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THE SENATE

Wednesday, April 29, 1998

The Senate met at 1:30 p.m., the Speaker in the Chair.

Prayers.

SENATORS’ STATEMENTS

CANADA BOOK DAY

Hon. Joyce Fairbairn: Honourable senators, last Thursday,
April 23, 1998, Canadians across the country celebrated the third
annual Canada Book Day. This event came from the efforts and
the mind of a well-known author and journalist, Lawrence
Martin, three years ago. Since then, the celebration has spread to
cities, towns and villages all across Canada, and is intended to
encourage people to read, to enjoy books and to express support
for our authors.

Honourable senators, in Ottawa we had a launch at Chapters
bookstore with Dr. Marianne Scott from the National Library,
Dr. Shirley Thomson from the Canada Council, Lawrence
Martin, of course, and one of our authors, Brian Doyle.

In Calgary, I was quite impressed when 350 Calgarians
gathered to pay homage to the late W.O. Mitchell and to
remember his writings. All of us would agree that his words, his
humour and his sheer joy in writing and living prompted an
affection for him here in our country, as well as an expression of
support among his peers that is rare in our cautious Canadian
society. He was truly the most eloquent writer of the Prairies.

Honourable senators, we were not here to celebrate this
occasion on the actual day, but in keeping with the theme of
Canada Book Day, which is “Give one, get one and read one,”
and as I have done for the last few years, I would offer to my
friend Senator Lynch-Staunton a book entitled, An Evening with
W.O. Mitchell. 1t is a new collection of his writings. I chose this
book knowing that Senator Lynch-Staunton has family members
scattered throughout southwestern Alberta. I wish him a very
good read, and I would encourage all honourable senators to
make every day “Book Day” in our country.

Hon. John Lynch-Staunton (Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, I think the only appropriate response is,
“Gotcha.” That is three years in a row now, and unprepared as I
am to reciprocate, I feel that this might be a good time to send
over to Senator Fairbairn, whose commitment to literacy needs
no elaboration, a copy of Senator Di Nino’s bill, which is
presently before the Senate, asking for the removal of the GST
from written material in the hope and expectation that the

increase in reading in Canada will be that much more
pronounced.

I will ensure that the honourable senator’s copy is signed by all
those who support this bill, which I am sure will be every senator
in this place.

TRANSPORT

DISCONTINUANCE OF DE-STAFFING OF LIGHTSTATIONS
IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

Hon. John Lynch-Staunton (Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, on March 28, the Minister of Fisheries and
Oceans announced that the de-staffing of lighthouses in
British Columbia would not continue, and that the 27 currently
staffed lighthouses would remain. Nowhere in his statement did
the minister have the elementary courtesy to give credit to the
one person who is mainly responsible for this decision, our
colleague the Honourable Pat Carney.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Senator Lynch-Staunton: As a Conservative minister, she
persuaded her government not to proceed with a de-staffing
program supported by senior departmental officials. Then the
Liberal government reversed this decision and de-staffing began.

Senator Carney, faced with a last-minute decision by the
Senate Transportation Committee to postpone hearings in British
Columbia, co-chaired an ad hoc parliamentary committee which
held the hearings resulting in the report, “Lightstations: People
Want People on the Lights,” in June, 1995. With constant letter
writing, speaking on the issue at every opportunity, working
closely with the Union of B.C. Lightkeepers and coastal
communities, and keeping the issue alive in the media, Senator
Carney tirelessly fought at every turn, with the result that the
minister was forced to back down.

His only acknowledgement of Senator Carney’s efforts and the
campaign led by her is found at the end of his statement where he
says:

British Columbians, particularly in the coastal
communities, have asked us to keep the lightkeepers at their
stations and that’s why we’re doing it.

What he should have said is that British Columbians, led by the
Honourable Pat Carney, had asked.

In congratulating Senator Carney, I would like to set the record
straight. She deserves no less.
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THE SENATE
NEW INSIGNIA

Hon. Philippe Deane Gigantés: I am sure honourable
senators can see the new Senate insignia I am holding in my
hand. It is large enough; perhaps it is even too large. If you look
at it in a certain way, and you realize that the circle is a symbol
for womanhood and that there is a bludgeon across it, this could
be the badge of a wife beaters’ association of some southwestern
state in the U.S., perhaps, or it could be an arsonists’ group. This
could not only be a bludgeon; it could also be a torch. There you
see it, with the red flame. If you turn the pin a little, it looks like
a “No Smoking” sign. Honourable senators will say, “But we
voted for it.” Well, people also voted for Mr. Manning.

® (1340)

Our elders had this original design, and they commissioned a
specialist to create it. If you needed a heart operation, would you
not go to Senator Keon and let him do his job, which he does so
well, or would you vote on instructions to give him on how to
operate?

Our elders and betters went to a specialist, and they did not
design a horror like this. They designed the old insignia that we
have been wearing up till now. I would be so happy if we stayed
with that, instead of having to look like a prize bull in an
agricultural show in the United States.

Honourable senators, an article in today’s Globe and Mail
informs us that a judge found that the Somalia inquiry was a
disgraceful affair, and very badly conducted. An officer was
wrongly accused and without evidence by the Somalia inquiry.

TRANSPORT
FERRY SERVICE BETWEEN NEWFOUNDLAND AND MAINLAND

Hon. Derek P. Lewis: Honourable senators, I should like to
draw your attention to the situation regarding the ferry service
between the Island of Newfoundland and mainland Canada. First,
I must mention some historical facts.

Over 100 years ago Newfoundland, as an independent country,
constructed at its own expense a trans-island railway system. It
also established a coastal steamship service for the island and for
coastal Labrador. Newfoundland further provided a freight and
passenger steamship ferry service connecting the island to
North Sydney in Nova Scotia.

Over the years, these systems were continuously maintained
and operated by Newfoundland from its own resources. More
important, these systems were managed and controlled by
Newfoundland itself for the benefit and service of its citizens.

This situation continued up to the time of the union of
Newfoundland and Canada in 1949. By the terms of the

agreement covering the union of both countries, it was provided
that Canada would take over these services and relieve
Newfoundland of the costs thereof. By a further provision of the
agreement, Canada undertook to henceforth maintain a freight
and passenger steamship service between North Sydney in
Nova Scotia and Port aux Basques in Newfoundland. These
provisions were enacted into legislation by the Newfoundland
Act of 1949.

In pursuance of these provisions after union, these particular
transportation systems were incorporated into the Canadian
National Railway system. Ultimately, the steamship systems
were given over to Marine Atlantic, which operated them along
with similar services in our eastern provinces. The operations
were run out of Marine Atlantic headquarters in Fredericton,
New Brunswick, under the direction of a board of directors, the
members of which were — and continue to be — appointees
from several provinces. At the present time, Newfoundland has a
small representation on this board.

As it happens, Marine Atlantic has now been divested of such
a number of its operating systems that all that remains under its
administration is the ferry service between North Sydney and
Newfoundland. The Minister of Transport has recently
announced that Marine Atlantic would be moving its
headquarters from Moncton and will split the administration
between North Sydney, Nova Scotia, and Port aux Basques,
Newfoundland. Subsequently, the minister confirmed that the
board of directors of Marine Atlantic would be restructured and
replacements on the board would come solely from the two
provinces of Newfoundland and Labrador and Nova Scotia.

Since the only remaining service of Marine Atlantic is now
reduced to the sole, historic Newfoundland operation, it seems
only natural and just that the management and operation of the
service be returned to Newfoundland and Labrador. In view of
the importance of this service to the people of my province in
having access to mainland Canada, it is imperative that, in the
future, the majority of members of the board having management
of the service be appointees from Newfoundland and Labrador. I
trust this will be accomplished.

