –
and indeed government legitimacy – masks a diversity of views regarding whether citizens wish
to or should be actively involved in the policy process. There is also a broad diversity of views
concerning how widely – that is, in which range of decision-making venues – such democratic
participation should occur. At one end of scale A we place a strong preference for “inclusive
participation/deliberation in policy determination.” We can of course analytically distinguish
between democratic inclusion (minimally conceived as a universal adult franchise), democratic
participation (involving forms of political activity that extend well beyond voting), and
democratic deliberation (involving particular assumptions about and mechanisms for producing
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policy consensus). But our general point in locating all of these dimensions of democratic
practice at one end of this continuum is to signal that even though preferences for specific levels
and types of participation, inclusion and deliberation are issue and context specific,8 these
analytically distinct dimensions tend to congregate together in terms of political value choices.
Historically, this democratic value choice set has been associated – in Canada and elsewhere –
with forces on the political left. It was initially expressed in pressures to extend the franchise
beyond all property, gender and ethnic restrictions. As this pressure led to the achievement of
franchise extensions and related political participation rights, the focus eventually shifted to
pressuring governments to open up a broader range of ‘sites’ for democratic decision-making –
in economic enterprises, government policy consultation bodies, public education, cultural
bodies, and most recently, the historically ‘private’ domains of power relations within family
life.

Until relatively recently, the Canadian political actors most closely associated with such
pressures for democratic inclusion have been those associated with political parties of the left –
most notably, the CCF and NDP – and with organized labour, whose campaign for ‘economic
democracy’ is both long-standing and well known.9 With the advent of the second wave of the
women’s movement in the late 1960s, Canadian feminists became the most innovative
proponents of extending democratic inclusion/participation, this time along gender lines, in
various policy development processes, partisan electoral activities, and in workplaces, schools,
social service agencies, churches and families. This campaign was given considerable
momentum by the Royal Commission on the Status of Women in Canada, whose 1970 Report
included the contention that:

Very positive measures are needed to break the invisible as well as the
evident barriers that now exist. ... A special effort must be made to seek out
and encourage competent women in Canadian society to accept
appointments to the judiciary, the Senate, government boards and agencies,
to accept nominations as political candidates and, when elected, to accept
major cabinet posts and other positions of responsibility. (1970, 356)

The women’s movement was soon joined by other social movements pressing the demands of
environmentalism, native self-government, ethnic minority rights, and gay rights. Groups
involved in these campaigns pressed for more access to the policy process through extended and
meaningful policy consultations in government bodies and decision-making processes, often
treating conventional parliamentary channels of representation as inhospitable to their concerns.

Canada’s two ‘brokerage’ political parties, the Liberals and Progressive Conservatives, have
not distinguished themselves as sources of innovative proposals for broadening and deepening
democratic participation and deliberation. This is not to say that federal Liberal and provincial
Progressive Conservative governments have not spoken regularly of the need for creating better
informed and more active citizens through enhanced spending on public schools and post-
secondary education, for example. In fact, this was a staple of Ontario government Throne
Speeches in the immediate post-war period, and again in the late 1960s and early 1970s. But
education spending was more obviously valued in terms of shaping a more productive workforce



Framing the Canadian Social Contract: Integrating Social,
Economic and Political Values Since 1940 10

and hence a stronger provincial and national economy.10 The same can be said of federal
government commitments to post-secondary education financing in the 1960s and 1970s.

If mainstream parties spoke regularly of the need to enhance public education to promote
active and more inclusive citizenship in the immediate post-war period, this is no longer true.
The broader definitions of ‘active citizenship’ occasioned by and inscribed in post-1970 social
movement activity are pretty clearly not what the federal and most provincial governments now
wish to promote through public and post-secondary education. Still, as Neil Nevitte and others
have shown, increased levels of education are strongly correlated with substantially reduced
deference to conventional authority, and a substantially increased tendency to engage in protests
and other forms of unconventional political activity.11

Also notable are the calls for ‘participatory democracy’ as an important element of the ‘just
society’ in Pierre Trudeau’s 1968 federal election campaign, and his government’s creation of
the Company of Young Canadians and the Local Initiatives Program.12 Each of the latter
sponsored a good deal of creative grass-roots community organizing and development in many
parts of Canada, which certainly qualify as contributions to a more inclusively participatory
democratic experience. Still, it would be a stretch to argue that these initiatives were integral to
broader patterns of federal government policy. They did bear some relation, however, to later
initiatives in the programs sponsored by the federal Secretary of State and Heritage departments.
The latter were not aimed at grass-roots participation in community development, but programs
launched through these initiatives did seek to equip historically disadvantaged groups – primarily
women and recent immigrant communities – with resources for social, economic and even
political mobilization.

By the late 1980s, the momentum behind calls for innovative and system-challenging forms
of political participation had shifted to forces on the political right. Like the social movement
organizations mentioned above, the new Reform party drew on widespread feelings of citizen
alienation from conventional political processes and parliamentary forms of representation.
Rather than promote extended group-based participation, however, Reform advocated
mechanisms of ‘direct democracy’ – particularly citizens’ initiatives and recall of elected
officials – as means of bringing citizens’ preferences to bear on policy selection processes. The
Reform party was the most prominent promoter of this alternative means of citizen participation.
Its advocacy of such practices included an explicit critique of group-mediated expression of
citizen policy choices, based on the assumption that such groups were not only unrepresentative
of what ‘ordinary Canadians’ wanted, but had actually been coopted into a corrupt network of
self-serving government bureaucrats, politicians, and ‘special interests.’

On this account, these special interests and their state-based supporters were systematically
ignoring and undermining the well-being of Canadians who felt over-taxed, over-regulated and
hindered in exercising self-reliance and the freedom to dispose of their hard-earned incomes.13 In
addition to its proposals for direct democracy, Reform called for a variety of reforms to
parliamentary structures and practice, most notably an elected and ‘equal’ Senate (equal
representation from each province), and an increase in the proportion of ‘free votes’ on
government bills. These reforms were to make governments and MPs more accountable to
voters, increase the number of access points for citizen participation, and increase their
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incentives for participating (especially if they believed that the two reforms would substantially
decrease the high level of ‘party discipline’ in Parliament).

So our post-war political history has featured notable pressures for enhanced citizen
participation and deliberation from the two ends of the political spectrum, and some support for
such participation from federal governments. The left and right have promoted their versions of
enhanced democratic participation by portraying conventional political decision-making as
largely antithetical to the real interests of ‘the people,’ and in this sense have delivered their
political messages in populist fashion. While their proposals for democratic reform and civic
inclusion have varied dramatically, both draw on extensive dissatisfaction with our electoral and
parliamentary processes of citizen representation, which has grown steadily since the 1960s.14

For our purposes, the interesting question emerging from this politically ‘bi-polar’ challenge
to conventional forms of citizen participation and representation is how such challenges combine
with other value commitments central to constructions of the Canadian social contract. We can
work down the list of other value scales (Table 1, B-H) to get a sense of how varied these
combinations are, and how complementarities and trade-offs between and among these values
have been perceived.

Social Obligation and Participation

Beginning with our ‘citizens in communities’ scale, we find that a lower numeric score on this
scale most obviously combines with a low score on scale A in political groupings on the left. A
commitment to ‘solidaristic community’ involves careful observation of social obligations within
and among distinct social groups, particularly those defined by economic class. It can be found
in Saskatchewan CCF election platforms and government throne speeches in the middle 1940s,15

federal CCF party platforms throughout the 1940s and 1950s,16 provincial NDP election
platforms and throne speeches in BC, Saskatchewan and Ontario since 1970,17 and many social
movement proclamations and campaigns since the late 1960s. For these social democrats and
social activists, taking these social obligations seriously has required a widening of opportunities
for political participation beyond the circles of elite political and economic power.

This commitment to a modest degree of ‘solidaristic community’ can also be found, albeit in a
weaker form, and typically with more focus on the social obligations of tolerance and
accommodation among linguistic and ethno-cultural communities, in more mainstream party and
government documents. Thus we find, especially in the immediate post-war period, both federal
Liberal governments, and the ultimate provincial ‘brokerage party,’ the Ontario Progressive
Conservatives, speaking of the need to share economic burdens and jointly meet the challenges
of social change. They proposed to do so in ways that expressed a broad social obligation to all
elements within the national or provincial community. In the five years following the end of the
war, these governments’ throne speeches were characterized by commitments to re-settle and
otherwise assist returning war veterans, to assist new immigrants fleeing Europe, and to build
both more material infrastructure and educational institutions to aid rural and poorer citizens.18

Explicit recognition of the connections between such support and the practical extension of
citizen involvement was common in government documents of the time.
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By the 1960s, mainstream political articulation of a sense of community-wide obligation often
took the form of acknowledging the need to heal rifts between Canada’s English and French-
speaking communities. This was expressed, in part, by opening up viable avenues for meaningful
civic participation for linguistic minorities in English and French Canada through official
bilingualism in public services and employment. After 1970, it also took the form of
commitments to assist other minority ethnic communities through government programs
supporting multiculturalism. After roughly 1980, this was extended to at least rhetorical support
for Native demands for assistance, recognition and self-government. Following the failure of the
Meech Lake constitutional reform process, and the loud outcry of dissatisfaction with this
‘elitist’ process, the federal government and provincial governments designed and carried out the
more participatory and perhaps somewhat deliberative19 nation-wide consultations leading up to
the Charlottetown Accord. These included the Citizens’ Forum on Canada’s Future, hearings of
the Beaudoin-Dobbie parliamentary committee, and various provincial government-sponsored
public hearings.

More recently, the 1999 federal-provincial agreement on the ‘Social Union
Framework’(SUFA) included a provision for ‘mechanisms of citizen engagement’ in various
policy processes in the evolving agreement. As Matthew Mendelsohn and John McLean argue,
“[s]ocial policy is important to Canadians and is one area where citizens are able to offer
informed participation in terms of the setting of priorities and making value-based choices
between competing options, so that the competitive interests of governments would be checked
by more public processes, producing, in the end, better, more coherent public policies.”20 The
jury is still out as to whether these mechanisms are well thought through, and whether they can
mesh with the almost inherent elitism of intergovernmental bargaining. Yet it may be
encouraging that the federal government, along with nine provincial and two territorial
governments, could endorse a commitment to ‘citizen engagement’ as one of SUFA’s “two
animating principles.” (Mendelsohn and McLean, 44). If it is taken seriously by the governments
involved, and perhaps even seen as something of a template for other policy consultation and
development processes, this provision in SUFA might even turn out to be a modest stepping
stone in the extension of “deliberative democracy” and collaborative relations between civil
society organizations and governments in Canada. (Phillips, 29)

These exercises and commitments over the past three decades can all be seen, from one angle,
as acknowledgements by Canadian governments of the need for a more inclusive pattern of and
opportunity structure for Canadian political participation. Unlike the positions taken by the CCF
and NDP, these commitments by Liberal and Progressive Conservative governments have not
been attached to a direct challenge to connections between dominant economic elites and
political power. The democratization promised by mainstream governments thus cannot be
located near the bottom end of scale A; these were not promises to dramatically alter the de facto
‘democratic elitism’ that has characterized mainstream parties’ typical approaches to citizen
participation. But mainstream parties and governments throughout the post-war period have
overtly endorsed the normative value of extending and deepening civic participation, even if
their policies have not, in practice, created patterns of civic participation that would satisfy those
on the political left.
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Distributive Equality and Participation

Explicit commitments by parties of the left and centre to widen and deepen democratic
participation have also been underwritten by public commitments to greater distributive equality.
Their scores on scales A,  ‘citizen participation,’ and B, ‘social obligation,’ are thus unavoidably
connected to scores on scale E, ‘support for distributive equality.’ Parties and (provincial)
governments of the left – the CCF and NDP in English Canada, and the Parti Québécois in
Québec – have a cluster of low numeric scores on all three scales. The logic here is relatively
straightforward: giving a high value to distributive equality has meant enhancing the political
involvement and hence clout of disadvantaged economic and social groups, as has been
demonstrated in social democratic regimes like Sweden, Norway and Austria. A more extensive
and institutionally anchored form of civic participation for such groups is, arguably, a necessary
condition of their achievement of greater distributive equality. Normatively, this twin
commitment is based on the idea that all persons’ needs are equally deserving of being met
through political decision-making, social provision and economic planning.

