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A
lmost 20 years ago, Conser-
vative prime minister Ste-
phen Harper asserted Can-

ada was an energy superpower.
Under JustinTrudeauandtheLib-
eral government, the narrative
was not about flexing our energy
muscles, but on reducing green-
house-gas emissions and shifting
to green energy.
And then along came Donald

Trump.TheU.S. Presidenthasdri-
ven home to Canadians the im-
portance of Canada’s oil-and-gas
sector.His administrationhas im-
plemented tariffs on aluminum,
steel and the automotive sector,
but oil and gaswas left alone. This
drove home to Canadians the im-
portanceof theoilandgassector–
not just totheCanadianeconomy,
but to the American economy, as
well.
Even after almost 10 years of a

federal government telling Cana-
dians the country needs to move
away fromoil andgas, support for
the sector remains high – and is
increasing.
TheUniversity ofOttawa’s Pos-

itive Energy program and Nanos
Researchhavebeen trackingpub-
lic opiniononawide rangeof per-
ceptions over the years. Among
the more striking findings is that
in the past five years, a growing
numberofCanadiansbelieve that
the oil and gas sector is important
to the current economy. Back in
2020 about two out of three peo-
ple (65 per cent) thought the oil
and gas sector was important to
Canada’s current economy. As of
January, this figure has increased
to 88 per cent.
When asked an open-ended

question where respondents
could say anything to explain
theirview, thekeypositivedrivers
includedthesector’scontribution
to jobs and provincial economies
(42 per cent) and that oil and gas
are resources that should be ex-
ploited (10 per cent). As context,

therewere so few individualswho
saidoil andgaswasnot important
that it did notmeet the criteria to
be included in the results.
Weseeasimilar trendlinewhen

we ask about the future. In 2020,
41 per cent of respondents be-
lievedtheoil andgassectorwould
be important to Canada’s future
economy; in 2025, it’s 70 per cent.

Canadians have consistently
handedout failingmarks to feder-
al andprovincial governments for
how they co-operate – or don’t –
when it comes to energy. People
are six times more likely to give a
ratingofpoor(32percent)orvery
poor (21 per cent) rather than a
good (8 per cent) or very good (1
per cent) score. Not surprisingly,

the negative ratings jump from 53
to 78 per cent in the Prairies. We
should not be surprised when Al-
berta Premier Danielle Smith
comes out swinging at anything
that might jeopardize the oil and
gas sector.
Considering those positive

numbers on the sector’s impor-
tance to the Canadian economy,
you’d think people were buying
into the “drill baby drill” mantra
of Donald Trump.
ButCanadiansare twiceas like-

ly to think that the country
shouldnot be aligning our energy
policies with the United States; 61
per cent answered “not align/
somewhatnot align,”while 28per
cent said “align/somewhat align.”
Reasons to oppose alignment
range fromtheview that theUnit-
ed States is disregarding climate
change (29 per cent), that Mr.
Trump can’t be trusted (18 per
cent)andthatCanadaneedstore-
main independent (17 per cent).
At the same time, support for

the government to fund a new
pipeline from Alberta to Eastern
Canada isquite strong(53percent
support, another 24 per cent
somewhat support it). Although
thepercentageof those inQuebec
who favour the pipeline is lower
than the national average (59 per
cent in Quebec compared to 77
percentnationally), it is stillama-
jority opinion.
The key takeaway is that in the

wake of an unpredictable rela-
tionshipwiththeTrumpadminis-
tration, Canadians are quite sup-
portive of a new government-
funded oil pipeline from Alberta
to Eastern Canada.
Evenwith thecurrent common

sense of purpose, will today’s ur-
gency to act in response to the
change in Canada-U.S. relations
be politically sustainable?
Perhaps the positive news is

that Mr. Trump has inspired a
rethinking in Canada when it
comes to our energy future.
Mr. Trump’s reticence to slap

tariffs on Canadian oil has put a
spotlight on the importance of
the sector to both Canada and the
United States, and has initiated a
dialogue between the federal and
provincial governments on ener-
gy resilience and the importance
of a national energy strategy.
A thank you toMr. Trumpmay

be in order.
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What Canada is thinking

Opinion on funding the construction of a new oil pipeline

Support Somewhat support Somewhat not support Not support Unsure

53% 24% 6% 9% 8%

Job done by federal and provincial governments cooperating on decision-making

On energy

On climate change

Very good Good Average Poor Very poor Unsure

8% 33% 32% 21% 6%

8% 32% 29% 24% 6%

Whether Canada should align its energy and climate policies with those of the U.S.

Energy policies

Climate policies

Align Somewhat align Somewhat not align Not align Unsure

9% 19% 14% 47% 11%

9% 18% 11% 53% 9%
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A
s the federal election
draws near, attention
has zeroed in on the
metrics used to signal

our health as a country: the econ-
omy, immigration, the crime rate,
employment. But it’s health that
should serve as our key perform-
ance indicator. Physical health,
yes, but also well-being in the
broader sense. Here, we factor in
measures like life expectancy,
mental health and education –
along with a strong support sys-
tem for the kids who will some-
day run this country. Concepts
like the GDP need to be wrapped
into amore complete picture. Ev-
ery modern framework, includ-
ing the Human Development In-
dex (HDI), the OECD Better Life
Index, andNewZealand’sWellbe-
ing Budget does this; health and
well-being are either a core mea-
sure or supporting factor. This is
no fluke.
Health is buttressed by a com-

plex array of policies, from prod-
uct-safety standards to emergen-
cy-room wait times. Your car
shouldn’t explode, your food
shouldn’t contain high levels of
arsenic, and – if either of those
things happens – the cost ofmed-
ical treatment shouldn’t ruin you.
One of the challenges is that
health, as a concept, lacks the ap-
peal of simple metrics. However,
fixating onmetrics candistract us
from strategic, long-term think-
ing, which is critical at this mo-
ment.
Our health achievements