CANADIAN HERITAGE
FUNDING PROBLEMS AT TELEFILM CANADA

Hon. Janis Johnson: Honourable senators, I rise today to
draw your attention to the recent problems at Telefilm Canada.
For the last two weeks, Canadian television production has
teetered on the brink of disaster due to a number of fundamental
problems with the new Television and Cable Production Fund.

The $200-million Television and Cable Production Fund was
launched amidst much fanfare by Canadian Heritage Minister
Sheila Copps in 1996. The fund was designed to stimulate the
production of television drama and repair some of the damage
done by the prior cutting of $400 million from the budget of the
CBC.
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However, the fund was poorly planned and implemented, as
was illustrated last week when an entire season of television
production in Canada was thrown into chaos. Television
producers waited all night in corridors, sleeping on floors, so that
they could access funding from the Licence Fee Program, which
is handed out on a first-come, first-served basis. While the
executive director of Telefilm was touring China, producers of
acclaimed television shows like Traders and Black Harbour
discovered that crucial letters of commitment from Telefilm had
not arrived on time, and that they were therefore no longer
eligible for Minister Copps’ funding.

Honourable senators, all but two of Canada’s big name
programs did not receive any support from the cable fund. Now,
many shows may have to cancel their coming seasons.

I would submit that all-night lineups and sleeping bags are
more appropriate for rock concerts than federal funding agencies,
and awarding money on a first-come, first-served basis is no
more logical than grading exams by throwing them down a
staircase.

What measures will the Minister of Canadian Heritage
undertake to ensure that this system is retooled and made more
rational and effective? What is the logic behind the $200-million
fund?

Our two major funding agencies have mandates which are
clearly in conflict. Telefilm Canada has a mandate to support
Canadian culture. The Television and Cable Production Fund has
a mandate to support commercially promising endeavours. Few
professionals in the television industry believe that these goals
are reconcilable. Some observers have even suggested that the
disastrous tie-ups in the system were deliberate; designed by
disgruntled administrators to show us all that the $200-million
monster was just not working.

In response to the disaster, some of Canada’s flagship
television shows were bailed out with $20 million taken from
next year’s budget, but this is only a short-term solution and not
a very good one. What will happen next year?

This would be an appropriate time to launch a comprehensive
review of the cable fund and determine how it can be operated
more effectively. Are the selection criteria rational? Do they
coincide with the long-term goals of the Department of Canadian
Heritage? What, indeed, are the long-term goals of the
Department of Canadian Heritage?

Taxpayers may well ask why we are giving money to
television producers in the first place. If the goal is to support
culture, then why are government funds being used to support
programs produced for the American market-place? Why are
highly profitable private networks being subsidized with cheap,
government-funded television programs? Is it time for private
broadcasters to invest more in the programs that they air?

There are many issues at stake here, and I wanted to alert
honourable senators to them today. The Television and Cable
Production Fund is obviously plagued with some very serious
problems. We look forward to some indication of how the
minister will be addressing those problems, and I will be
speaking further on this issue in the weeks to come.

®(1350)

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

TERRORISM AND PUBLIC SAFETY
SELECTION OF MEMBERSHIP OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE

Hon. William M. Kelly: Honourable senators, with leave of
the Senate and notwithstanding rule 58(1)(7), I move:

That, notwithstanding rule 85(1)(b), the Special
Committee on Terrorism and Public Safety comprise seven
members; namely, the Honourable Senators Andreychuk,
Bryden, Corbin, Fitzpatrick, Kelleher, Kelly and Stollery,
and that three members constitute a quorum.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is leave granted, honourable senators?
Hon. Senators: Agreed.
[Translation]

Hon. Marcel Prud’homme: Honourable senators, you will
recall that I seconded the motion. It is a topic in which I have
taken a special interest for over 30 years. And if any senators
want to know what I mean by that, we will hold a debate.

I am once again surprised that a senator who wishes to play an
active role in the Senate’s business is once again being ignored,
when it is in the Senate’s interest to make use of the talents of
those senators who wish to work.

[English]

Senators who already sit on other committees, some of whom
do not even attend those committees meetings, are being
appointed to sit on this special committee. It seems that some
senators have more influence with the leadership of the Senate
than do others, since they are always being appointed as
members of committees.

I do not say this to criticize Senator Kelly who is a fine
gentlemen. In fact, I have seconded his motion. I could put on a
wonderful exhibition, but that will accomplish nothing.

I am going to Alberta to make a speech about the Senate. This
could be the subject of my speech. The problem of those who
wish to participate has yet to be solved.
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As 1 said, senators who are members of committees, and who
have a lot on their plates, are being appointed to other
committees. One need only look at a list to see on which
committees these senators sit. In the event that some people
believe that, in order to hear matters of security one must be a
member of the Privy Council, the senators who have been named
to sit on this Special Committee on Terrorism and Public Safety
are not members of the Privy Council.

Will I say “no” to Senator Kelly, for whom I have the highest
esteem? I cannot answer that question. I am agonizing over that
question as I stand here. I am sure some of my colleagues are
thinking that even if I do speak out, nothing will happen. I would
remind them that there are other places I can speak.

I do not know how many people like to appear on TV to
defend the Senate. How many in this place are not afraid of the
press? Some duck as soon as they see the press, and some who
speak to the press should duck. I hope I said that correctly.

[Translation]

Those who speak should perhaps say nothing, and those who
say nothing should perhaps open their mouths.

[English]

Some do not seem to realize that the country is under attack.
Do not dream in Technicolour about the change taking place in
Quebec. I am one of those who said, “Take your time,” but I now
know that, within a week, I may be proven to have been on the
right track. You may need all your fighters in Quebec, because
the country is still under attack, and I believe that senators could
do much to help the country.

However, what do you do? You play favourites. You multiply
the work of some senators. We spoke about that yesterday. You
want to reduce the number of senators on committees of the
Senate. I hope I am not revealing a secret.

I have always said that the Speaker of the Senate should have
more authority, as is the case in the House of Commons. I am not
asking for your protection. However, I do think this is unfair.
There are some senators who have something to offer their
country and who can contribute to the work of the Senate, but
they are not asked to come forward. I am told that this matter
will be put forward for consideration, but nothing is done.

In the five years I have been here, I have never seen senators
asking for work with as much passion as I have.

What the hell is going on? You all look surprised. The Leader
of the Senate has approved this. He knows my interest in certain
subjects, one being foreign affairs. Am I excluded for reasons
that you may not like to hear today? Am I too opinionated on
certain aspects of world affairs? I may have a lot to tell you about
the history of security matters in Canada. I was in the other place
for 30 years. I was there when the War Measures Act was passed:
when we were lied to.

Do we not want certain senators to contribute?

[ Senator Prud’homme ]

I wish Senator Kelly good luck, but I will be a pain. I intend to
attend that committee and I want to receive all the documents, to
which the Speaker has said I am entitled.

I was not a member of the subcommittee chaired by another
fine gentleman, Senator Phillips, which did extraordinarily good
work and saved the necks of the Liberals. Veterans across the
country were as mad as hell at the government. I have been made
an honorary member of the Royal Canadian Legion in Victoria,
so I must have done something right. I am French Canadian from
Quebec and I did not miss one meeting of that committee.
Granted, the Senate was not sitting at that time, and I am not
asking for a star for that, like a little schoolboy, but if a solution
is not found, I will stop barking and I will start biting.

Motion agreed to.

®(1400)

GOODS AND SERVICES TAX

REMOVAL OF TAX FROM READING MATERIALS—
PRESENTATION OF PETITIONS

Hon. Consiglio Di Nino: Honourable senators, I present
357 petitions from the Kitchener-Waterloo and London area,
710 from all regions from the Atlantic to the Pacific, comprising
the signatures of 1,100 Canadians who are asking us to support
Bill S-10 to eliminate the GST on reading materials. These
petitions are particularly appropriate given Senator Fairbairn’s
eloquent presentation and statement.