Throughout the western world, political actors with this set of commitments enjoyed political
momentum through most of the first three post-war decades. Popular support for interventionist
programs that advanced greater distributive equality was high after the war, and continued for
over a generation. As a result, mainstream Canadian political parties – Liberals and Progressive
Conservatives – were politically constrained to build modest institutional and programmatic
foundations for a modern welfare state. Whatever value commitments their leaders and activists
held concerning distributive equality were ‘held to the fire’ by forces on the political left. In
Canada and most other western countries, this included not just political parties but also
organized labour. The post-war Canadian industrial working class constituted a pool of voters far
too large for any brokerage party to risk alienating thoroughly. So enhanced access to medical
services, public school and post-secondary education, livable pensions, affordable housing,
economic support during periods of unemployment or depressed agricultural commodity prices,
and employment opportunities in poorer regions, all became elements of the ‘liberal welfare state
regime’ constructed by Liberal and Progressive Conservative federal governments (and Liberal,
Progressive Conservative,21 NDP, Social Credit and Parti Québécois provincial governments)
between 1940 and 1975.22

Reviewing party platforms and throne speeches during this period, it is easy to see that
Canadian political elites on the centre and moderate left linked their distributive social, economic
and tax policies to a discourse of social obligation, and a discourse of evolving democratization.
The subtext was widely shared: materially secure citizens would have opportunities to exercise
political rights and personal economic options, and confidence to assert their individual rights
against fellow citizens and, if need be, governments. Enhanced distributive equality would
engender enhanced political equality and thus a more thorough democratic citizenship. Political
debate between centre and left-wing parties tended to focus on disagreements over which
specific economic policies would best foster broad material security, and how quickly
opportunity gaps should be narowed, not on whether greater distributive equality and material
security were either desirable or central to the exercise of democratic and other rights. Parties of
course disagreed over the extent to which distributive policies would hamper or aid economic
growth. These generalizations held true in English Canada from the 1960s through the 1980s,
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and were perhaps even more in evidence in Québec, which has had a more obviously social
democratic consensus in its political culture and policy agendas since the middle 1960s than any
part of English Canada.

Distributive Equality and Economic Growth

A pervasive theme in the modest mainstream government development of the federal-provincial
welfare state was “yes, but …”: yes, we are committed to greater social equality of opportunity
and active citizenship, BUT we are seriously constrained in this quest by the limits set by
‘investor confidence’ and by necessary levels of economic growth. Mainstream political forces
contended that both investor confidence and acceptable economic growth are allergic to too
much distribution, too much citizen participation, and too much taxation to facilitate this greater
equality. We found this theme expressed or implied in virtually all post-war Liberal and
Progressive Conservative federal and provincial government throne speeches,23 even those
announcing the largest additions to the welfare state, in the areas of health care and education.

It would be Pollyannaish, therefore, to imply that the mainstream parties in this era saw no
trade-offs between economic growth within a largely free market environment, on the one hand,
and substantial distributive inequality reduction through an extensive welfare state, on the other.
Their perception of such a trade-off shaped their public policies decisively, with the objectives of
economic growth and maintaining business confidence constraining if not trumping the scope
and generosity of the welfare state programs they constructed. Since the mid-1980s, both
mainstream parties have allowed their concerns for economic growth, deficit reduction, and
boosting business confidence (domestic and international) to more thoroughly trump their
redistributive commitments and initiatives than they had in the previous two decades.
Nonetheless, as Judith Maxwell has contended, “a significant redistribution from wealthy and
middle-income groups to lower income groups … was one of the core concepts behind the
common citizenship of the post-war years. Citizens were expected to pay according to their
ability.” (Maxwell, 2001,19)

Broadening the Commitment to Distributive Equality

The social democratic argument linking social equality to democratic participation, and to social
obligations/solidarity, had thus penetrated Canadian public discourse and crucially influenced
public policy. This was true even if the resulting welfare state programs – and therefore actual
levels of distributive equality – were modest by the standards of ‘social democratic welfare
regimes’ in Scandinavia or even ‘conservative’ welfare state regimes in Germany or France.24

Evidence of this penetration was available not just in public policy, but in successful and
unsuccessful attempts at constitutional reform in the 1980s and early 1990s. We should first note
the attention given to social equality provisions in the 1982 Charter of Rights and Freedoms and
other new elements in the 1982 Constitution Act. Sections 15 through 23, 27, 28, 35 and 36 all
either shored up or extended rights of women, minority English and French language groups,
ethnic minorities, and Aboriginal peoples.25 In light of subsequent judicial interpretation, the
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social force of the Charter has been particularly obvious to women, but none of the groups
mentioned have failed to benefit from, and hence experience a reduction in the ‘equality gap’ in
some way. And while recent government efforts to celebrate the Charter have focussed on its
freedom-enhancing elements, survey research has shown that Canadians value their Charter
more for its equality provisions and effects. (Fletcher, 2002) It is certainly the supposed equality-
facilitating aspects of the Charter that has most upset its conservative critics.26 It is reasonable to
say then, that even as the strongest partisan promoters of a ‘social equality agenda’ were losing
clout and parliamentary representation in national politics, the legacy of the Charter of Rights
and Freedoms has gone some way to retaining a vital place for this agenda in Canadian public
life. It would be easy to exaggerate these effects, which have perhaps been more symbolic than
material.27 But to ignore their normative influence in the evolution of Canadian social contracts
would be equally misleading.

Attempts to modify the constitution in the early 1990s, while aimed principally at bringing
Québec into the constitutional family, were arguably also illustrative of the strong elements of
support for distributive equality in Canadian political culture and among political elites of the
time. The Ontario NDP’s efforts to include a “Social Charter”28 in what became the
Charlottetown Accord were unsuccessful, but the Charlottetown Accord did include a section on
‘the Social and Economic Union.’ In this, all Canadian governments and legislatures agreed to
the following:

36.(2)  The preservation and development of the social union includes, but is not limited
to, the following policy objectives:
• providing throughout Canada a health care system that is comprehensive, universal,

portable, publicly administered, and accessible;
• providing adequate social services and benefits to ensure that all individuals

resident in Canada have reasonable access to housing, food and other basic
necessities;

• providing high quality primary and secondary education to all individuals resident
in Canada and ensuring reasonable access to post-secondary education;

• protecting the rights of workers to organize and bargain collectively; and
• protecting, preserving and sustaining the integrity of the environment for present

and future generations.29

Ministers and legislatures passing this document also agreed to establish a mechanism to
monitor progress made on these objectives. This appeared to demonstrate that Canadian political
elites shared a commitment to a relatively high level of mutually reinforcing values of social
solidarity, distributive equality and active citizenship. They seemed to believe that the
consequences of downsizing and decentralizing social service provision would be too negative
for the broader experience of Canadian citizenship, seen as including not just political and civil
rights, but also access to economic, social and cultural inclusion, and a sense of belonging to a
national community that shared social values and obligations.30
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Challenging Distributive Equality

Since shortly after the defeat of the Charlottetown Accord in a national referendum, this
Canadian consensus on linkages between distributive and political equality and social solidarity
has evaporated. The simple explanation is that in the context of major fiscal challenges shared by
all other OECD countries, and what has evolved into an era of what Paul Pierson calls
‘permanent austerity,’31 influential political organizations and forces have emerged that reject the
idea that greater distributive equality is a necessary condition of equal citizenship and
meaningful, widespread and efficacious political participation. Perhaps more importantly,
however, these forces have contended that pursuing distributive equality through redistributive
policies has harmed not only overall Canadian economic performance, but has undermined
personal freedom, and generated various social pathologies of dependency on social services and
programs.

The most prominent voice in this regard belongs to the Reform/Canadian Alliance party.
Reform was instrumental in mobilizing English Canadian public opinion against the Accord, on
the basis of its opposition to the Social and Economic Union provisions, the ‘distinct society’
status and guaranteed parliamentary representation offered to Quebec, the Accord’s provision for
greater Aboriginal powers of self-government, and the ambiguous residual powers left to the
federal government in the Accord’s vision of the distribution of powers.32 The Progressive
Conservatives in Ontario (1995-2002) and Alberta (1993-2002), and the new Liberal government
in BC, hold similar views.33

Distributive Equality and the Shifting Role of the State

What this newly influential perspective highlights is not only the contentiousness of links
between earlier ‘consensual’ political commitments on values scales A, ‘citizen participation,’ B,
‘social obligation,’ and E, ‘distributive equality,’ but also how views on issues grouped under
these headings are affected by value scale H commitments – that is, positions on the desirability
of state intervention in the market economy. The ‘new right’ preference for social decision-
making either in the market or on a ‘market model’ leads its advocates to reject many of the
policy options and values associated with low to mid-range scores on scales A, B and E. To
understand this rejection of the consensual values that formed the normative backbone of the
consensus that existed in the post-war, pre-1980s era, we require a more detailed explanation.

The post-war Canadian consensus adopted a model of the ‘mixed economy,’ in which some
state enterprise and considerable state regulation of private enterprise was deemed necessary to
achieve several inter-related purposes. One of these, noted above, was a level of material
assistance to those who temporarily or perhaps permanently ‘fell through the cracks’ in the
market economy. This material assistance was to ensure that such citizens could both receive a
fair share of personal opportunities for well-being and advancement (value scale E), and have a
better chance of being included in the full range of activities that constitute political citizenship
(value scale A). Another purpose of moderately interventionist governments was to use tax
revenues and business regulation to express the social obligations of the whole community to all
its citizens, and of all citizens (through state programs) to one another. The state intervened, in
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part, to acknowledge the mutual obligations of citizens in provincial and national communities.
An anticipated – and actual – positive spin-off of such intervention was the enhancement of
citizen identification with the national community (value scale D), but we will address this
separately below. Finally, but certainly crucial to mainstream parties’ acceptance of the post-war
value consensus, state intervention in the economy was deemed necessary to retain acceptable
levels of aggregate demand, employment and economic growth.

Pre-1984 mainstream proponents of the mixed economy and Keynesian demand management
accepted at least part of the social democratic argument that state regulation of private business,
some state ownership of public utilities, transportation services, and cultural enterprises like the
CBC and TV Ontario, and various forms of regional economic development and ‘equalization’
programs, could serve the dual purposes of stimulating economic growth and binding together
the national community. As the Ontario Progressive Conservatives representatively
acknowledged in its 1965 Throne Speech, “[w]e now accept that government is a positive social
and economic force in our society.”34

The ‘new right’ rejects the assumptions and consequences of this broad social consensus in
several important ways. First, it rejects the assumption that greater distributive equality – that is,
a reduction in unequal income and opportunity distribution across the population – is a condition
of more extensive and efficacious political participation. In part, this is reflected in their support
for mechanisms of direct democracy, which to them require only the opportunity to vote in
numerous referenda on various policy questions, and a free exchange of ideas in the press and
public debate. On this account, expression of citizen preferences in such referenda is best
facilitated in the absence of organized ‘special interest’ groups that distort and block citizen
preferences. Informed and efficacious citizenship does not require state assistance to
economically and socially disadvantaged citizens through programs of social provision and
social development.

Second, the ‘new right’ has asserted that because the state’s redistributive social programs and
regional equalization schemes are achieved through compulsory taxation and intrusive regulation
of private market decisions, the redistributive agenda has both reduced individual citizens’
freedoms, and reduced their incentives to personally act on whatever social obligations they feel
through private charitable and organizational activities. They also contend that this enforced
redistribution, and the nexus of ‘special interest’ and bureaucratic activity that are
institutionalized within the Canadian welfare state, tilt the political playing field in favour of
existing elites. Finally, the ‘new right’ rejects the idea that federal or federal-provincial programs
aimed at reducing regional economic and social disparities have the intended effects. To the
contrary: subsidizing either citizens or enterprises in poorer regions has generated socially and
economically counter-productive dependency, decreased the freedom citizens should have to
realize their objectives through competitive market relationships, and hobbled Canadian
economic competitiveness and growth.