aren’t static. Reducing tuberculo-
sis to 5.5 cases per 100,000 is a

great achievement, but it doesn’t
mean that we then get to tick a
box, high-five each other, and
moveon. Especially sincewehave
not come anywhere close to
meeting our 2035 targets. Pro-
gress takes continuous work.
Canadian health ranks highly by
global standards, but we must
run very fast to stay in place – and
even faster if we want to get any-
where.
Our provincial and federal gov-

ernmentsneed to support a cohe-
sive vision of health for Cana-
dians.Greater efficiency can–and
should be – a driving principle.
We’ve seen positive movement
via opening up physician-equiva-
lent services, like nurse practitio-
ners andpharmacists, topublicly-
funded health insurance pro-
grams. Meanwhile, dental care,
part of Tommy Douglas’s initial
vision for medicare, will expand
to all eligible Canadians between
18 and 64 as early as June 1, 2025 –
63 years after the launch of Medi-
care in Saskatchewan. Better late
than never.
All creative solutions are wel-

come, but calls for privatization
aremore often a case formanage-
ment-by-abdication rather than
leadership. Privatization is not a
magic word where, presto-
change-o, the free market does
your work for you. If we want to
seriously address inefficiencies,
we need principles-driven inno-
vation, not private-market solu-
tions. Profitability seldom dove-
tails with the highest public good
and the invisible handof themar-
ket often extends a middle finger
to non-shareholders. That’s why
these are public works.
Almost all recent innovation in

our health care system has come
without privatization. That in-
cludes the Pharmacare Act,
which eliminates the need for

supplementary private drug in-
surance but does not impose any
restrictions on additional private
insurance. This response comes
in light of the fact that other
countries pay between half and
two-thirds ofwhat Canadians pay
for top-selling diabetes drugs –
with the exception of the U.S.,
which pays 1.4 times as much.
Meanwhile, the proposal’s most
vocal critics include insurance
lobbyists and pharmaceutical in-
dustry representatives.
Canada is experiencing a mo-

ment of highmotivation – ampli-
fied by contrasts with the Trump
administration’s apparent con-
tempt for public health. This is an
opportunity to move past parti-
sanpolitics and invest in systems-
level change – something voters
seem prepared to do. High moti-
vation is not a permanent state,
however, and we need to encode
it into policy. While our health
care focus is on access to family
doctors and wait times, these
may be considered symptoms
and not the primary disease. To
have a health care system, “not a
sick-care system,” means taking
that perspective all the way into

policy and administration.
So, what does treating the

whole body of health care look
like? It means up-front invest-
ment in infrastructure that re-
moves bottlenecks to perform-
ance and creates a clear ROI.
Think of this as DOGE for grown-
ups: strategic, iterative, and ulti-
mately constructive.
A fitness expert might ask you

if time for exercise is marked out
on your calendar. It’s a statement
of your priorities. The same can
be said for policy solutions that
support our health environment.
We don’t want a nanny state, but
wedon’twant a latchkey-kid state
either.
This is not a call to “make Can-

ada healthy again”; we are al-
ready healthy, on net, in spite of
some obvious gaps in need of re-
dress. The lowTB rates cited earli-
er, for example, are not evenly
distributed among the Canadian-
born. They are three times higher
amoug Indigenous populations
and as much as 300 times higher
in some Inuit communities. As
we (hopefully) repair gaps and
move toward greater efficiency
and innovation, it’s worth asking
ifwe shouldbe absorbing someof
the public health expertise that
the U.S. has so aggressively jetti-
soned.
Meanwhile, some of our most

essential work can be done by
modernizing our record-keeping
systems and focusing on the
transferability ofmedical records.
These are well-documented fric-
tions in our existing system that
frustrate patients and chew up
bandwidth forhealth careprovid-
ers. This kind of upgrade requires
substantial up-front investment
but, in exchange, promises to free
up doctors and decrease wait
times. We need the courage and
clarity to address systemic causes

instead of just treating symp-
toms.
Health care-related statements

made by each national party
leader have focused on access to
primary care, privatization, den-
tal care, pharmacare, eliminating
red tape and future-proofing the
health care system. NDP Leader
Jagmeet Singh leads the charge
with both big swings (guaranteed
universal access to family doctors
by 2030), more tenable solutions
(making interprovincial practice
easier for doctors) and broader
aspirations (banning foreign cor-
porations from buying Canadian
facilities). The one notable Liber-
al spending increase would come
via an expansion of dental care,
which will extend coverage to ap-
proximately 4.5 million unin-
sured Canadians. However, Liber-
al Leader Mark Carney has not
committed to expanded pharma-
care and has instead focused on
the Liberal party’s existing $200-
billion investment in bilateral
health agreements with prov-
inces – not something considered
to be a paragon of efficiency. Con-
servative Leader Pierre Poilivere
has walked back more austere
statements on pharmacare and
dental care, now promising to
keep (but not expand) existing
coverage, recently stating, “We
will protect these programs and
nobody who has them will lose
them.” He has also called to re-
duce bureaucracy.
The realmeasure of leadership

won’t come via a single number,
whether it relates to GDP, immi-
gration, or housing. It will come
from how effectively Canadian
health is supported now – and in-
to the future. Strong economics
and strategy are essential, but
their real value lives within how
they’re applied to the health and
well-being of Canadians.

How we score on health is how we score as a country
GEOFF GIRVITZ
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Some of our most
essential work can be
done by modernizing
our record-keeping

systems and focusing on
the transferability of
medical records.
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