QUESTION PERIOD

NATIONAL DEFENCE

REPLACEMENT OF SEA KING HELICOPTERS—
GOVERNMENT POSITION

Hon. J. Michael Forrestall: Honourable senators, my
question is for the Leader of the Government in the Senate.

I must say that, in common with thousands of other Canadians,
I am well pleased with the government’s decision to purchase the
EH-101 helicopter for search and rescue purposes. We are also
very pleased to see, finally and at long last, the acquisition of the
Upholder class submarine as an addition to Canada’s maritime
defence, at a price that frankly we can afford, and one that we
could not pass up because of the very special contribution that
this piece of equipment makes to many other services for
Canadians.

I know the leader has worked conscientiously with many
difficult individuals in the other place to persuade his
government that these were necessary steps, so I invoke a rather
special privilege that I have, and recommend his promotion to
Substantive Petty Officer so that he need not spend the rest of his
life with the rank of “Acting.”



April 29, 1998

SENATE DEBATES

1373

I must say that I had thought for a moment that his support for
these programs was sort of like a conversion on the road to
Halifax in a quest for the return of some of those NDP seats.

Honourable senators, to get to the substance of my question,
15 Sea King helicopters have now had their centre sections
removed and replaced because of cracks. The other 15 are
waiting in the shed for the same operation. This process is vitally
necessary to the continued safe operation of these ancient and
venerable aircraft, and has been undertaken at great expense, of
course.

The Auditor General, as we have all just noted, has raised the
issue of critical deficiencies with regard to military equipment. I
must now plead to establish the parameters of how long is
“soon,” how long is “shortly,” how long is “as quickly as
possible,” and all the other definitions that we went through with
the replacement of the search and rescue helicopter. How soon
will we see the call for replacement of the Sea King?

Hon. B. Alasdair Graham (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I thank the honourable senator for his kind
reference with respect to the purchase of the Upholder class
submarines. I had the privilege of participating in the
announcement with the Minister of National Defence and the
Premier of Nova Scotia in Halifax. Indeed, at that time, I alluded
to my love of the sea and told all assembled that that resulted in
my enlisting very early in life and rising to the rank of Acting
Petty Officer of HMCS Dreadnought. When someone in the
crowd whispered, “Is that a disease?” I said, “No, it was the
Glace Bay Sea Cadet Corps.”

I have never heard of the rank of Substantive Petty Officer, but
if you are making it permanent, I thank you very much. I will be
looking forward to receiving the appropriate insignia which I can
wear henceforth and always.

I also thank the honourable senator for the reference to the
EH-101, and I assure my honourable friends that the
consideration of the purchase of maritime helicopters is ongoing.

Senator Forrestall: As a supplementary, there is some
confusion in my own mind. The government has said, on the one
hand, that they wanted to buy off the shelf because of the savings
that are obvious, apparent and accessible to us for equipment
such as this. They have also said that they would not be pursuing
commonality of equipment for search and rescue and for
shipboard operations.

Does that apparent conflict preclude the EH-101 consortium
from bidding on the seaboard equipment?

Senator Graham: I suppose that you could interpret the
inclusion of the term “commonality” as almost automatically
giving the next contract to those who manufacture the EH-101.
However, I assure my honourable friend, who takes a special
interest in these matters, that the prime objective is to provide
our service people and the country with the best possible
equipment, while ensuring that the equipment is purchased with
the interests of efficiency and savings in mind, and, at the same
time, that the bidding is totally transparent. I am sure that those
who are qualified will all have an opportunity to bid on the
helicopters.

[ Senator Graham |

Senator Forrestall: Will the minister give us some indication
of time parameters?

Senator Graham: I wish I could be more forthcoming in that
respect, honourable senators. As soon as I receive the
information, I will bring it forward.

NATIONAL FINANCE

IMPORTANCE OF LONGER-TERM FISCAL PROJECTIONS—
GOVERNMENT POSITION

Hon. Fernand Roberge: Honourable senators, the Auditor
General, in his recent report, urged the government to produce
long-term fiscal projections to allow Parliament to better
appreciate the long-term impact of the decisions we make today.
He points out that this is crucial given the long-term impact on
government finances of an ageing population. The government’s
standard response continues to be that it will achieve long-term
goals by meeting short-term targets. The Auditor General,
however, stresses that this is not about being accountable for the
long term but is simply about taking the longer term into account
in a public way.

The United States now prepares and makes public projections
of fiscal balances under various assumptions 40 years ahead. The
effects of demographics, that is to say the ageing population, are
explicitly considered in these projections.

In rejecting the Auditor General’s recommendation, the
Department of Finance said:

The government believes that presenting long-run fiscal
projections to Parliament every year would serve only to
detract attention from the important goal of debt reduction.

Honourable senators, where does the government think
Parliament would shift its attention if it saw long-term fiscal
projections? For example, would those projections show huge
surpluses that would, in fact, focus attention on the government’s
ability to cut taxes?

®(1410)

Hon. B. Alasdair Graham (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I am sure that long-term fiscal projections
are ongoing. The government’s fiscal plan is directly addressing
the longer-term financial consequences of Canada’s ageing
population to which my honourable friend referred. We have
consistently followed a two-stage approach in that respect. The
first is to ensure the fiscal health of the country’s finances, and
this we did by concentrating on the short term to ensure that the
deficit targets that had been set were in fact met. Given that the
deficit has been eliminated in just four years, this approach
speaks for itself.

Also, by eliminating the deficit and putting the debt-to-GDP
ratio on a permanent downward track, we are now in a much
better position to deal with the longer-term demographic
pressures. Second, we have embarked on a separate process to
address the longer-term demographic pressures facing Canada.
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For example, in cooperation with the provinces, we have
ensured that the Canada Pension Plan will be there in the future,
and in so doing we provided Parliament and Canadians with
information on the problems and the proposed solutions.

The honourable senator mentioned the United States and the
long-term forecasts that are made by our friends south of the
border. Canada is also involved in looking at these issues with
other countries through the OECD and the International
Monetary Fund.

HEALTH

STAFFING AND STRENGTHENING OF NEW FEDERAL
LABORATORIES FOR HUMAN AND ANIMAL HEALTH—
GOVERNMENT POSITION

Hon. Mira Spivak: Honourable senators, the Auditor General
points out in his report that the Federal Laboratories for Human
and Animal Health located in Winnipeg, a project initiated in
1990, is:

...a potential source of pride for all Canadians as it
contributes to the global effort to identify and combat
human and animal infectious diseases.

I agree with that statement. The Auditor General notes, however,
that the role and responsibilities of the Biosafety Branch of the
United States Center for Disease Control and Prevention, or
CDC, are more formalized, and that the Biosafety Branch is
more independent. A branch of the CDC formally certifies
laboratories before they begin to operate. In fact, U.S. regulations
require government, university and industry laboratories working
with certain infectious agents to register with the CDC.

My question is: Can the Leader of the Government tell us
whether the Government of Canada is ready to strengthen the
power and role of the Canadian Office of Biosafety and the
Biohazard Containment and Safety Unit?

Hon. B. Alasdair Graham (Leader of the Government): I
thank Honourable Senator Spivak for bringing this matter to our
attention. That question has been under consideration and I will
attempt to bring forth further information.

Senator Spivak: I know that it is wonderful to have:

...the first facility in the world to combine laboratories
concerned with both human and animal diseases, and the
first in Canada capable of handling the most dangerous
viruses known.

However, at the completion of the Auditor General’s field
work, 70 positions have not yet been staffed. We are told that:

Senior program officials believe that staffing these
positions with the right people is a challenge which must be
met to ensure program delivery.