In other words, the political equality endorsed by the contemporary political right is far more
thoroughly detached from the state-facilitated pursuit of distributive equality (or economic
development) than any mainstream or left-wing political actors had been willing to publicly
endorse in the era of welfare state expansion and consolidation. This has been true of the ‘new
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right’ in English Canada since the mid-1980s, and is now true of the “Action démocratique du
Québec (ADQ)”.35 The key to achieving this new form of political equality is to dramatically
reduce state taxation, spending, programs of social protection, and state regulation or ownership
involvement in the market economy. Political equality will exist when all citizens possess the
same rights, and are not constrained in their roles as consumers and investors by intrusive and
confiscatory governments.

Value Diversity and State Intervention

This ‘new right’ approach to equality highlights how central ideas of equality are to visions of
the Canadian social contract, and how it is possible to present the older ideas of state-fostered
equality of opportunity as antithetical to individual freedom. When we think about this trade-off
in relation to value scale F, ‘support for value diversity,’ another important connection and
potential trade-off emerges.  The ‘new right’ has tapped into widely held Canadian concerns
about the possibility that celebration of and financial support for value diversity, particularly
through state support for ethnic minority communities through policies of ‘multiculturalism,’ has
prevented Canadians from developing and benefiting from common and desirable Canadian
values.

Parties of the ‘new right’ have alleged that Canada’s official policies of multiculturalism have
had divisive effects on citizens’ abilities to adopt and benefit from a shared national identify.
These parties have proposed substantial reductions in state support for cultural diversity, to be
replaced by financial support from individuals within the minority communities themselves. This
position is closely related to the Reform party’s objections to ‘official bilingualism’ in favour of
personal choices to acquire both official languages. (Reform party Blue Book, 1998; Canadian
Alliance Policy Declaration, 2002) In both cases, ‘special rights’ for minority groups – whether
Francophone, non-‘Charter’ cultural groups, or Aboriginal communities – were broadly rejected
as inconsistent with pan-Canadian civic equality and pan-Canadian identity. Parties of the ‘new
right’ have incorporated these positions in their critique of the interventionist, ‘special interest’
driven state.

Government-supported cultural diversity has thus come under attack over the past decade,
raising the question of whether post-1960 Canadian governments have traded off too much
individual freedom and national unity or ‘social cohesion’ in pursuing the illusions of social
equality and culturally-differentiated value diversity. We know that most Canadian governments
have rejected the idea that this trade-off is nearly as sharp or fraught with negative consequences
as the ‘new right’ argues. Parties and social movements of the left have gone further, contending
that social cohesion and democratic inclusion in a socially and culturally diverse national
community, as well as personal autonomy for members of cultural minorities – including
Francophones and Aboriginal peoples – require relatively high levels of government support for
cultural difference.

But at a time when governments across Canada are looking for ways to reduce taxes, cut
deficits and debts, and provide what they believe are more attractive environments for business
investment in an era of fickle and mobile globalized capital, it is inevitable that Canadian
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governments will look for ways to cut their costs. This means looking for ways to reduce, or at
least ‘recalibrate,’36 programs of social protection. The federal government has recently
accomplished this through massive downloading of responsibility to provincial governments for
what were once shared-cost social programs.37 While this downloading may have temporarily
abated, thanks in part to successive federal government budgetary surpluses, it is still important
for Canadians to engage in the debate over whether government support for cultural diversity,
and for greater distributive equality across class, ethnic and gender lines, is at odds with or
supportive of values that they have supported through most of the post-war period. These values
include inclusive and efficacious democratic participation, honouring our social obligations to
disadvantaged citizens and communities, broadly enhanced individual freedom and autonomy,
and the development of strong ‘ties that bind’ in a national community. All of these potential
complementarities or trade-offs are related to the role taken by governments in taxing and
regulating the market economy.

Nation-building

How do support for Canadian nationalism (value scale C) and identification with the national
community – as against regional communities – (value scale D) fit into overall value packages or
visions of the Canadian social contract? Here the value combinations reflect a more complicated
set of perceived trade-offs and complementarities. In the case of support for a strong Canadian
nationalism, one of the more prominent value combinations has taken the form of ‘left-
nationalism.’ Since the 1950s, and especially since the late 1960s, the federal CCF-NDP (and
other, non-partisan forces on the political left) have contended that insufficient government
regulation and ownership of the ‘commanding heights’ of the national economy has left
Canadians too vulnerable to economic and political domination by American corporations and
their national government.38 This left-nationalism has also typically contended that with such a
vulnerability has come a diminution of Canadian citizens’ abilities to set their own social and
economic agenda, and hence a diminution of the practical and distinctive value of Canadian
citizenship. This argument came to prominence in the late 1960s with the rise of the ‘Waffle’
faction within the federal NDP, and gained momentum with the Saskatchewan government’s
nationalization of the lucrative provincial potash industry.39 It has held a prominent place in
national political debate since the Mulroney Progressive Conservative government proposed and
then secured a free trade agreement with the United States.

A Québec nationalist parallel to English Canadian left-nationalism emerged in the late 1960s.
It stressed the need to defend the Québec national community against English-Canadian
corporate power and federal government efforts at covert cultural assimilation into the English
Canadian community. This took overtly sovereigntist forms, as with the Parti Québécois and
Bloc Québécois,40 and ‘soft nationalist’ forms, as with the ‘Quiet Revolution’ liberalism of Jean
Lesage and Robert Bourassa. In the former cases, significant social democratic elements within
these parties advocated substantial state ownership and control over the provincial economy as
well as cultural and educational affairs. In all of its forms, whether sovereigntist or ‘soft
nationalist,’ Québec nationalism presented the provincial community as the principal object of
citizen identification. Federalism would have to be either substantially modified, or abandoned
through separation from Canada, to recognize and secure the distinctiveness and priority of the
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Québec community for its residents. Since the late 1960s, the centre of political gravity in
Québec has been more social democratic, and hence more inclined to extend social protections
and state power over the economy, than in the ‘Rest of Canada.’

Mainstream federal parties in English Canada have also played the nationalist card. Liberal
governments in the 1970s and 1980s did so by responding to perceived threats of American
domination with increased regulation of ‘foreign takeovers’ (FIRA), the creation of a state oil
company (PetroCan), and, in 1981, a National Energy Program. The Progressive Conservative
party and governments of John Diefenbaker spoke of and made some policy commitments to a
‘National Policy’ between 1957 and the early 1960s, and threatened to develop a more
independent military policy than that bequeathed in Canada’s earlier commitments to NORAD.
During Pierre Trudeau’s leadership of the federal government, the Prime Minister promoted
(while doing little to practically advance) a ‘third way’ in Canada’s foreign policy and trading
relations that was explicitly aimed at reducing American influence on Canada’s priorities and
place in the world community.

One could also argue that the federal-provincial creation of a national health care system in
the middle 1960s was intended, among other things, to secure Canadian distinctiveness within
North America. So was the promotion of the Canadian film and television industry between the
1950s and 1980s, the creation of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation by R.B. Bennett’s
Conservative government in 1935, and the Diefenbaker government’s creation of the Canada
Council in 1957. Finally, both the bilingualism/biculturalism initiatives of the Pearson and
Trudeau Liberal governments, and the multiculturalism programs of the Trudeau, Mulroney and
Chrétien governments, have expressed important elements of Canadian nationalism and
identification with the national community. Both official bilingualism and state support for
multiculturalism were intended to heal national divisions and develop pan-Canadian sentiment,
by working with rather than against the grain of Canada’s diverse demographic reality.

All of these nationalist initiatives were justified, at some level, with the idea that Canadian
citizens needed both the opportunities to exercise sovereign democratic self-government, and
institutions which could bind them to each other – and across the linguistic solitudes – in a
distinctive national community. Commitments on value scale C (Canadian nationalism within
North America) have thus been linked to those on scales D (identification with the national
community) and A (support for citizen participation). They have been ideologically justified with
reference to the legitimacy and social utility of government intervention in the market economy
and in an ethnically diverse civil society (scales H and F).

Continental Integration and Canadian Sovereignty

Pressures to speed up economic and political aspects of North American integration have been
central to the Canadian political scene since the release of the ‘Macdonald Commission’ Report
in 1985. (Bradford, 112-26) They gathered momentum with the signing of the Canada-US Free
Trade Agreement (CUFTA) in 1989, and of the NAFTA in 1993. Canadian governments and
publics feel pressure to reduce personal and corporate taxes, rescind many of the social program
expansions and additions of the 1970s and 1980s, harmonize environmental and business
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regulation regimes, and bring Canadian foreign and military policy more closely into line with
that of our powerful southern neighbour. How does this relate to the value scales and
complementarities noted so far?

Canadian parties have been deeply divided over the ‘continentalist option.’ On the left, the
New Democratic party has contended that the Free Trade Agreements have amounted to a
renunciation of Canadian sovereignty, and have severely constrained Canadian governments’
abilities to deliver the social, environmental, economic and foreign policies that Canadian
citizens both want and need, and the effective scope of Canadian citizens’ abilities to shape their
own future.41 The Progressive Conservative government initiated negotiations on what was to
become the CUFTA shortly after the Macdonald Commission report was tabled, and their
acceptance of a deal brokered with the American government became the subject of a virtual
referendum on Free Trade in the 1988 federal election. The Liberal party opposed the ‘Mulroney
trade deal’ in 1988, and in 1993 threatened to revoke Canada’s commitment to the CUFTA if
major modifications and ‘side deals’ concerning environmental, economic and social policies
were not secured. Once in power, they made no major efforts in these regards, and moved
quickly to sign the NAFTA.

These trade deals and related changes to Canadian public policy have put potential trade-offs
between the values of scales A, ‘citizen participation,’ B, ‘social obligation,’ D, ‘national unity,’
G ‘state intervention,’ and H ‘role of the state,’ into high public profile. The NDP and many
‘popular sector’ organizations, including the Canadian Labour Congress, have portrayed the
CUFTA and the NAFTA (as well as impending World Trade Organization rule changes and the
Multilateral Agreement on Investments [MAI] trade and investment provisions) as enormous
constraints on Canadian citizens. These trade deals are presented as drastically diminishing
Canadians’ abilities to convert their political participation and policy deliberations into policies
they will either benefit from or be able to democratically control

.
The NDP and other left-nationalists claim that these agreements cut to the core of Canadians’

ability to exercise national sovereignty or even provincial control over their destinies, and that
we will soon be left with no option but to accept whatever social and economic policy choices
are made in American capitols under pressure from US multinational firms. They see these trade
deals as the beginning of the end of a redistributive welfare state worthy of the name, and see
Medicare as the most obvious and troubling target of such ‘harmonization’ with American social
protection standards and economic practices. Finally, the English Canadian left presents these
trade deals as huge obstacles to deploying the powers of the federal state in ways that facilitate
even modest amelioration of the inequalities generated by the market economy. In short, the
nationalist left in English Canada sees North American integration as a crushing blow to the
complementarity between their values on scales A, B, D, H and even F, ‘value diversity,’ and
hence to the core of their social contract vision.

The federal Liberal party and government since 1993 have taken a far less worried stance on
the issues of continental integration. As noted, they did not attempt to rescind Canada’s
participation in CUFTA, and saw no cause for alarm in the provisions negotiated in NAFTA.
Successive Liberal governments have shown displeasure with American trade actions in the
fisheries, the softwood lumber industry, the movie industry, and with American efforts to back
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out of pollution control commitments. They have asserted Canadian sovereignty over fresh
water, decisions regarding our health care system, our regional development policies, and our
social services, despite American contentions that these assertions are all potentially justiciable
under the terms of CUFTA and NAFTA. Liberal foreign policy was, at least before the
September 11 attacks, moderately multilateralist and willing to challenge American positions on
issues like land mine treaties and Third World debt relief. In short, post-1993 Liberal
governments have rejected the notion that pressures towards fuller economic integration with the
United States must necessarily undermine either Canadian sovereignty or Canadian citizens’
abilities to choose the economic and social policies they want.