I interpret that to mean that they have problems finding
competent people. Many times before in this chamber has been
raised the challenge of keeping in Canada those intelligent
people who are leaving the country to work in the United States.
Does the Leader of the Government in the Senate have anything
to tell us today about the practices or measures which the
government will put in place to stop this particular “brain drain”
problem?

Senator Graham: We are all aware of the potential hazards of
a brain drain, but at the same time I am confident that, with the
measures being taken by the government, with the restoration to
previous levels of medical research funding and other research
funding in the country, if there has been a brain drain of any
consequence, it will be stopped.

At the same time, I am sure there are those who wish to come
north of the border because of life in Canada, and because of the
facilities and research money that is provided here.

I noted very carefully that 70 positions were supposed to be
made available in Winnipeg. I am also aware that the
government and the department responsible is looking very
closely at this particular question. I am pleased that the Auditor
General has noted that Canadians should take great pride in this
very exciting, new facility.

NATIONAL FINANCE

EFFECTIVENESS OF FISCAL PROJECTIONS—
GOVERNMENT POSITION.

Hon. Terry Stratton: Honourable senators, my question is to
the Leader of the Government in the Senate. Again it would
appear that the Auditor General’s accounting advice is
continually being ignored by the Department of Finance. The
response to the Auditor General’s recommendation that the
Department of Finance provide longer-term fiscal forecasts was
that the department do not do that because it would distract
Parliament.

My question is: If the United States can provide 40-year
forecasts while we cannot forecast beyond a couple of years,
either the attitude of the finance minister and his department is
purely paternalistic or they are hiding something. Which is it?

Hon. B. Alasdair Graham (Leader of the Government):
The Minister of Finance is never paternalistic, and he is not
hiding anything. This has been the most transparent government
in the history of the country.

Senator Stratton: In response to the Auditor General’s
recommendation that the Department of Finance provide better
information on the effectiveness of programs that it manages, the
department indicated that it was too busy doing other things to
measure any effectiveness. Surely they could do a performance
audit on a particular department once a year, not the entire
government. That might show Canadians that indeed the finance
minister is responsible for running the finances of the country,
and illustrate to them that the operation is indeed transparent.
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Senator Graham: Honourable senators, the Department of
Finance already makes great efforts to achieve the objective to
which my honourable friend is alluding.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: By cooking the books.
Senator Graham: Never by cooking the books.
Senator Lynch-Staunton: What about the $2.5 billion?

Senator Graham: That is $2.5 billion that the Canadian
public was made aware of immediately, instead of making
promises which are never kept, as did your government. When
those promises are made —

Some Hon. Senators: Oh! Oh!

Senator Lynch-Staunton: Tell us about the seniors benefit
program.

Some Hon. Senators: GST! GST!
Senator Lynch-Staunton: Hepatitis, yes, full compensation.

Senator Graham: When promises and commitments are
made, they are immediately booked.

Senator Gigantes: You doubled the Canadian debt.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR AUDITING OF CANADA PENSION PLAN
BOARD—GOVERNMENT POSITION

Hon. Terry Stratton: We have awakened them! Welcome
back! The Department of Finance does not want the Auditor
General to audit the Canada Pension Plan Investment Board. I
really am amazed at that, because it will be an ideal board on
which to have done a performance audit, not every year but
every two to three years. The same thing goes for the Canadian
Wheat Board. It is an ideal board on which to do a performance
audit every two to three years.

Can the Leader of the Government tell me why the
Department of Finance is holding the work of the Auditor
General in contempt?

Hon. B. Alasdair Graham (Leader of the Government):
There are some accounting differences and principles —

Senator Lynch-Staunton: Cooking the books.

Senator Graham: — with respect to how the Department of
Finance views appropriate accounting, as does the Auditor
General. The Department of Finance has asked the chartered
accounting firm of Ernst & Young if their accounting principles
are appropriate. Indeed, the answer has come back very much in
the positive.

®(1420)

With respect to the CPP Investment Board, we have been
down this road before, Senator Stratton.

I believe that all thinking Canadians, and those who wish this
to be as transparent as possible, would agree that the CPP fund
should have its own auditor. At the same time, the Auditor
General will have access to all of the financial statements that are
produced by the CPP Investment Board.

Senator Berntson: We should check the transparency of
Pearson airport.

CRITICISM BY AUDITOR GENERAL OF GOVERNMENT
ACCOUNTING METHODS—GOVERNMENT POSITION

Hon. Consiglio Di Nino: Honourable senators I, too, should
like to focus on the Auditor General’s report, particularly his
observations on the government’s accounting practices.

The Auditor General is too polite to say that the books have
been fudged, but there does seem to be a recurring theme, as
three times in three years the government has departed from
proper accounting practices. Two years ago, it was $1 billion of
GST harmonization payments, which we should talk about
someday; last year, it was $800 million for the Canada
Foundation for Innovation; and this year, as my leader said a
moment ago, it is a $2.5-billion cost for the Canada Millennium
Scholarship Foundation. All of these outlays have one thing in
common: They are booked to an outgoing year, allowing the
government to juggle its reported deficit. No private-sector firm
could report the cost of buying a new piece of equipment simply
on the basis of the owner’s decision to buy that equipment.

As the Auditor General noted in Chapter 9 of his latest report:

Business firms cannot depart from objective accounting
standards...to hide profits or losses. Parliamentarians should
expect no less from government.

Honourable senators, I realize there is no point in asking if the
government will listen to the Auditor General on its accounting
practices because history has shown they will not.

I should like to know if the government agrees with the
Auditor General when he says in his report:

If individual governments of the day are free to choose
whatever accounting policies and practices they wish,
readers will have no confidence that the financial statements
are consistent or comparable over time. And without such
confidence, the credibility of all financial statements is
compromised.

Hon. B. Alasdair Graham (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, Honourable Senator Di Nino has made
specific reference to the Foundation for Innovation and the
Millennium Scholarship Foundation. The government has made
clear from the outset that when we take a decision that involves
taxpayers’ money, then we book that money right away.

Hon. John Lynch-Staunton (Leader of the Opposition: That
is not done with revenue, so why would it be done with
expenditure?
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Senator Graham: Gone are the days when governments could
rack up billions of dollars in promises and leave the bill to be
picked up by another generation or at some later time.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: Who wrote that? Did

Ernst & Young write that?

Senator Graham: We have sought from Ernst & Young, a
very reputable accounting firm in this country, an opinion as to
how the government would account for the circumstances were
this a private-sector, commercial transaction. As a business
person, Senator Di Nino has had a lot to do with accountants
over the years. Ernst & Young’s conclusions, using extensive
references to the Handbook of the Canadian Institute of
Chartered Accountants, are that, were this transaction being
conducted in the private sector, the government would be
justified in citing the Foundation for Innovation as a liability and
in accounting for it immediately.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: Is the Auditor General wrong?
Senator Graham: The Auditor General clearly disagrees.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: So he is wrong, and he is a leading
accountant.

Senator Graham: We believe that is an approach that
Canadians will support because it is the most honest approach, it
is the most transparent approach.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: It is wrong.

Senator Graham: As well, it is the most accountable
approach.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Senator Di Nino: Honourable senators, if, today, Canadians
make a decision to donate funds next year, will Revenue Canada
allow these Canadians to deduct the money this year from their
taxable income? Is this not treating Canadians differently from
the way those in government are treating themselves?

Senator Graham: Absolutely not, honourable senators. Good
public policy requires that the government account for
non-recurring expenditures when the government makes a
binding commitment to undertake the expenditure, and that is
exactly what this government has been doing.

Senator Di Nino: Honourable senators, as a supplementary
question, the legislative framework of both the Foundation for
Innovation and the Millennium Scholarship Foundation assume
an arm’s length relationship, with the result that there is very
little real, direct, accountability. The Auditor General once again
says that he will take a closer look at both foundations to see
whether “in substance or in fact, such entities operate at arm’s
length from the government.”