Continental Integration and Challenging the Role of the State

Federal and provincial Progressive Conservative governments of the 1980s and 1990s have seen
matters quite differently from the NDP and the Liberal government. Partly because they have
been less concerned about maintaining either an interventionist state or a strongly redistributive
social policy system than either Liberals or social democrats, Progressive Conservatives have not
seen these trade deals and the prospect of military or foreign policy integration as threatening
Canadian well-being. The types of public policy promoted by the left are not part of the
Progressive Conservative vision of a sovereign political agenda, so they see little to be concerned
about in these trade deals that can be reckoned in terms of either ‘lost sovereignty’ or a
deepening ‘democracy deficit.’ Progressive Conservatives do not accept the idea that the policies
Canadians want and need will be sacrificed or negatively compromised with further integration
into the American economic and military command structure.

The political right, as exemplified especially in Preston Manning’s Reform party, has also
combined commitments on scales C, ‘nationalism,’ and D, ‘national unity.’ They did so in
opposition to the use of the state to achieve nation-building purposes, in opposition to the idea
that any value or cultural diversity worth having could be created through state intervention, and
in opposition to the idea that Canadians’ commitments to the national community should come at
the expense of identification with citizens’ regional communities. The Reform and Alliance
parties have opposed state-sponsored multiculturalism through federal funding of ethno-cultural
‘special interest groups,’ opposed official bilingualism, opposed government support for the
Canadian artistic community, and opposed federal or provincial institutions that inhibit market
discipline and inter-regional free trade (such as agricultural marketing boards, agricultural
producer subsidies, regional economic development agencies, and most labour laws and
environmental regulations).

All of this opposition can be understood as a particular kind of ‘market citizenship’
nationalism. It opposes government intervention, and ‘special rights’ or other support for various
organized interests and institutions, because it sees no conflict between non-interventionism,
identification with a pan-Canadian national community, identification with regional
communities, closer ties with Americans, or emphasis on shared Canadian values rather than
value diversity. The Reform/Alliance perspective on Canadian nationalism resembles John
Diefenbaker’s campaign for ‘One Canada,’42 composed of ‘un-hyphenated’ Canadian citizens,
but rejects his concern that Canadian independence is threatened by American designs on our
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resources or constraints on our foreign policy distinctiveness. We should thus acknowledge that
while the Reform/Alliance vision of the national community is at odds with both left-nationalism
and even the mild, bilingualism-supporting nationalism of federal Liberals and Conservatives, it
is still a vision of the Canadian nation, and a coherent part of their larger social contract model.

For our analytical purposes here, the Reform/Alliance vision has the virtue of highlighting the
shared and contested linkages among the value scales we see as integral to Canadian social
contract models. In particular, it poses the question of trade-offs between value scales D,
‘national unity,’ E, ‘distributive equality,’ F, ‘value diversity,’ and H, ‘role of the state.’
Reform’s ‘One Canada’ position forces us to ask: at what point – if at all – does state-sponsored
cultural/value diversity undermine the existence or promotion of common values, the ‘ties that
bind’ us together as Canadians, and perhaps undermine a viable form of civic equality? Is it
enough to say that we share the values of tolerance and diversity, augmented perhaps by our
insistence that being Canadian means ensuring medical care to all citizens because they are
citizens, and not because they can afford individually to pay for its full cost? Is our specific
identity and virtue as Canadians bound up with our willingness to listen to and in fact support the
articulation of minority community grievances, without ever saying that we will constitutionally
or otherwise ‘close the conversation’ about such grievances?43 Or are Canadians less willing to
see the national government spend large sums of money on programs supporting specific
minority communities – Francophone, Aboriginal and other ethnic minorities – than all modern
federal governments and many provincial governments? Do Canadian citizens see such programs
as inherently and seriously divisive in a fragile federation?44

Aboriginal Peoples

Federal government and national party policies on assistance to and rights for Aboriginal peoples
are related to the question of support for diversity within the national community, but take on
their own distinctive logic and dynamics for several reasons. One is the legacy of poverty and
shattered communities that have followed several centuries of paternalistic colonialism imposed
by ‘settler’ communities on native peoples. Another is the fact that Aboriginal peoples’ demands
since the 1970s are not for accommodation within a multicultural mosaic, but for both
reparations for past injustices, and for various forms of self-governance.

Since 1940, the federal government moved from a policy of segregation on reserves to a
policy of assimilation in 1969.45 Native peoples’ rejection of this approach spurred the creation
of their own political organizations, whose lobbying produced a vague constitutional recognition
of existing treaty and land rights in 1982. More generous and responsive proposals for political
inclusion, treaty negotiation and self-governance were presented in the Charlottetown Accord. Its
defeat led the federal government to establish a Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples in
1992. While the Commission’s recommendations have been only minimally adopted by the
federal government, it now supports native cultural recognition, and is committed to negotiation
for Aboriginal land, comprehensive treaties and variations on the theme of self-government.
Examples of the latter include both the 1999 creation of Nunavut and the historic Nisga’a Treaty.
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Among three of the four major parties in English Canada, a rough consensus has evolved on
Aboriginal policy that includes recognition of historically based Aboriginal entitlements, and
acceptance of negotiation between native bands and governments as a way to flesh out these
entitlements and work out new political relationships between Aboriginal communities and
existing Canadian governments.46 Standing squarely outside of this consensus is the
Reform/Alliance party, which has rejected all forms of ‘special rights’ for native peoples in
favour of an ‘equal citizenship’ model bearing many similarities to the federal Liberal’s 1969
White Paper. Something close to the Alliance party position has recently been adopted by the BC
Liberal party. Its May 2002 referendum on principles for negotiation on native claims and
treaties was designed to elicit a broad rejection of any special rights or self-governance beyond
the scope of a municipal government.

Governments’ and parties’ approaches to Aboriginal policy draw on elements from our value
scales A, ‘citizen participation,’ B, ‘social obligation,’ F, ‘value diversity,’ H, ‘ role of the state,’
and, arguably, E, ‘distributive equality.’ From the A scale are drawn attitudes towards the
effective inclusion of native peoples in political institutions, whether those currently existing, or
of Aboriginal communities’ creation (or both, for the current federal Liberal government and the
federal NDP).47 From scale B are drawn attitudes concerning obligations non-native Canadians
owe native Canadians after several centuries of debilitating colonialism. Genuine concerns about
these two value commitments make it possible to argue that Aboriginal peoples will be better off
in self-governing communities with complex ties to other Canadian institutions, that they will be
better off fully integrated into existing Canadian political institutions and organizations, or that a
concern for justice in relation to such obligations requires a recognition that elements of
integration and self-governance will be differentially combined, depending on the circumstances
of the native communities, and on the specific policies in  question.

 On Aboriginal rights issues, positions taken on scales A and B are also related to
commitments to value diversity (scale F), distributive equality (scale E), and the role of the state
in economic life (scale H). Support for Aboriginal self-governance tends to correlate positively
with a preference for value diversity among Canadian communities. Rejection of self-
government models and land-based treaty settlements tends to go with a view that members of
any group, however socially distinctive, will be better off with the same rights as all other
Canadians. Value diversity commitments on Aboriginal issues are also related to distributive
equality commitments. Support for institutionally-based diversity tends to be positively
correlated with the view that self-governance, combined with generous land settlements and
compensation, will most effectively reduce income and opportunity gaps between native and
non-native Canadians. Finally, those that support minimal state ownership and economic
regulation are typically most inclined to see aboriginal self-government, and the collective
ownership often advocated with it, as another instance of socially destructive and freedom-
constraining state activity. The Reform/Alliance party has strenuously argued the latter position
since 1986.
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Inter-regional Sharing

The question of the federal government’s role in assisting minority communities is closely
related to our questions concerning ‘inter-regional sharing.’ Here we ask such things as “How
important is equalization of opportunities across regions to Canadian citizenship,” and “To what
extent should inter-regional sharing be mandated, legislated and delivered by federal
governments (using tax revenues collected across the country)?”

At one level, these questions address issues located on our value scale E: they are questions
about how Canadians interpret obligations to support greater distributive equality, in this case
between ‘have’ and ‘have not’ provinces. In our review of federal government Throne Speeches
and federal party platforms, we found broad support for the idea that distributive justice should
find expression in programs of regional ‘equalization’ (through direct transfer of federal funds to
poorer provincial governments), and regional economic development (regional economic
development agencies like Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency [ACOA] and Western
Diversification (WD)). These programs are justified in federal government discourse in terms of
ensuring that all Canadians have access to high quality medical care, education, child and family
support programs, and other social services. The recent federal-provincial Social Union
Framework Agreement borrows from this same rationale.

Federal government regional economic development initiatives since the late 1960s have been
justified with reference to ensuring that all Canadians have substantial economic opportunities –
access to good jobs, and the funds necessary to build needed development infrastructure and
assist viable private enterprise creation. Federal monies to support this re-distribution of
economic opportunities and social protection have been dispensed through many federal
departments and agencies, including DREE, ACOA and WD, the Department of Industry, Trade
and Commerce, the Secretary of State, Public Works, the Canadian Economic Development
Office in Québec, and of course through the tax system. These commitments received
constitutional recognition, if not legally binding protection, in section 36 of the Charter of Rights
and Freedoms. This committed Canadian governments to providing equal opportunities for
citizens in all regions, furthering development to reduce disparity in these opportunities,
“providing essential public services of reasonable quality to all Canadians,” and entrenching “the
principle of equalization payments to ensure that provincial governments have sufficient
revenues to provide reasonably comparable levels of public services at reasonably comparable
levels of taxation.”48 Until the early 1990s, all major federal parties supported such programs in
principle, while arguing over levels of assistance, institutional conduits of such assistance, and
the levels of taxation required to fund them.

Since the emergence of the Reform party, this broad partisan consensus regarding regional
equalization has ended. Reform and the Canadian Alliance have rejected the assumptions on
which the earlier consensus was built. They reject the idea that the federal government should
use state agencies and taxpayers’ money to ‘pick winners,’ to distort the market’s efficient
allocation of investments and rewards, or to shield communities and citizens in have-not
provinces from the discipline of the marketplace. If jobs are scarce in the steel, ship-building,
coal or fishing industries of Atlantic Canada, then job-seekers should move to find jobs. They
should not be encouraged to stay un- or under-employed because westerners’ or Ontarians’ taxes
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can be used to prop up social services and social infrastructure in economically un-viable
industries and communities. If the Québec economy is under-performing due to high provincial
tax rates, business-unfriendly labour laws, and an overly generous system of social protection
and family support, why should Canadians in the rest of Canada allow federal governments to
transfer part of their hard-earned incomes, thorough federal taxation, to Québec businesses,
employees and residents?

Recent Progressive Conservative provincial governments in Alberta and Ontario have also
rejected the re-distributive logic of federal equalization payments and economic development
programs. And with the changes to Employment Insurance in the mid-1990s, the federal Liberal
government also showed a desire to reduce its redistributive role in the national economy, by
introducing strict new eligibility requirements that punish seasonal workers in Atlantic Canada.
This legislation has since been modified to soften the adverse impact on these workers.

Undoubtedly another factor contributing to reduced support for inter-regional sharing is the
general balkanization of the federal party system, especially since 1993. Parties with a heavy
proportion of their vote concentrated in one region are far more tempted to ask: why support
equalization across regions when the poorer regions are not sources of significant electoral
support?

The once secure all-party consensus on the obligations of justice that Canadians in wealthy
regions owe fellow citizens in poorer regions has thus disappeared. In this context, Canadians
need to ask themselves, again: Should the federal government play a prominent role in this
regard? Should provincial governments take into account the well-being of Canadians beyond
their provincial borders? Or are we content to see poorer regions fall further behind and
experience significant de-population? There is no denying that federal tax rates could drop even
further if the federal government cut deeply into its various regional equalization programs. For
some Canadians, further reductions in taxes mean important increases in personal freedom.

The issue of regional equalization thus highlights trade-offs between values of personal
freedom (seen as freedom from state constraint), social obligation, commitments to distributive
equality, support for considerable state intervention in the market economy, and support for
cultural diversity. In the latter case, one could argue that because Québec has been a net recipient
of federal regionalization and business development expenditures, the Québec government has
been in a better position to fund the cultural, educational, economic development and social
programs (like a universal child care program) that have made it more of a ‘distinct society’ than
it could otherwise have afforded to be. So Canadian citizens’ and governments’ support for
regional equalization, if sustained, will help to sustain cultural diversity – obviously in the case
of Québec, but arguably also in the case of other have-not provinces, from Saskatchewan to
Newfoundland. Is this a complementarity between distributive justice, social solidarity, and
diversity that we wish to sustain? Or does the complementarity between these values so threaten
our individual freedoms as taxpayers, consumers and competitive businesspeople that it is not
worth preserving?
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Obligations to Future Generations to Protect the Environment

Our review of government throne speeches and party election platforms has uncovered
significant but unsurprising gaps in the connections between value commitments to greater
distributive equality and two crucial long-term aspects of social justice in a globalizing world.
The first concerns Canadians’ obligations to future generations in this country.  This theme is
prominent among a variety of civil society organizations from the United Church of Canada to
the Council of Canadians and Greenpeace. But sitting governments and all party platforms save
those of the recent NDP49 have said and done little to clarify value connections between their
purported commitments to enhancing distributive equality, and their policies on the environment
we are leaving succeeding generations.

Federal initiatives under the Mulroney Progressive Conservatives did show some promise,
especially in their leadership on the 1992 Rio “Earth Summit,” their development of an
internationally respected “Green Plan,” the passage of the Canadian Environmental Assessment
Act, and their leadership in the creation of the “Montreal Protocol” on a phaseout of
clorofluorocarbon production.50 Since 1993, the federal government has done considerably less
to draw attention to or legislatively address problems of environmental degradation, and most
provincial governments have reduced environmental protection capacities and standards.
Attention to environmental policy and ‘sustainable development’ is a feature of recent federal
throne speeches and Liberal party platforms.51 And federal legislation over the past decade has
addressed water quality, air pollution, endangered species, fish-stock depletion, agricultural land
degradation, and other environmental questions. But this legislation and its official government
promotion is typically placed in the context of improving or at least not compromising medium
to long-term economic growth. It is seldom framed in relation to questions of long-term
distributive justice.

Put simply, Canadians are not encouraged to think of trade-offs between short-term economic
gain and long-term social obligations and justice between generations. We are often led to
believe that we can ‘have it all’ – that there are no demanding trade-offs between these two
values. If we are committed to even a thin theory of social justice, should we not consider
whether future generations of Canadians deserve access to the same quality of environment and
natural resources that we wish for ourselves and families today? Can we allow governments to
pay such scanty attention to what will turn out to be one of the biggest social justice and
collective social obligation questions of the 21st century?

Seen from a long-term perspective, environmental stewardship is a decisive determinant of
justice and the obligations we owe future generations. For these issues, trade-offs between social,
economic and political values are bound soon to become undeniably substantial and very
difficult. It is easy to imagine circumstances in which our individual freedoms and rights would
have to be radically curtailed following environmental disasters and related vital resource
shortages (of drinking water, fresh air, fuels, various foodstuffs, or even accessible wilderness).
It is also easy to imagine Hobbesian scenarios of ‘the war of each against all’ in the event of
cumulative and overlapping disasters of this kind. In such circumstances, what role could or
should the state play in distributing the attending burdens and limited benefits? What role could
or should the state play in enforcing which balance between cooperative and competitive
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behaviours and mechanisms in economic relationships? How, if at all, could such state activities
be coordinated or even constrained through democratic participation and deliberation? What
would happen to citizens’ commitments to social solidarity, social cohesion, and
accommodation/ tolerance of cultural and value diversity?

Merely asking these questions indicates that inattention to the distributive and democratic
implications of long-term environmental matters would strain the Canadian body politic well
beyond any of its supposed current limits. Asking them also demonstrates that the value trade-
offs we currently face would be child’s play compared to those our successors may face. In short,
despite our political leaders’ past inattention to the connections between questions of distributive
justice and environmental stewardship, there are good reasons to believe that they will be under
increasing pressure to include future generations in our public considerations of what justice
requires.

Global Distributive Justice and Canadian Foreign Policy

A parallel set of underdeveloped connections has characterized recent Canadian governments’
and parties’ treatment of questions involving global distributive justice, particularly as it involves
our relations with the developing world. Just as it is not clear, on reflection, why our thinking
about distributive justice should be so temporally circumscribed, it is unclear why we should be
so publicly inattentive to the moral and practical connections between our fate in an affluent
society and the fates of citizens in impoverished countries. Yet on matters of international justice
related to our ‘citizen participation,’ ‘national unity,’ and ‘distributive justice,’ value scales,
Canadian parties and governments devote scant attention to the well-being of people without
Canadian citizenship, at the same time as they devote great effort to the domestic policy
applications of these scales.

It is true that there is some evidence of recent government attention to issues of global income
and life-chance disparities. The 2001 federal Throne Speech asserted that “[t]he well-being of
Canada and Canadians depends on global human security, prosperity and development.”52

Minister of Finance Paul Martin led a campaign for the International Monetary Fund (IMF) debt
forgiveness for the poorest Third World nations, and the Prime Minister used the 2002 G8
Summit to encourage other G8 countries to increase aid contributions to Africa. But in spite of
these claims and initiatives, Canadian governments have diminished their proportional
expenditures on official development assistance over the past decade.  And federal political
parties devote virtually no attention to these issues during or between election campaigns.

Canada’s role on the world stage is of course not limited to modest promotion of Third World
assistance. Canada’s peace-keeping reputation has been well-established since its contributions
to policing the Suez crisis in 1956, and has continued in locations such as Germany, Cyprus, and
Bosnia. Since the early 1940s, Canadian governments have typically acted as ‘middle power’
supporters of multilateral institutions like the United Nations, the Food and Agricultural
Organization, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade, the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, and NATO.
Over the past two decades, Liberal and Conservative governments have started or supported a
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variety of multilateral initiatives to establish pollution control, and land mine moratoria.
Canadian governments and advisors have played a prominent role in supporting human rights
and ‘human security’ initiatives over the past two decades, and have contributed to the re-writing
of constitutional documents and re-design of legal systems in countries in Africa, Asia and the
former Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact nations. These new moves toward multilateralism have
been accompanied by a modest degree of support for NGO voices from Canadian civil society in
the national and international forums at which policy decisions – especially those involving
human rights and human security – are discussed or made.53 Considerably more could and
perhaps will be done to ‘democratize’ the making of non-military Canadian foreign policy.54 A
major exception to this tendency is trade policy, an international relations policy area which
federal governments are generally unwilling to open up to broader discussion and more
accountability to, or at least influence by, civil society organizations.

With the exception of trade and military issues, the general thrust of Canadian foreign policies
and initiatives has enjoyed a relatively broad partisan consensus over the post-war period. The
CCF-NDP has been the notable exception to the broad consensus on military policy, with its
long-standing opposition to Canadian membership in NATO and NORAD. The NDP also
departs from the broader foreign policy consensus with its criticism of IMF and World Bank
policies and practices in relation to Third World assistance and development. By taking an active
combat role supporting the American ‘War against Terrorism’ in Afghanistan, the Canadian
government broke with almost 50 years tradition of keeping its military forces exclusively to
peace-keeping roles. In doing so, the federal government seems to be supported by the majority
of the public, and all major parties except, once again, the NDP.

We can broadly relate these foreign affairs initiatives and commitments to several of the value
scales in Table 1. For example, given the relatively ‘non-participatory’ character of policy
development on trade and military questions, it would appear that federal governments since the
1940s have relatively high scale A scores on these policies, preferring a ‘democratic elitist’
approach to policy development. By contrast, various NGOs and anti-Free trade groups have
waged high profile campaigns against the CUFTA and the NAFTA, as well as Canada’s role in
the WTO and MAI, and have argued that these policies should be the subject of widespread
policy consultation and deliberation. On the other hand, as noted above, federal governments
over the past decade have been relatively receptive to a more inclusive policy process with
regard to non-trade and non-military matters. In these areas, Canada’s reputation as a supporter
of human rights and human security has seemed to require and benefit from such participation.

On scales C, ‘nationalism,’ and D, ‘national unity,’ Canadian governments’ foreign policy
orientations over the past two decades have featured significant nationalist elements. These have
pushed in the direction of Canadian participation in multilateral institutions, since the expression
of Canadian nationalism in foreign affairs has for many years involved taking positions distinct
from or at least clearly independent from American positions. Also notable, however, are
significant moves in the direction of a more ‘continentalist’ orientation to foreign policy, as
Canadian trade and military policy seems increasingly shaped by its bi-lateral relations with the
USA. The Reform/Alliance party is strongly in favor of even closer ties with American foreign
policy-makers and policy objectives, while the NDP has continued its tradition of rejecting these
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ties to the extent that they appear to constrain Canadian governments’ abilities to make strongly
state interventionist domestic policy decisions.

With the notable exception of the Bloc Québécois, party positions on trade policy follow a
consistent pattern of relationship to levels of support for greater distributive equality (scale E).
The Bloc has been among the strongest supporters of continental free trade over the past decade.
Unlike the NDP, the Bloc does not see its social democratic, redistributionist  ‘domestic’ policy
orientations conflicting with this trade regime. Federal Liberal parties since 1988 have often
campaigned for greater trade flexibility and free trade agreement modifications than the
Conservatives supported and implemented. Once in office after 1993, the federal Liberals’ battle
with continental free trade has been specific to particular trade issues, like off-shore fishing or
softwood lumber. But Liberal governments have not been antagonistic to the agreements and
their overall effects, treating them as almost unavoidable and/or vital to the long-term success of
Canada’s economy in a highly competitive global market. The Reform/Alliance position links a
relatively low degree of support for redistributive domestic policy to a high degree of support for
continental free trade. As mentioned earlier, Reform has never seen this broad continentalist
trade regime as a threat to Canadian sovereignty or its expression in desirable policy choices.

It is tempting to read Canada’s support for multilateralism and human rights abroad as
evidence of Canadian governments’ and parties’ support for value diversity internationally as
well as at home. There may be some truth to this. But it is also worth recalling that the standards
by which human rights and their violations are typically judged are ‘universalistic’ in character.
In effect, a universalistic perspective means denying that we should condone or even loosely
tolerate other national cultures’ approaches to human rights questions if they are at odds with our
liberal individualist and moderately egalitarian values. In setting such limits on their support for
value diversity abroad, Canadian governments are by no means exceptional among western
nations.

Finally, federal government support for IMF structural adjustment policies for heavily
indebted Third World countries over most of the past two decades suggests that on foreign
matters, Canadian governments have leaned towards the high end of our state intervention value
scale. That is, their support for recent ‘structural adjustment’ conditions on IMF loans has
endorsed a far greater imposition of deregulation, economic privatization and social program
reduction in third world countries than their governments or citizens have wanted. Such a
position has been endorsed by the Conservative and Reform/Alliance parties, and opposed by the
NDP, in a manner consistent with their positions on the role of the state in domestic economic
life.

Patterns of Value Consensus, Conflict and Trade-offs

In this section we have considered how Canada’s major post-war political parties and federal
governments have seen the values we sketch in Table 1 as either complementary to, or in conflict
with and hence ‘traded off’ against, one another.

The matters of value consensus are broad, but not surprisingly so for a well-educated, affluent
society that has been able to afford the development of a substantial welfare state. We found that
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social-democratic and mainstream political forces were in agreement on the desirability of well-
informed and well-supported civic participation, even though they disagreed over the depth and
range of such participation in policy processes, economic management, and the affairs of civil
society. This same group of political forces endorsed greater distributive equality across income,
ethnic group and eventually even gender lines. They disagreed over the means of achieving
greater distributive equality, the pace at which it should be pursued, the specific government
programs through which it could be achieved, and the extent to which such achievements were
necessarily constrained by the imperatives of economic growth and ‘investor confidence.’

There was also considerable support for cultural and other value diversity in Canada, both
through generalized tolerance and social accommodation of ‘difference,’ and through substantial
federal and provincial government support for minority groups.