If the Auditor General finds that these foundations are not
operating at arm’s length, will the government change the

framework that governs these agencies to ensure that there is
proper accountability to Parliament?

Senator Graham: Honourable senators, I am sure that an
appropriate decision will be taken at that particular time if some
questions arise as to the approach that is being taken. However, I
am sure my honourable friend, who is fair-minded, would want
to see what the results are in a year or two from now.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: As a further supplementary
question, since the government views it as appropriate to include,
in a fiscal year, expenditures which will actually be expended in
future years, why does it not do the same thing with revenues and
take anticipated revenues in future years and pile them into the
current year, even though they have not yet been received? Why
is it so good on the expenditure side and not acceptable on the
revenue side?

Senator Graham: The honourable senator knows that is not a
logical approach.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: It is based on an illogical decision
by the government.

[Translation]

Hon. Roch Bolduc: Honourable senators, is the Minister of
Finance serious in telling us he knows more about the rules of
accounting than the Auditor General? Is that what you claim? It
makes no sense. What a childish thing to say.

[English]

Senator Graham: The Minister of Finance is the most able
minister of finance in the history of this country. When I go over
the list of previous finance ministers, I recognize the fine line I
am walking.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: Tell that to Allan MacEachen, your
mentor, who is right here listening to you.

Senator Graham: Better than that, I would suggest you look
at the list of other ministers of finance. The Minister of Finance
has an able body of accountants who work on his behalf. There is
a difference of opinion as to the approach that is taken, and it is
an honest difference of opinion. The Auditor General would
recognize that, as does the Minister of Finance. The Minister of
Finance is the person who is accountable to the public of Canada
at the end of the day.

Senator Bolduc: What the minister is saying is that the
Minister of Finance is more familiar with the rules of the
Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants than accountants
themselves are.

Senator Gigantes: It is not the rules. It is the facts.

Senator Bolduc: It is incredible.
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[Translation]

The Minister of Finance is acting like some sort of arrogant
emperor. He is setting the rules of accounting in Canada. Have
you ever heard of such a thing? Surely this is a joke!

[English]

Senator Lynch-Staunton: He is the best “Imperial Finance
Minister” we have ever had.

NATIONAL DEFENCE

MODERNIZATION OF EQUIPMENT—POSSIBILITY OF ISSUANCE
OF WHITE PAPER—GOVERNMENT POSITION

Hon. J. Michael Forrestall: Honourable senators, one or two
more efforts like that and I will have to withdraw that substantive
change, and perhaps even consider demotion!

Honourable senators, the Department of National Defence has
recognized that equipment modernization would be
unsustainable at a spending level of only 9 per cent to
12 per cent. Officials from the department have said they are
prepared to take action and, indeed, are taking some action. One
option is to “strategically rethink, over the long term, the
structure and operation of Canadian forces.” Sounds to me like
the troop cuts of “Canada 21.”

®(1430)

In any event, the department has already initiated a long-term
examination of the Canadian forces, the results of which I hope
will form amendments for consideration.

It seems clear that the government action in fact jeopardized
its own white paper on defence, and I quote:

Equipment deficiencies and shortages limit the capabilities
available to implement the 1994 Defence White Paper.

Due to these circumstances and the consequences that flow
from them, will the Leader of the Government in the Senate
indicate whether the government is contemplating a new white
paper, a major statement on defence policy, or would he urge on
his colleagues that something be done to rectify the uncertainty
that continues to exist?

Hon. B. Alasdair Graham (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I am not aware of any consideration that is
being given to a new white paper, although the study on matters
is ongoing at all times.

However, I do wish to observe with respect to the Department
of National Defence that the report of the Auditor General
contains some very useful suggestions that will be incorporated
by the government, more specifically by the Department of
National Defence, in such a way that the department can be more
efficient in doing business in the future.

PRIVACY COMMISSIONER

EXTENSION OF TERM OF PRESENT INCUMBENT—
GOVERNMENT POSITION

Hon. Norman K. Atkins: Honourable senators, my question
is to the Leader of the Government in the Senate.

Last week I went to what was supposed to be a retirement
party for John Grace and Bruce Phillips. I found out when I
arrived that it was not a retirement party at all, and that, in fact,
Bruce Phillips’ term as Privacy Commissioner was to be
extended for another two years.

My question to the minister is this: Is it the government’s
intention to extend this term or not?

Hon. B. Alasdair Graham (Leader of the Government):
My understanding is that this matter is under active
consideration.

DELAYED ANSWERS TO ORAL QUESTIONS

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Deputy Leader of the
Government): Honourable senators, I have a response to a
question raised in the Senate on March 25, 1998, by the
Honourable Norman Atkins regarding the use of children as
protagonists in war in Uganda; and a response to a question
raised in the Senate on March 24, 1998, by the Honourable
Senator Kinsella regarding the Organization of American States.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

USE OF CHILDREN AS PROTAGONISTS IN WAR IN UGANDA—
GOVERNMENT POSITION

(Response to question raised by Hon. Norman K. Atkins on
March 25, 1998)

The Government of Canada is aware of the situation in
Northern Uganda and the extent to which children are
kidnapped and exploited by the brutal rebel group The
Lord’s Resistance Army and forced to fight as soldiers in
support of the rebel movement.

Canada deplores the atrocities perpetrated against
children and supports attempts by the Government of
Uganda to end these barbarous practices.

During recent visits to Uganda, the Secretary of State
(Latin America and Africa) David Kilgour in September
1997 and the Parliamentary Secretary of Revenue Canada,
Sue Barnes in January 1998, received first-hand briefings
from Ugandan leaders on the security situation in the north
of the country and expressed Canada’s concerns.
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CIDA is funding three NGOs that are active in helping
the people of Northern Uganda affected by the hostilities:
Canadian Physicians for Aid Relief (CPAR) which is
running 8 projects in the area, World Vision which is
operating a trauma camp for children who have escaped
from the Lord’s Resistance Army, and Emmanuel
International which is providing food, clothes and shelter to
those displaced by war. Mrs. Barnes visited these projects to
show Canada’s continued support for their excellent work
with the Ugandan people.

In addition, on 2 April, 1998 Foreign Affairs Minister
Lloyd Axworthy and Minister for International
Co-operation and Minister responsible for la Francophonie,
Diane Marleau announced a grant of $650,000 to fund four
projects aimed at demobilizing child soldiers and
reintegrating them into civil society. One of these projects
supports a coalition of international non-governmental
organizations, Child Soldiers Coalition, in its effort to raise
awareness of young child combatants in armed conflict.

HUMAN RIGHTS
ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES—TIMING
FOR RATIFICATION OF INTER-AMERICAN CONVENTION
ON HUMAN RIGHTS—GOVERNMENT POSITION

(Response to question raised by Noél A. Kinsella on March 24,

1998)

Before Canada can ratify a human rights convention, we
must ensure that we are in a position to live up to the
commitments we would undertake by ratifying the
convention. Since 1991, consultations have been conducted
with federal, provincial and territorial officials to assess
compliance of federal and provincial legislation with the
American Convention on Human Rights (ACHR). The
provinces have identified numerous concerns, and the
federal government has its own serious concerns about
ratification of the ACHR. Many of those stem from the fact
that Canada was not a participant in the negotiations which
led to the ACHR adopted in 1969.

Many provisions in the ACHR are ambiguous or contain
concepts which are unknown or problematic in Canadian
law. More importantly, many provisions of the Convention
are inconsistent with other international human rights
norms, making it impossible for any country to comply with
both the ACHR and those norms.

By way of examples, the ACHR would preclude prior
censorship, and therefore conflict with Canada’s
international obligations to suppress hate propaganda and
child pornography. The ACHR would preclude the
extradition of nationals, and therefore conflict with
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Canada’s extradition obligations and our obligations to
cooperate with International Criminal Tribunals or the
future International Criminal Court.The ACHR contains a
“right of reply” to inaccurate or offensive statements in the
media, which is not known in our law and may conflict with
Charter rights. The ACHR guarantees equality before the
law but does not contemplate affirmative action.

These are just examples of the concerns raised with
respect to the ACHR. In order to ratify the ACHR at
present, a very large number of reservations and statements
of understanding (SOU) would be required. However,
Canada’s position with respect to reservations to human
rights treaties is that reservations should be few in number
and limited in scope.We are concerned that ratifying the
ACHR with a large number of reservations and SOU would
be contrary to this position and would undermine our efforts
to dissuade other states from ratifying human rights treaties
subject to sweeping reservations.

Despite these difficult problems, Department officials are
continuing to work on ways to reduce the number of
reservations contemplated and to advance the process of
ratifying the ACHR.

In the meantime, Canada participates fully in the
inter-American human rights system. Our human rights
record is already subject to scrutiny by the Inter-American
Commission on Human Rights and we are subject to the
individual complaint mechanisms. Canada is an active
promoter of human rights within the Organization of
American States and the inter-American human rights
system.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT
TELEGLOBE CANADA REORGANIZATION
AND DIVESTITURE ACT

BILL TO AMEND—THIRD READING

On the Order:

Resuming debate on the motion of the Honourable
Senator Poulin, seconded by the Honourable Senator
Ferretti Barth, for the third reading of Bill C-17, An Act to
amend the Telecommunications Act and the Teleglobe
Canada Reorganization and Divestiture Act;

And on the motion in amendment of the Honourable
Senator Oliver, seconded by the Honourable Senator
DeWare, that that the Bill be not now read the third time but
that it be amended:
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1. in clause 1
(a) on page 1, by deleting lines 4 to 10; and
(b) on pages 1 to 12, by renumbering clauses 2 to 24

as clauses 1 to 23, and any cross-references thereto
accordingly.

2. 1in clause 3
(a) on page 1, by deleting lines 18 and 19;
(b) on page 2,
(i) by deleting the heading preceding line 1, and
(ii) by deleting lines 1 to 40;
(c) on page 3, by deleting lines 1 to 15; and
(d) on pages 3 to 12, by renumbering clauses 4 to 24

as clauses 3 to 23, and any cross-references thereto
accordingly.

3.1in clause 6 on page 4, by replacing line 36 with the
following:

“person who provides basic telecommunications
services to con-.”

4. 1in clause 7
(a) on page 5, by deleting lines 10 to 18; and
(b) on pages 5 to 12, by renumbering clauses 8 to 24
as clauses 7 to 23, and any cross-references thereto
accordingly.

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, if no other
honourable senator wishes to speak on this order, is it your
pleasure to adopt the motion in amendment?

Some Hon. Senators: Yes.

Some Hon. Senators: No.

Hon. John Lynch-Staunton (Leader of the Opposition): On
division.

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, the motion in
amendment is defeated, on division.

Honourable senators, we now revert to the main motion by the
Honourable Senator Poulin, seconded by the Honourable Senator
Ferretti Barth for third reading of Bill C-17.

Is it your pleasure, honourable senators, to adopt the motion?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Motion agreed to and bill read third time and passed.

NATIONAL UNITY
POSITION OF BRITISH COLUMBIA ON QUEBEC’S STATUS—INQUIRY
Hon. Pat Carney rose pursuant to notice of March 24, 1998:

That she will call the attention of the Senate to B.C.’s
recognition of Quebec’s uniqueness and the frustration of
British Columbians at their province’s role in Confederation
as profiled in the report of the B.C. Unity Panel.

She said: Honourable senators, I take this opportunity to
present to this chamber the results of the B.C. Unity Panel’s
“Report on the Calgary Declaration,” which was released on
February 12, 1998.

Honourable senators will recall that the Calgary Declaration
contained seven principles which our provincial and territorial
leaders hoped would guide discussions on renewing the Canadian
federation. The report carried good news and bad news. It
recognized the importance of Quebec’s place in Confederation,
but it also reaffirmed a very real sense of frustration British
Columbians feel about their role in Confederation.

Before I continue, let me review the political environment in
which this poll was taken last fall.

Honourable members will remember the comments I made last
September about the “The Fish Thing.” I have not had an
opportunity to bring this issue to the attention of the chamber
before because I was on medical leave for much of the fall
session following knee surgery.

My suggestion that the time had come for British Columbians
to renegotiate our role in Confederation, given the federal
government’s neglect of B.C. priorities, such as the fishery,
evoked an unprecedented groundswell of support from British
Columbians and a terrific backlash from central Canada. My
exact words were:

I think that we have to rethink what we want from
Confederation because the current arrangement is not
meeting our needs and the fish war proves that.

I was referring to the salmon treaty and the problems we have in
the coastal fishery.

Asked by Vancouver Sun reporter Ian Mulgrew — who had
phoned for a comment on lighthouse de-staffing — if separation
was an option, I refused to rule it out, stating that we should take
all our options to the table.

Those of you who know your B.C. history will recognize that
my comments were consistent with those expressed by earlier
B.C. politicians over our 126-year partnership in Confederation,
starting with the Terms of Union debates during our colonial
days. Dr. John S. Helmcken, the elected member for Victoria
City, said during the Confederation debates of 1870:
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It is absurd to attempt to ally ourselves with a people
3,000 miles away... We know what is best for ourselves and
are able to legislate to that effect. We have no wish to pay
Canada to do our legislation.

In 1879, British Columbia’s premier, Amor de Cosmos — who
had changed his name from William Alexander Smith to “Lover
of the Universe,” and who sat as both Premier of B.C. and an MP
in the other place — was quoted in Hansard as saying:

I move for leave to introduce a bill, entitled an Act to
Provide for the Peaceful Separation of British Columbia,
seconded by any gentleman opposite who thinks proper to
second it.

The motion was not seconded.

However the reaction of Vancouver Sun readers to a coupon
poll based on my 1997 remarks was unexpected and surprising.
Nearly 700 of the 1,010 readers phoned, faxed or wrote in to
support the suggestion of negotiation with separation as an
option. This is around 70 per cent. Hot-line radio shows heated
up and debate raged.

The resulting furore, including hysterical headlines and a
vicious media attack that would peel the skin off a less hardened
politician, illustrated one of my main arguments — that many
B.C. issues are viewed by the central Canadian media through
the prism of Quebec’s concerns. It is as if we had no regional
identity, no national vision beyond Quebec.

Our office received hundreds of phone calls, faxes and letters,
an unusually high volume for a senator’s office. Although this
kind of response is self-selecting and not scientific, it is
interesting to note that about three-quarters of the
correspondence supported my comments, while about
one-quarter rejected them, and much of the negative comment
came from outside B.C. The street responses in British Columbia
generally followed three themes: “Good for you,” “Go for it,”
and “About time.”

Clearly, many British Columbians are feeling frustrated with
our present position in Confederation, but that does not mean that
we are separatists, at least not at this point. However, the
majority of responses dealt with a feeling that British
Columbians want a united Canada and want to be proud of it. We
want an opportunity to give more, but we must find a greater way
to bring fairness and equality to the governing of our country.
Specific issues which drew negative comment were national milk
marketing and federal shipbuilding policies, which were
perceived as discriminating against British Columbians, our
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representation in Parliament, our share of federal financing, and
other such issues.

Reflecting on all these responses, I think the general consensus
was best conveyed by a Langley resident, who wrote:

Canada consists of two provinces, Ontario and Quebec.
When Ottawa decides to recognize B.C. we will be
delighted to join.

I think that sums up the prevailing view.