Finally, we found considerable common ground – at least prior to 1985 – on the matter of
support for a significant government presence in the market economy. This is not to say that the
CCF and Progressive Conservatives agreed on the role of the state in 1945 or since. But by the
1950s, when all other western societies were also building their welfare states, the Canadian
consensus on the need to construct one version was very broad. With this came the increasing
orthodoxy of Keynesian demand management approaches to fiscal and monetary policy, and
acceptance of the goal of ‘full employment,’ at least in principle. By the 1970s, a centre-left
consensus had emerged that maintaining a distinctive Canadian community within North
America would require some measures of economic nationalism, primarily under the auspices of
the national government.

Within these broad areas of policy consensus, there was of course considerable debate over
the appropriate policy instruments, and the degree to which public sector firms or government
regulation should compete with or constrain private enterprises and the decisions of the
marketplace. But there was a broad consensus on the desirability of a ‘mixed economy,’ and
hence a consensus on the value of substantial – if still modest, by European standards – state
involvement in the economy. This value consensus worked in a general synergy with the
consensus noted above concerning social citizenship. These two core values of the post-war
Canadian social contract were complementary, even if their policy expressions in the hands of
different parties and governments were not immediately so.

The issue of cultural diversity became prominent in the middle 1960s, with the introduction of
official bilingualism, and in the early 1970s, with federal support for multiculturalism. Having
been preceded by an overlapping consensus on broadening distributive equality and a significant
state presence in the economy, support for cultural and related value diversity fit quite naturally
into the broad political consensus. Such diversity, after all, was seen as an expression of and
support for active citizenship, an expression of the logic of social equality manifest in the
expanding welfare state, and as an obvious focus for an interventionist state aiming to secure
closer bonds of social solidarity and shared national feeling in a socially diverse federation.

If this set of value complementarities sounds too good to be true, too lacking in the drama of
basic conflict over social and economic values, it was – at least, it became so once the ‘new
right’ gained ground in Canadian political debate and electoral competitions after 1985. Federal
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and provincial parties of the ‘new right’ rejected both the value choices and the value
complementarities at the core of consensus about the ‘post-war social contract.’ Reform, the
Canadian Alliance and various provincial parties (with Progressive Conservative, Social Credit
and recently in BC, Liberal labels) have rejected the idea that either active citizenship or
individual freedom require an interventionist state attempting to ‘socially engineer’ greater
income, gender, or ethnic equality. They have claimed that their alternative vision maintains
respect for regional control and distinctiveness without sacrificing any of Canada’s most
important basic shared values. On this account, we have to choose between freedom and
distributive equality, between freedom and an interventionist state, between freedom and state
support for cultural diversity, between distributional equality and economic efficiency/prosperity,
and between regional control and an intrusive federal state.

In this section we have sketched two broad patterns of perceived value conflict and
complementarity, and identified a broad range within which value consensus was obtained
among major Canadian political actors over the first three decades of the post-war period. We
can now indicate how the major Canadian political parties can be situated within our three social
contract models.
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IV. Canadian Political Parties and Social Contract Models

Here we wish to briefly describe how our three social contract models – market citizenship,
brokerage citizenship, and social democratic citizenship – can be used to categorize major
federal political parties since 1940. In doing so we generalize from the discussion of particular
value commitments and trade-offs in section III, this time emphasizing partisan identities and
distinctive features of the partisan expressions of different social contract visions. Each model is
broken down into two sub-models labeled ‘a’ and ‘b.’ In Appendix II we schematically
represent positions held by major post-1940 Canadian political parties on the eight value scales
from Table 1. Readers wishing to have a more precise idea of how we categorize the social
contract thinking of Canada’s parties are encouraged to work through this rather dense thicket of
value scores to get a clearer idea of how the parties stand in relation to one another on these basic
social contract values.

1. “Market Citizenship” Model
In this model, the values and practices of private market relations constrain and largely define
social and political values. There are two sub-groups within the broad model: 1a includes
Reform and Canadian Alliance party activists and their current leader, Stephen Harper; 1b
includes the federal Progressive Conservative party, from 1984 to the present, as well as
moderates within the Reform party (including their leader, Preston Manning), and more recently,
the “Action démocratique du Québec” party.

What distinguishes models 1a and 1b from the other models is a high level of commitment to
anti-statist individualistic freedom, strong identification with provincial and regional
communities as against the national political community, de facto acceptance of group-stratified
distributive inequalities, strong opposition to state intervention in the economy, and less
tolerance for value diversity than one finds in the other two social contract models. On these
value scales, Reform and Canadian Alliance activists are distinct from federal Progressive
Conservatives, making model 1a the most right wing of the six sub-models discussed here.
Model 1a is clearly an outlier relative to the positions taken by parties fitting within the
brokerage and social citizenship models. This makes the value choices taken in 1b positions
appear almost centrist.

The defining feature of model 1 is that the imperatives, logic and values of the free market
decisively shape the policies advocated by political parties within the model. In this model, and
especially in model 1a, practical applications of political and social values are, consequently,
sharply circumscribed.

• Freedom is defined largely in terms of the absence of government constraint on the
decisions of consumers, taxpayers and entrepreneurs.

• Equality is defined as that which is shared by individual citizens and property-holders
under the rule of law, with no concessions for special group rights.

• Social inequalities are seen as either natural or a matter of individual (as opposed to state
or social) responsibility.
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• Cultural diversity – at least of the type promoted by most Canadian governments since the
1970s, and especially of the types promoted by new social movements – is seen as more
of a liability than a social asset, at least to the extent that its maintenance requires an
activist state, which is antithetical to the form of freedom valued in this model.

Within model 1a, the conflict between distributive equality and the freedom of the
marketplace is more intense than in models 2 and 3, so trade-offs between egalitarian and market
libertarian values are the sharpest here. While some aspects of model 1b have a ‘brokerage’
character, it shares enough with 1a to be grouped under the market citizenship heading.

It is important to distinguish between the ‘market citizenship’ perspective and that of
mainstream Canadian conservatism from 1940 and 1980. As we pointed out in section III, these
earlier conservatives accepted the welfare state both for pragmatic reasons, and because of its
commitment to state-organized and state-delivered social provision. Mainstream Canadian
conservatism was not either as solidly anti-statist or as consistently individualist as the ‘new
right’ has been. And unlike the ‘new right’, earlier Canadian conservatism was not opposed in
principle to ‘special rights’ for particular groups or regions, most notably for the Francophone
majority in Québec. In sum, then, earlier Canadian conservatism was not nearly as antagonistic
to the evolving post-war Canadian consensus on the welfare state as is the current ‘new right’,
even though some elements within the earlier conservative family did express serious
reservations about particular aspects of the emerging welfare regime.

Federal Progressive Conservative governments certainly did not attempt to dismantle the
Canadian welfare state to anything like the degree advocated by Reform and the Canadian
Alliance. However, since 1984 Progressive Conservative ministers and spokespeople have often
used the rhetoric of the market citizenship model, even if their policies and proposals have been
more brokerage oriented than those of Reform and the Alliance. They have not engaged in
principled, frontal assaults on ‘social provision’ by the state, like their 1a cousins. But federal
and provincial Progressive Conservative governments since 1984 have reduced social program
spending, eliminated programs aiding the most vulnerable groups in our society, and generally
used private sector and business school paradigms to think about policy objectives and program
design and delivery. This has added up to a clear expression of ‘market citizenship’ thinking
about the social contract, even though market values shape social and political values less
thoroughly here than in 1a parties.

Finally, we should note that since 1984 market citizenship-oriented parties – in models 1a and
1b – have been enthusiastic about further economic, cultural and foreign policy integration with
the United States. These parties have expressed the fewest reservations about what many
Canadians have seen as the gradual loss of Canadian sovereignty over cultural, economic and
social policy choices. As noted in section III, this social contract model equates the loss of such
sovereignty with reduction of state power over individual citizens’ choices in free markets.
Reduced powers for Canadian governments in these domains are thus not seen as a problem, but
rather as a solution to the problem of a state that unduly constrains choices by citizens in
markets. Citizens should be concerned with their ‘consumer sovereignty’ more than their
purported political sovereignty, since the latter is largely an illusion in a context of
interventionist, bureaucratic and expensive states.
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2.  “Brokerage Citizenship” Model
In this model, political and social values justify moderate regulation of the market and its values.
They also justify social and political pluralism and a modest welfare state. ‘Brokerage
citizenship’ refers to two things: 1) its carriers are ‘brokerage parties’ that focus primarily on
building the largest electoral coalition possible, and, because of this, 2) they are constrained in
seeking compromises between the potentially conflicting values of support for distributive
equality and support for an unregulated market economy.

Brokerage citizenship is politically successful because it can stake out a middle ground on
these two values, and implement policies consistent with this. The middle ground is also
attractive to such parties, for the same voter-attracting reasons, on issues related to values dealing
with citizenship in community, identification with the regional and the national community,
value diversity, and occasionally – when it feels pressure from the left – Canadian nationalism.

Brokerage citizenship takes a moderate position on questions of social group access to and
participation/representation within the policy process. This is both a cause and an effect of its
positions on individual and group rights within civil society, on policies that reduce social
inequalities through state provision, and on issues of ‘belonging’. Taking such positions is also a
matter of strategic positioning within the competitive partisan space of an ethnically and socially
diverse federal society. No pragmatic brokerage party can afford to regularly take positions on
questions of rights, belonging and political access/participation that imply excluding numerous
social minority groups from social and political access, participation and rights.

On the other hand, for most parties operating within the brokerage citizenship social contract
model, ‘too much’ emphasis on enhancing access and rights for all groups is rejected because too
much state presence in the economy is seen to undermine business confidence and economic
performance. What counts as ‘too much’ inclusion and participation is determined somewhat by
what forces to the political right are saying, and the resonance of these messages within
Canadian and American media, the North American business community, and the broader
Canadian society. The brokerage citizenship model is thus driven less by strong principled value
commitments and trade-offs than either of the models that flank it in Canadian public life. Being
in the centre, with the fewest ‘core’ ideological commitments relative to specific policies, the
brokerage model draws upon a greater range of ideological resources, flexibility and policy
options than either of the models flanking it on the right or the left.

Over the past century, the federal Liberal party has used the brokerage citizenship model most
effectively, and has in fact defined many of its constituent elements by virtue of its long tenure in
government. Model 2a is currently defined by the federal Liberal government, and was employed
by the federal and most provincial Progressive Conservative parties from 1968 to 1984. This
model is more likely to be influenced by the values and society-shaping logic of the market
citizenship model on broad economic and social policy than model 2b. But 2a is still a
considerable distance from models 1a and 1b on matters of cultural nationalism, identification
with the national community over regional communities, support for value diversity, and levels
of distrust of all aspects of the state’s presence in economic life. Parties within model 2b,
including the federal Liberals from 1968 through 1984, and provincial NDP governing parties
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since 1970, place more emphasis on government efforts to enhance distributive equality, and
generally accept a greater role for the state in economic life.

We are not suggesting here that there are no important distinctions between recent Liberals
and electorally successful provincial New Democratic parties. Provincial New Democratic
regimes have straddled the border between our model 2b and model 3a, depending on the policy
area one is considering. We locate them in model 2b to indicate that they have generally
accepted more of a trade-off between the objective of distributive equality and the objectives and
operational logic of the private enterprise economy than have their federal party counterparts.
This also indicates that provincial NDP regimes have typically identified more with their
regional communities than the federal party. In effect, electorally successful provincial NDP
parties have felt the pull of the brokerage citizenship model because they have aimed to secure
and sustain a successful electoral coalition in their respective provinces.

3.  “Social Democratic Citizenship” Model
In this model, political and social values play a large role in constraining the operation and social
impacts of the private economic market and its values. Three broad values are central to this
model:

• inclusive and extensive political participation,
• equitable re-distribution of incomes and opportunities through taxation and an extensive

welfare state, and
• support for a high degree of state involvement in the economy.

This mutually reinforcing value structure is closely connected with the idea of ‘social
citizenship’ introduced by T.H. Marshall in the late 1940s and since modified by many advocates
of an activist welfare state.55

Model 3a is the modern – that is, post-1960 – version of the social democratic citizenship
model. It has been articulated by the federal NDP, and a variant was promoted by the pre-1985
Parti Québecois. Social solidarity and, since the early 1970s, cultural diversity involving
aboriginal and ethnic minorities, are complementary value themes. In this model we also see
assertions that the social cooperation required for overall social welfare is undermined by the
activities and institutions of the market economy. Such assertions are rare in Models 2a and 2b,
and logically impossible in Models 1a and 1b. Model 3a is the most congenial current partisan
home for the state-interventionist ‘left nationalism’ described in section III, and complements a
high level of identification with the national over regional communities. (This is true of the NDP,
with Canada as the nation in question, and of the Parti Québecois, with Québec as the national
point of reference). A clear identification with the national over regional community in Canada
was also characteristic of the party that defined model 3b, the national Cooperative
Commonwealth Federation. Finally, we should note that a strong commitment to group-inclusive
participation and deliberation in the determination of public policy is characteristic of models 3a
and 3b, but also acknowledge that the technocratic perspective on social and economic planning
typical of social democrats has tended in vitiate this inclusive participatory commitment in
theory and (provincial government) practice.
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The basic value commitments in social citizenship models 3a and 3b overlap substantially,
especially regarding distributive equality and political inclusion. But it is hard to exaggerate the
ideological distance travelled from the early days of the CCF to the current NDP. Like social
democratic parties throughout the western world, from the 1930s to the early 1950s the CCF
promoted a high level of state ownership in the (non-agricultural) economy as the sine qua non
of increased social and political equality. By the 1960s, the NDP was promoting a mixed
economy in which the private sector played the major roles in business investment and
employment. And like other social democratic parties, the CCF/NDP has moved from a heavy
emphasis on ‘social solidarity’ within a broadly anti-capitalist culture, to an emphasis on equality
of opportunity in the market economy and public sector, enhanced social pluralism and civil
liberties, and acceptance of the individualism inherent in modernity. The 3b variant of the social
citizenship model is thus, for practical purposes, more of an historical artifact than a viable
partisan option in contemporary Canada. It does, nonetheless, help us to appreciate how much
our ideological horizons have changed and our social contract debates have narrowed over the
past half century.

Since the early 1990s these social democratic perspectives on the Canadian social contract
have become considerably less influential in national and most provincial policy discussions than
they were between 1940 and 1990. In the context of widespread concerns about the size of
budget deficits, business competitiveness, and high levels of taxation compared to our American
neighbours, electoral and ideological forces to the right of the brokerage citizenship model now
have a much greater impact on policy discussions. The NDP has been unable to mount a
compelling story about how social democratic public policy can respond to these challenges.
Despite their dramatic decline as electoral forces over the last decade, Canada’s federal and
provincial New Democratic parties have done little to alter their overall policy packages or
ideological visions. This policy steadfastness is in striking contrast to both their European
counterparts and their Canadian competitors.

The three social contract models sketched above provide a frame of value reference for
political parties, but also for other organized political actors – social movement organizations,
lobby groups, and think tanks, among others – which are too numerous to discuss here. Party
movement within the models, or from one model to another, and across the different positions on
the eight value scales listed in Appendix II, has depended on their perceptions of political and
economic constraints.

Public support for these three social contract models (and sub-models within each) has not
been and is not distributed equally. Currently, the market citizenship and brokerage citizenship
models carry far more weight than the social democratic citizenship model. The decline of the
latter model within the national partisan competition has been offset to some degree by the
Supreme Court’s interpretation of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Over the past decade,
Supreme Court judges have argued that their interpretation of the Charter is “democracy-
enforcing” insofar as it sustains the openness of the democratic process to contributions from
disadvantaged and advantaged groups and citizens alike. Justice Frank Iacobucci has argued, for
example, that “[i]n adopting the Charter, Canada was forging a ‘new social contract’ in which
‘our constitutional design was refashioned as part of a redefinition of our democracy.’ ”56
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In practical political competition and policy debate, there has been significant blurring at the
boundaries of our social contract models. More closely-grained analysis would show practical
and provisional convergence and boundary-crossing among models, and would reveal more
tensions between individual and group rights than we have been able to convey here.57 Still, we
hope that our models and value scales provide a useful beginning for a more nuanced analysis.
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V.  Conclusion

In this paper we have identified four crucial factors conditioning the restructuring of the
Canadian social contract in 2002: the federal surplus and ongoing provincial fiscal constraints;
North American integration; ethnic and cultural diversity; and intergenerational and international
justice.  All four are testing our commitment to basic Canadian value choices: distributive
equality, democratic inclusion, and support for state intervention in the economy.

• The changing fiscal environment has already led to revised roles and responsibilities for
national and regional governments, and these will evolve further in the social contract
packages over the next decades. Debating changes to the welfare state inevitably means
debating the responsibilities of national and regional governments in this restructuring
process.

• The North American Free Trade Agreement and the attacks of September 11, 2001 will make
it increasingly difficult for English Canadians – and perhaps Québecers – to translate their
nationalist feelings into distinctive social, cultural and economic policies. Globalization and
proximity to the United States constrain the policies Canadians choose, and also influence the
values shaping the choices they wish to make. Yet neither these policies nor our values are
pre-determined by American experience. Canadian parties and governments will thus, quite
appropriately, continue to argue among themselves about policy expressions of Canadian
sovereignty vis-à-vis the United States, and do so under substantial pressure from a wide
range of civil society actors.

• Questions regarding the appropriate public and private instruments of cultural diversity in
Canada have been contentious since the 1960s, and will continue to engage all Canadian
governments and many political actors. Yet as public education treats cultural diversity as a
normal part of what Canada means, cultural diversity will become a less contentious matter
in public debate. Citizens will view some state support for cultural diversity as positive
intervention into the workings of an inclusive and tolerant civil society with two related
developments. One is that most adult decision-makers will have experienced upbringings in
multicultural communities. The second is that these decision-makers will have had such
experiences presented positively in their grade-school education.

• Issues of inter-generational and international justice will be harder for parties and
governments to marginalize in coming years. Such policy ‘off-loading’ is becoming
politically impossible with mounting evidence of environmental damage and resource
depletion, and of increasing disparity in life chances among Canadians, and between First
and Third World citizens.

Canadians will work through these four contentious issues in a broad range of specific policy
debates over the next generation. To appreciate what is truly at stake in such debates, it will be
crucial to be crystal clear about the values underlying each policy choice. Canadians are now
being called on to play a role in developing the policies we need to deal with these difficult
political issues.



Framing the Canadian Social Contract: Integrating Social,
Economic and Political Values Since 1940 40

Looking back over the ways that public policies have been proposed and implemented by
Canadian governments and political parties since 1940, we can see distinct patterns of value
tradeoffs, which we describe as ‘Canadian social contracts.’ In discussing how to construct a new
social contract adequate to our needs and obligations in the 21st century, Canadians will once
again be challenged to re-examine their basic value commitments.
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Appendix I
Framing Questions for Discussion of the Canadian Social Contracts

I.   Rights and responsibilities of citizenship
      a. What do Canadians owe each other?

- Across and among linguistic and ethnic/cultural communities: what degree of tolerance
and accommodation of difference?

- Between Francophone and Anglophone Canadians?
- Between Native Peoples and other Canadians?
- From this generation to future generations?

b. What do citizens expect from government?
- Rights and opportunities shared by all citizens, as well as specific rights and opportunities

for specific communities?
- Legitimate expectations of immigrants wishing to become Canadian citizens?
- Stewardship of the environment and resources for future generations?

c. What do governments and citizens expect from citizens?
- A level of ‘self-reliance’ in the economic marketplace?
- A level of participation in public life and political decision-making?

II.  Citizenship and the welfare state
a. How do Canadians value government efforts to increase social protection and

distributive justice in economic and social life?

b. How have Canadians traded off these government efforts against various ideas concerning
reliance on market mechanisms in economic activity?
- Do the social contract models reflect shared and distinctive approaches to trade-offs

between equity and efficiency?

c. Have models of the Canadian social contract changed since the 1940s, and especially
since the 1990s, in conjunction with changing perceptions of these trade-offs?

III.  Citizens' attachments to Canada
a. Is citizenship connected to a distinctive Canadian identity?

b.  Is this identity connected to the programs that support ‘social citizenship’?

c. How do citizens value and balance attachments to both provincial and national
community?

d.  How does all of this connect to citizens’ perspectives on prospects for North American
integration?
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IV.  Inter-regional sharing
a. How important is greater equalization of opportunities across regions to Canadian
citizenship?

 b.  Should inter-regional sharing be mandated, legislated and delivered by federal
governments (using tax revenues from across the country)?

      c. Has Canadian political elites’ thinking about this changed over the past 20 years?

V.  Attitudes towards North American integration
a. What degree of openness to further economic and social integration is displayed?

      b. Where are the lines of resistance to such integration?

c. Where do the three models draw the line on such integration? How is this connected to the
conceptions of identity and citizenship?

VI.  Canada's responsibility to the rest of the world
      a.  How important is it that Canada assists poorer countries?

b. Are there important reciprocal benefits to be gained from closer connections between
Canada and Third World countries?

c.  Should Canada do more to support international organizations and processes that focus
on Third World development?

      d.  What role should Canada play in international peacekeeping and/or military affairs?
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Appendix II

Here we schematically represent combinations of social, political and economic values held by
major post-1940 Canadian political actors. Each of the rows represents a combination associated
with specific political parties. Several rows together inhabit each of our three social contract
models. The columns A-H in each of the social contract models below refer to value scales A-H
from Table 1, which we reproduce here to facilitate comprehension of the numeric grids in our
three models. Each of the numeric cell ‘scores’ in the models below refers to an approximate
location on the continuum of 1 to 5 within the A-H value scales.

In each model outlined below, we assign general value scores to the various political parties.
By identifying these parties with particular models, we hope to give readers a sense of how these
values have fit together in patterns within partisan discourse and party government performance.
It is important to keep in mind that the scores assigned any party reflect a range of positions on
specific policy questions. These scores can easily change depending on the policy questions or
debates one might focus on. We encourage readers to contact us with suggestions for clarifying
either the value scales, or the social contract model applications of these scales.

Social Contract Models

 1.“Market Citizenship” Model
Values and practices of private market relations constrain/largely define social and political
values.

A B C D E F G H
1a)Reform activists/ 3-4 5 4-5 4 5 4-5 4-5 5
CA activists and
current leader 3-4 5 5 5 5 4-5 5 5

1b) Federal PCs 4-5 4-5 4-5 2 4-5 3-4 4 4-5
(1984 - 2002);
Reform ‘87-’00; 31 4-5 5 4 5 4-5 5 5
Action démocratique
du Québec 2 4 n/a 5 4 3 4 4-5
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2.  “Brokerage Citizenship” Model
Political and social values moderately regulate the market and its values to sustain a modest
welfare state and social/political pluralism.

A B C D E F G H
2a) Fed. Liberals 4-5 4 2 1-2 4 3 4-5 4-5
(1993 - 2002); Fed. PCs,
1968-84
2b) Federal Liberals 3-4 3-4 3-4 1-2 3 3 4 4
(1940s; 1968-84);
Prov. NDP gov’ts 3 3 2 3 2-3 3-4 3 2-3
since 1970

3. “Social Democratic Citizenship” Model
Political and social values play a large role in constraining the operation and social impacts of the private
economic market and its values.