More disturbing were the results of a Southam-Global
(POLLARA) poll released in December which indicated that half
of British Columbians and Quebecers are unhappy with their lot
in Confederation. When asked whether their province would be
better or worse off after separation, one-quarter of those polled in
B.C. and one-third of those polled in Quebec believed their
province would be better off outside Canada. It is disturbing to
think that the dissatisfaction in B.C. at that point in time was
only six points behind the level of dissatisfaction in Quebec.

With this background and in response to the Calgary
Declaration, B.C. Premier Glen Clark appointed 12 citizens and
10 elected officials, MLAs and MPs from all parties, to the B.C.
Unity Panel on October 25, 1997. Co-chaired by John Kerr, a
B.C. lumberman, and Alice McQuade, a teacher, the panel was
charged with consulting British Columbians on B.C.’s place
within Canada and national unity using the Calgary framework
as a starting point.

In my experience, British Columbians have a much more
vibrant, exciting, and inclusive sense of country than the
claustrophobic, self-absorbing view of Canada conveyed by the
central Canadian media. The Unity Panel poll results are
encouraging in showing support for our union, but discouraging
in reinforcing the tensions between B.C. and Ottawa.

Specifically, the poll shows there is a great deal of support for
Quebec remaining in Canada. Ninety per cent agreed that it is
important to British Columbians that Quebec remain part of
Canada. Sixty-two per cent feel that the unique character of
Quebec society, including the French-speaking majority and
culture, is fundamental to the well-being of Canada. However,
there is also a great deal of frustration in B.C. over our role in
Confederation.

Forty-three per cent of those polled said B.C. receives less
than its fair share of federal funding on transfers; 37 per cent say
B.C. does receive its share; and 18 per cent have no opinion. We
should note that B.C. contributes about $4 billion a year more to
the federal coffers than it receives, but that has never been a
measure of bargaining in British Columbia.
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Sixty-nine per cent agreed that B.C. has less than its fair share
of influence on important national decisions. That is, more than
two-thirds of British Columbians feel we do not have our fair
share of influence on federal decisions. Eighty-six per cent
agreed that the interests of British Columbians tend to be ignored
in federal politics because most political parties are oriented
towards central Canada. Ninety per cent believe B.C. should
have more seats in Parliament to suit its population size. We
should note that B.C., with half of Quebec’s population, has
34 seats in the house, while Quebec has 75. This is clearly
inequitable.

Sixty-eight per cent of those polled believe the people who
live outside Vancouver and Victoria tend to be ignored in
provincial politics. This figure highlights a national trend which I
have spoken about before where rural areas are increasingly
marginalized by urban-oriented government policies, for example,
the failed policy to de-staff lightstations, jeopardizing the safety of
fishermen, recreational boaters and navigators. I am pleased that
the government has reversed that. Another example is the “Mifflin
Plan,” which has concentrated salmon fishing licences in the hands
of large, urban-based producers and is destroying the economies of
fishery-dependent coastal communities.

Provincial sentiment regarding the federal government’s
handling of the fishery was also reflected in the B.C. Unity Panel
report. Sixty-three per cent of respondents felt fisheries should
come mainly under the control of the provincial government,
33 per cent felt it should be a federal jurisdiction, and only
4 per cent had no response.

According to the report:

Fisheries was one area where there was almost total
consensus in all sessions that the provincial government
should take control. This was seen by many as a “classic
example” of federal meddling in an area that only really
affects people living on the coasts. Most wanted some
federal role in terms of international treaties, but they also
felt that in so doing the federal government should be
backing up the British Columbia government, not
undermining it, as many felt was the case in the salmon
dispute with the Americans.

The findings of the panel were consistent in all regions of the
province and across all demographic groups. I work mainly in
the coastal constituencies, and it is interesting to me that this
sentiment is also expressed up country.

In fact, in the other place, Reform MP, Darrel Stinson, has
tabled a private member’s bill, Bill C-237, setting rules for the
federal government to negotiate the separation of provincial
districts that vote for secession in a province-wide vote. He
warned that the British Columbia frustrations could soon present
as serious a threat of secession as those of Quebec. However

alarmist his motion may be, it does reflect a disturbing element
certainly among his constituents in Okanagan-Shuswap.

Whatever our problems in the past, they pale before those we
face in the future unless we can resolve some of our differences.
Creating a confederation, with all its problems, is a more hopeful
process than destroying a confederation, which is one option we
face. We are all aware of how close we came to this destruction
with the last Quebec referendum in October 1995, and the threat
of another has our former Conservative leader, Jean Charest,
joining Quebec’s Liberals to fight for federalism and a united
Canada.

In his last speech to our caucus as Conservative leader, Jean
Charest said that the original partnership between the English
and the French grew into a social and economic union that is the
genius of Canada. He said the problem is that Quebec is
wondering whether that partnership still exists. He told us:

We need to confirm that partnership and to find a way to
include Western Canadians and then to include Native
Canadians. We must be able to stand together and to accept
each other for what we are.

He added,
I have no doubt Canada will succeed.
Nor should we.

I neglected to ask permission to table the B.C. Unity Panel
Report on the Calgary Declaration. I wonder if I might have the
consent of the chamber to do that.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is leave granted?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, if no other

honourable senator wishes to speak, this inquiry is considered
debated.

CANADA-EUROPE PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIATION

MEETING OF COUNCIL OF EUROPE
IN STRASBOURG, FRANCE—INQUIRY

Hon. Jerahmiel S. Grafstein rose pursuant to notice of
April 28, 1998:

That he will call the attention of the Senate to the session
of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly held in
Strasbourg, France, from January 26 to 30, 1998.

He said: Sometimes, honourable senators, political speeches
can so alter public perception that they change the pace of the
political agenda, if not the course of history.
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Surely this was the case with respect to a series of remarkable
speeches given in the immediate years following World War II
by Sir Winston Churchill. Churchill, as you will recall, had been
cast out as Prime Minister by the British electorate and was then
Leader of the Opposition to the Labour Government in the
English Parliament.

From this slender political perch, Churchill sought to fashion
new European political structures that would avoid the errors
following World War I. What is not well known is that promoting
ideas for a European Union was not new to Churchill. Before
World War 11, he had even considered taking on the presidency
of the Pan-European Union, a popular movement to promote
greater European unity.

On March 5, 1946, he travelled to Fulton, Missouri with
President Harry Truman to speak to Westminster College in a
speech entitled “Sinews of Peace.” Here, Churchill vividly
described the growing Soviet encroachment in Europe. In this
electrifying speech, he woke up a war-weary West when he
coined the phrase “the Iron Curtain.” This speech could be
considered the origin of the containment policy that led to three
remarkable organizations: NATO, the European Union, and the
Council of Europe.

Next, Churchill spoke in July, 1946 in Metz, France, and then
in Zurich, Switzerland in September, 1946, where he broached
and expanded the theme of a united Europe, a “United States of
Europe.” General Marshall credited the Zurich speech with
influencing his own “Marshall Plan” announced a year later at
Harvard University which led to European economic renewal.

Then, in yet another remarkable speech given in Albert Hall in
May 1947 at the onset of the founding of a new movement called
“The United Europe Movement” in which he played a signal
role, Churchill, referring to the words of another author,
attempted to define Europe. He quoted as follows:

...the real demarcation between Europe and Asia is no chain
of mountains, no natural frontier but a system of ideas and
beliefs we call Western civilization.

In the rich pattern of this culture, there are many strands;
the Hebrew belief in God; the Christian message of
compassion and redemption; the Greek love of truth, beauty
and goodness; the Roman genius for law.

Europe is a spiritual conception, but if men cease to hold that
conception attained in Europe, Churchill said:

...ancient nationalists fears and modern ideological factions
distract and infuriate the unhappy, hungry populations.

Evil teachers earn the paying off of old scores with
mathematical precision and false guides point to an
unsparing retribution as a pathway to prosperity. Is there to
be no respite? Has Europe’s mission come to an end?