A B C D E F G H
3a) Federal NDP; 2-3 3 1-2 2 2-3 3-4 3 2-3
Parti Québécois
governments, 1985-‘02 3 2-3 n/a 5 3 3-4 3 3
3b) Federal CCF 1-2 1-2 1-2 2 1-2 4 1-2 1-2

Social Contract Value Scales

Political Values — citizenship and political participation

A “Citizen participation in public life”
Preference for…………………………………………………..………..
Inclusive participation/
deliberation in policy
determination     

B “Citizens in communities”
Citizens in solidaristic community……………………….……………….
(substantial attention to social obligations,
not just individual rights)

Preference for democratic
elitism’/minimal citizen

participation in policy
determination

1 2 3 4 5

Individualistic freedom
(from community/state;
little attention to social

obligations

1 2 3 4 5
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C “Canadian nationalism (in North America)”
Strong nationalism………………………………………………………………
(vis-à-vis USA)   

D “Identification with national community”
Strong identification ………………………….………..……………..…….
with national community  

              

Social Values

E “Support for greater distributive equality”
Support income distribution
as means of enhancing social equality……………………………..………..
(distribution according to ‘need’  
as much as possible)  

F “Support for value diversity”
Prefer clear emphasis ……………………………………….. …………….
value diversity over
common values

Economic Values

G “Cooperation and competition”
Social Cooperation…………………………………………..………..……….
that enhances overall
social welfare is undermined
by the competitive market

Weak nationalism/
 “continentalism”

1 2 3 4 5

Strong identification
with regional/

provincial community

1 2 3 4 5

Accept group-stratified
inequalities (distribution

according to ‘merit’ as
much as possible)

1 2 3 4 5

Prefer clear emphasis
on common values

over value diversity

1 2 3 4 5

Social cooperation
that enhances overall

social welfare is
enhanced by the

competitive market
1 2 3 4 5
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H “Role of state in market economy”
Prefer extensive State ownership ………………………………………..
and regulation of private market

  

Prefer maximum private
ownership and minimal

state regulation

1 2 3 4 5
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Notes
1 We would like to acknowledge the valuable comments made on various drafts of this paper by Derek
Cook, Avigail Eisenberg, Lynda Erickson, Jane Jenson, Mary Pat MacKinnon and Judith Maxwell. We of
course accept full responsibility for any errors made in spite of their assistance.
2 For argument along these lines with reference to ‘affluent democracies,’ see Paul Pierson, “Coping With
Permanent Austerity: Welfare State Restructuring in Affluent Democracies,” ch. 13 in Pierson (2001).
3 Paul Pierson and colleagues make a strong case for the existence of such broad policy choice in Pierson
(2001).
4 See Bradford (1998) for a strong case in this regard.
5 See Pierson, “Coping with Permanent Austerity,” and Esping-Andersen (1990) and (1996).
6 Scales representing basic political, social and economic values can be constructed in many ways. It is
possible, for example, to translate our scales roughly to correspond to the ‘citizenship framework’ developed
by Jane Jenson and Judith Maxwell. (Jenson and Maxwell, 2001) What they refer to as “rights and
responsibilities” dimensions of citizenship raise the values identified in our scales B, E, G and H. The “access”
dimensions of citizenship discussed by Jenson and Maxwell involve, among other things, the values we
identify in scales A and F. And scales C and D relate to their “belonging” dimensions of citizenship.

Taking this analytical tack would shift our analysis more towards seeing discussion of the Canadian social
contract as a set of competing discourses about citizenship, and thus alter our account of the contending
Canadian social contract visions. Using a conceptually distinct analytical framework inevitably produces a
different set of emphases regarding, and indeed substantive claims about, the broad policy areas we consider in
this paper. We have chosen to identify the values of the Canadian social contracts with reference to their
primary connections to more conventionally identified political, social and economic domains and policy
areas, in keeping with the ways such basic values have been broadly understood by Canadian political elites
during most of the period since 1940. Since explicit contending discourses of citizenship are relatively recent
additions to Canadian political dialogue, and even to academic analysis, we have maintained these more
conventional value groupings in both the Table I value scales, and in our discussion of their inter-relations in
section III.
7 We expect that the models and scales would help to establish at least preliminary analytical bearings in
such an investigation, and intend to pursue this in a future analysis.
8 As Avigail Eisenberg has pointed out to us, the same person might be supportive of broad participation
and inclusive deliberation on some issues, such as the design of health care systems, and be supportive of
a considerably less inclusive, notably ‘democratic elitist’ approach to policy development on other issues,
such as those involving native rights or other constitutional matters.
9 See, for example the federal CCF 1949 election platform, ‘Security for All’ (Ottawa: CCF National
office, 1949), cited in Carrigan, 171.
10 See, for example, Speech from the Throne, Ontario, 4th session, 28th Parliament, March 30, 1971, 5.
11 Nevitte (1996).
12 1968 federal Liberal platform, “Liberal Candidates’ Handbook” (Ottawa: Liberal Federation of Canada,
1968), in Carrigan (1968), 332.
13 These themes are clear in the 1997 Reform campaign platform, “A Fresh Start for Canadians.” For an
examination of this perspective, see Laycock (2001).
14 For an overview of this evidence, placed in a broad comparative perspective, see Neil Nevitte,
“Introduction: Value Change and Reorientation in Citizen-State Relations,” in Nevitte (2002).
15 See, for example, Saskatchewan, Speech from the Throne, 10th Legislature, 2nd Session, 1944, 40.
16 A good example of this is the 1949 CCF federal platform, “Security for All,’ in Carrigan, 1968.
17 See, for example, Ontario, Speech from the Throne, 35th Parliament, 1st session, November 20, 1990.
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18 See the federal throne speech from September 1945, 20th Parliament, 1st Session. For relevant Ontario
Throne Speeches, see Votes and Proceedings of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Ontario,
February 22, 1944  (21st Legislature, 1st Session), February 15, 1945 (21st Legislature, 2nd Session),
March 4, 1946 (22nd Legislature, 2nd session), and March 6, 1947 (22nd Legislature, 3rd Session).
19 See Chambers (1998).
20 Mendelsohn and McLean (2000), 44.
21 See, for example, the Ontario Throne Speech of 1947 (March 6, 1947: 22nd Legislature, 3rd Session), 3.
22 For an articulation of many of these themes, see “New Statements of Liberal Policy” (Ottawa: National
Liberal Federation, 1958), in Carrigan, 242-53.
23 Representative recent expressions of this crucial value tradeoff theme can be found in the federal
Throne Speeches of 1994 (35th Parliament, 1st Session) and 1996 (35th Parliament, 2nd Session), the Nova
Scotia Throne Speech of 1996 (56th General Assembly, 4th Session), the BC Throne Speech of 2002 (37th

Parliament, 3rd Session), the Ontario Throne Speeches of 1990-93 (35th Parliament, Sessions 1-3) and
1999 (37th Parliament, 1st Session), and in the federal Progressive Conservative Party’s 1993 platform,
“Making Government Work for Canada: A Taxpayers’ Agenda.” One also sees it expressed, albeit a bit
more cautiously, in Throne Speeches of the 1960s. A good example can be found in the 1965 Ontario
Throne Speech (27th Parliament, 3rd Session, January 20, 1965), 4 and 7.
24 There is a large literature comparing different types of welfare states and their policies of ‘social
protection,’ much of it following Esping-Andersen (1990). For a brief updated modification of Esping-
Andersen’s typology, and perceptive analysis of the internal and external factors affecting such regimes,
see Pierson (2001). For a current discussion of the Canadian case in comparative context, see Olsen
(2002).
25 The Constitution Act, 1982, Part 1: Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. It is less clear that
section 36 of the Constitution Act, on ‘Equalization and Regional Disparities,’ has had much direct impact
on federal or provincial governments’ preferences and policies; regional equalization spending and
programs seem driven more by political than normative/constitutional decisions. And it is hard to see how
the noble yet value commitments in section 36 could be justiciable.
26 See, for example, F.L. Morton and Rainier Knopff, The Charter of Rights and the Court Party
(Peterborough: Broadview Books, 2000).
27 See Bakan (1997) and Mandel (1994) for arguments that the Charter has not supported or generated a
significant increase in social equality.
28 See “Ontario’s Proposal for a Social Charter for Canada,” in Joel Bakan and David Schneiderman, eds.,
Social Justice and the Constitution: Perspectives on a Social Union for Canada (Ottawa: Carleton
University Press, 1992), Appendix II.
29 “Charlottetown Accord Draft Legal Text,” Appendix V in Bakan and Schneiderman (1992).
30 The idea that such feelings of citizenship are at risk as Canadian governments retrench in social service
provisions is explored in Jenson and Papillon (2001). See Jenson and Phillips (1996) for an overview of
the history of Canadian movement towards and then away from ‘social citizenship.’
31 The expression ‘permanent austerity’ is relative to pre-1980s perceptions of fiscal flexibility and
substantial room to augment social programs. We are not using Pierson’s phrase to indicate that Canadian
governments are in some absolute sense facing a debilitating fiscal crisis, or that there is no room for new
social provisions and protections. What has changed is that all major political actors in Canada are now
more aware of the political and economic barriers to increased taxes and deficit-financed program growth,
and that development of new programs will require trade-offs and efficiencies in other policy areas.
32 For details, see Flanagan (1995), ch. 6, and Johnston et. al. (1996).
33 These views have also been championed in much editorial writing in the dominant daily newspapers in
urban English Canada since the middle 1980s.
34 Votes and Proceedings of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Ontario, “Speech from the
Throne,” 27th Parliament, 3rd Session, January 20, 1965, 4.
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35 See the “ADQ Printemps 2002 Commission politique” document “Pour un Québec responsable et
prospère,” especially sections 2, 4 and 9.
36 Paul Pierson distinguishes between ‘re-commodification,’ ‘cost containment’ and ‘recalibration’
approaches to welfare state reform. He defines recalibration as “reforms which seek to make
contemporary welfare states more consistent with contemporary goals and demands for social provision.”
(Pierson, 2001, 425).
37 For an overview of this evolution, see Robson and St-Hilaire (2000).
38 One of the clearest statements of this concern in federal NDP platforms is in their 1972 “New
Democratic Party Program” (Ottawa: New Democratic Party, 1972).
39 See Saskatchewan, Speech from the Throne, 18th Legislature, 1st Session, November 12, 1975, 7-8.
40 For recent and elaborate expressions of their sovereigntist positions, see Des idées pour mon pays:
Programme du Parti Québécois (Montréal: Parti Québécois, 1994), and Plate-forme électorale: version
intégrale (Ottawa: Bloc Québécois, 1997).
41 See NDP federal election platforms of 1988, 1993, 1997 and 2000.
42 See the federal Progressive Conservative party platform of 1957, “A New National Policy” (Ottawa:
the Progressive Conservative Party of Canada), in Carrigan, 228ff.
43 This position is argued by Tully (1994), and Chambers (2001). Both of their positions owe a good deal
to Charles Taylor’s writings on “deep diversity,” which are presented in summary form in Taylor (1993).
44 The evidence from the Citizens’ Forum on Canada’s Future is unambiguous in this regard: Forum
participants outside of Quebec overwhelmingly answered “No” to both of these questions.
45 This approach was most clearly advanced in the 1969 federal government ‘White Paper’ on Indian
policy.
46 See Abele, Graham and Maslove (1999) and Abele (1999). For an account of how re-working the
institutional and cultural relationships between native and non-native Canadians can be based on values of
mutual recognition, intercultural dialogue, mutual respect, sharing and mutual responsibility, and self-
government, see Tully (1999).
47 See the 2000 federal Liberal party and NDP platforms.
48 The Constitution Act, 1982, section 36 (1) and (2).
49 A clear exception is the federal NDP’s 2000 platform, The Commitment to Canadians (Ottawa: New
Democratic Party, 2000).
50 See Alanna Mitchell, “ ‘Dismal decade’ for environment,” The Globe and Mail, July 1, 2002, A1 and
A4.
51 Most notably the 1993 ‘Red Book,’ Creating Opportunity, but also the 1997 and 2000 Liberal election
platforms.
52 Speech from the Throne, 37th Parliament,1st Session, January 30, 2001, 12.
53 See van Rooy (2001).
54 See, for example, Cameron and Molot (1995).
55 For a clear discussion of Marshall’s concept and its subsequent practical and theoretical modification,
see Jenson and Papillon (2000).
56 Justice Iacobucci, in Vriend v. Alberta [1998] 1 S.C.R., 493, 156 D.L.R., quoted in DeCoste (1999),
234.
57 For example, to simplify our presentation, we have risked implying that party positions on ‘value
diversity’ and related rights questions can almost be deduced from party positions on the role of the state
in the economy and as an agent of the reduction of inequality. Any careful reading of Canadian political
history over the past two decades would indicate that commitments to individual rights, minority rights
and distributive equality are not always related in this manner.
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