[ Senator Grafstein ]

Churchill then pointed out that the United Nations charter
made direct provision for regional organizations. So he proposed
a united Europe, as one major regional entity. He described a fact
of European “realpolitik”: that there cannot be any foundation for
European unity without France, Britain and Germany fused
together in a true union of friendship.

Churchill hoped to replace the ancient Roman declaration,
Civus Romanus Sum, with a new declaration, “I am a European.”

“What would be the physical and political boundaries of a
united Europe?” he asked. “Which countries would be in and
out?” He then stated that it was not necessary to draw frontier
lines but rather “smooth them away.” He sought to exclude no
state whose territories lie within the amorphous boundaries of
Europe which assures its people of fundamental rights and
liberties, leaving the door open for some who will come sooner
and others later.

Hence Churchill promoted the renovation of a spiritual
Europe, an idea of Europe with larger allegiance than to the
nation state. He hoped that the creation of a healthy and
contented Europe would be in the first and truest interests of the
then militant Soviet Union.

In a way, he was discarding the old balance of paradigm that
lay at the heart of British foreign policy with Britain siding first
with one power, then another, to sustain a political equilibrium in
Europe. A united Europe was to be crafted in a new and different
vessel of peaceful cohesion to replace the old cauldron of
Europe.

Then, in 1948, at the Congress of Europe held in the Hague, a
direct precursor to the Council of Europe, Churchill spoke again
about the progress that had been made in the few short years
since the Second World War. With the advent of the Marshall
Plan, with most Western European nations as part of the
European Union, he noted at the centre of the European unity
stands the idea of a Charter of Human Rights guarded by
freedom and sustained by law, sustained by the rule of law. It was
impossible, he declared, to separate economics and defence from
the general political structure. Mutual aid in the economic field
and joint military defence must inevitably be accompanied step
by step with the parallel policy of closer political unity.

Finally, in 1949, at Strasbourg — where Charlemagne had
been crowned over a millennium earlier — at the first meeting of
the Council of Europe, he looked around the packed hall of
distinguished delegations and, in the midst of his speech,
demanded:

Where are the Germans?

The Germans were immediately invited to attend. Churchill’s
comments were both visionary and startling for their accuracy.
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Now, honourable senators, we have the Council of Europe in
Strasbourg composed of states that stretch from Ireland on the
Atlantic in the west to the Russian Federation on the Pacific in
the east. The present council, composed of delegates from
41 states, meets regularly as a grand Parliament for the new
Europe. To observe the clash between personalities, parties and
policies is both fascinating and compelling. The new idea of
Europe is emerging.

Honourable senators, parliamentary delegations to the council
plenaries from each country are composed of all parties. I was
delighted to find delegates from the 41 countries actually hotly
debating issues raging from Bosnia to Algeria, to the abolition of
the death penalty in the Ukraine, to the application of the
European Social Charter, to the problem of refugees in Europe
and beyond.

Canada holds status as an official observer allowing Canada to
fully participate in parliamentary committees and the plenary,
save with respect to the vote and as a governmental observer to
the council’s permanent structures. It seems that our friends to
the south, the United States Congress, prefers not to participate in
the parliamentary forum because they do not have a vote.

An interesting aspect is found in the selection of the influential
chairs of the committees where much of the work is done. Chairs
of these key committees are selected by party affiliation. All
delegates are divided across borders into political groupings
including Conservative, Liberal, Social Democrats. Party
standings are aggregated in national elections and these results
determine the allocation of these chairs for each of the political
groupings.

For example, the Education and Culture Committee is chaired
by Lord Russell Johnson, an avuncular and witty English Liberal
lord, who also happened to be the elected head of the Liberal
political group at the council.

An all-party agreement reached a few years ago also rotates
key positions, from Assembly President to the Secretary General.
The next President, anticipated in 1999, will most likely be a
Liberal, the same Lord Russell Johnson who now heads the
Liberal grouping at Strasbourg.

For those of us who have spent some part of our lives trying to
explain the invisible if invaluable contribution of party and
political caucuses as a way of obtaining coherent policy positions
within each political party, it was refreshing to see that the
Council of Europe had determined that this remained the best
methodology to facilitate debate and resolution in a democratic
fashion. We read little of this in the official journals of the
Council of Europe, but party politics remains the invisible sinews
of democracy and political cohesion.

At the Council of Europe, your Canadian delegation tabled a
resolution urging swift ratification of the Canada-led
Anti-Personnel Land Mines Treaty. Again, party affiliation came
into play. At a meeting of the Liberal group, we were quickly
able to obtain signatures of 20 delegates ranging from Ireland to
Russia in order to quickly place that resolution on the council’s

official agenda for consideration later by a committee.
Committee study and recommendation is a pre-condition for
debate in the plenary and hopefully for approval.

Honourable senators, I urge Canada to widen, deepen and
thicken our relations with the Council of Europe. If we wish
Canada to continue to partake in a significant role in the peace,
prosperity and trade of that region of the globe, we must be at the
table where we are welcome.

The Palais du Europe, the home of the Council of Europe, is a
layer-cake-like building clad of steel, cement and glass, located
in the heart of the tree-lined streets of ancient Strasbourg, a
French-German bilingual city which, for senators’ historic
information, has changed from German to French hands five
times in this century alone. There, a new Europe is rising where
interests of borderless community and civil society outweigh
sovereignty. From the husks of 20th-century Europe, we can see
the democratic outlines of Eurasia emerging and filling the
vacuum left by the Cold War.

®(1500)

I was delighted that a Council of Europe forum, organized in
Ottawa last month, was attended by many senators in this
chamber, and by leaders of the council and their executive, to
explore questions of mutual interest. I hope this dialogue
intensifies so that Canada can play an even greater, more useful
role in all aspects of the work of the Council of Europe.

This dialogue ties together the varied strands of the diverse
interests of both Canada and Europe. We share more in common
than most realize. It is sad to note, however, that while Canada is
most excellently represented by our ambassador to Switzerland,
Ambassador Frenette, Canada maintains no permanent
representative at the council in Strasbourg itself. Just as a
footnote, Japan, which has no official observer status there, has
21 full-time people located in Strasbourg to represent their
interests. Too much affecting Canada’s national interests, from
asbestos to refugee policies, is happening daily in Strasbourg for
us not to be there. This is not the time for false economies.

Sometimes we differ in principle with our European
colleagues. On refugees, for example, Canadians believe in
absorption, quick absorption, of our refugees. Europeans believe
in a malingering “temporary status” for their refugees. As a
consequence, political problems fester, compound and proliferate
in Europe. Europeans could learn the quantifiable economic and
social benefits from our refugee policies of quick absorption.

Honourable senators, is it not time for our global interests of
trade and foreign policies to be matched by more representation
on the ground in Europe? How can we hope to diversify our trade
and investment, now so heavily dependent on North America,
without greater muscle on the bone, on the ground in Europe.
With the coming of the euro next year, and the softening of Asian
markets, there will be an inevitable tilt in the balance of global
trade, investment and power towards Europe. Canada should be
there. Canada must be there. Let us start at the Council of
Europe.
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Honourable senators, as we speak, the council’s economic Honourable senators, there is much work to be done. The
committee and your Canadian delegation are planning a bilateral ~government must move. Europe is moving; so must we.
colloquium this year in Canada to study NAFTA and Europe’s
trade relations. Your delegation has also fostered in Strasbourg
and Ottawa the outlines of a five-point action plan. The
leadership on all of these issues can be attributed to the head of
our Canadian delegation, the ever-astute, articulate and assiduous
Honourable Charles Caccia of the other place. The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at 2 p.m.

The Hon. the Speaker: If no other honourable senator wishes
to speak, this inquiry is considered debated.
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