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Prayers

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
[English]

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON POPULATION

Hon. Sergio Marchi (Minister of Citizenship and Im-
migration): Madam Speaker, | welcome this morning the
opportunity to report to my federal colleagues of this House on
the international conference on population and development
held in Cairo earlier this month, at which | had the privilege of
being the leader of the Canadian delegation.

As head of that delegation | would like to express the
government’s sincere thanks to the very able Canadian negotia-
tors who piloted through the program of action on Canada's
behalf, a group of dedicated public servants who served our
country with distinction.

| should also mention the work done by a multiplicity of
support staff that worked long and hard from morning to evening
in those discussions. Many times we forget that those are the
officials who worked for several years leading up to this
conference and sometimes at the conferenceit is the heads of the
states or the leaders of the delegations who get the limelight or
the credit aswell as the blame when perhaps things do not go per
course. | think it isimportant for all of usto signal to them our
appreciation for the kind of public service they have rendered on
our behalf.

Canada not only played a useful role as one of the many
countries assembled in Cairo, but | would suggest Canada
played a tremendous facilitating role. Canada was very much a
builder of bridges among different countries that perhaps had
different views and yes, some very hard concerns about certain
aspects of the draft action plan.

(1005 )

Canada did not try to seek the limelight and speak in the
public arena every day but there was a lot of behind the scenes

work intrying to foster those rapports, in trying to keep channel s
open and al so being respectful of thedifferent opinions, whether
they be political, whether they be cultural or whether they be
religious. In terms of the Holy See, | think Canada among the
western countries had probably one of the better pipelines that
remained open with the Holy See and others. That is the kind of
internationalism that Canada has made avery proud tradition for
herself.

It wasatruly rewarding experience as aparticipant to see such
aremarkabl e degree of consensus on sensitive and controversial
issues that strike at the very heart of the human condition.

[Translation]

Therewere over 180 del egations from far and wide represent-
ing various political systems, cultures and religions. They
agreed on a comprehensive program of action.

[English]

Asan international blueprint for change the program of action
represents a springboard for advancement on both population
and development. It brings together the approaches of the past
which focused on demographics and devel opment. In the seven-
tiesin Bucharest the answer was devel opment. It was seen asthe
panacea in terms of trying to deal with both population on the
one hand and between the nations that do the consumption. Yet
that did not work.

In the eighties the whole question was the demographics,
somehow arbitrary numbers brought down from thin air and
probably forced upon people and nations the globe over. That
did not work either.

Inthe 1990s as aresult of Cairowe have seen the convergence
of both family planning and devel opment, both for the individu-
al aswell as for that country. It think it is through the conver-
gence of those two forces that hopefully we will be able to
unlock a number of problematic doors that have faced the
international community.

Cairo also recognized the vital role of women in achieving
social and economic goal's. We mentioned in our speech from the
platform, as Mahatma Gandhi once said, when you educate a
man you educate an individual; when you educate awoman you
educate an entire community and family. | think there is
something to that. Some people get worried when we say
empowerment of women.
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If we look at what that means the empowerment of women
is also the empowerment of family. It is the woman in many
familieswho is the centrepiece and the anchor. Therefore if we
accentuate her role, her opportunities, her rights we clearly
buoy up the entire family which many times she is responsible
for.

Governments agreed not only to talk but to act, to take action
on reducing mortality rates of mothers and infants, on ensuring
equal education opportunities for girls, access to employment
opportunities for women, and pay more attention to the repro-
ductive health needs of adolescence and improving access and
availability of basic health care.

At the end of the day when it came time to commit our fellow
world citizens came to a degree of consensus which was
unprecedented at similar population conferences in the past. |
know that before going to Cairo there was controversy on
various elements of the draft action plan. Yet that seemed to
dominate the discussion, certainly the media attention and we
forgot that as a complicated, complex diverse world this docu-
ment enjoyed before the first gavel ever hit the desk 90 per cent
agreement.

Why is 90 per cent agreement on adocument such abad thing?
I 1 got 90 per cent at high school or university | would have been
arocket scientist. If one of our parties would have attained 90
per cent of the seats across the country we would have been
superstars in terms of our political organization.

(1010)

Why isit that when adiverseworld comestogether and agrees
on 90 per cent of the document somehow it has to be seen as a
negative or afailure because we have the last ten yards to go and
those are the toughest?

There was more that united thisworld in its action plan than
divided it. One of the most important things to come out of that
conference was that delegates took a new approach to popula
tion issues. Instead of looking strictly at demographic targets,
just the numbers, they widened their focus in an important way.
They recognize that social and economic development is central
to achieving a balance between the number of people on earth
and their demands in terms of food, shelter and other basic
necessities of life.

It was a real coming together of north and south, east and
west, rich and poor. No one was dictating to anyone. Those days
are clearly over. There was very much a question of consensus
rather than suggesting by force or implications.

It was also heartening that the international migration issue
was treated in a truly comprehensive and balanced way for the
first time in aforum of this kind. Governments recognized not
only the negativesin termsof the mass of humanity that ison the
move, some 150 million people strong, but also the positive

benefits of migration. We were also able to bring one of those
positive messages.

Despite the challenges and difficulties that still confront us,
we were also prepared to admit that the force of migration
hel ped to build a country called Canada. That was something the
international representatives, both NGOs and governments, had
not heard enough of in terms of simply talking about the
problems rather than also about the advantages.

Delegates also stressed the need for increased international
co—operation to deal with the challenges that current migration
trends present to all of us. We talked about prevention, protec-
tion and then integration of those migrants.

[Translation]

The Cairo program of action in international migration isthe
first to have been approved by this many nations.

[English]

It now provides a springboard for further progress on the
international political level and on the daily operational level.
Cairo has given Canada arelevant and practical tool for advanc-
ing its international migration agenda.

We need more bilaterals, more of a regime between and
among countries if we are to deal competently with that move-
ment of humanity. One country cannot do it alone. Canada
should not be expected to do it alone. No country has the
answers to that kind of dilemma.

If we put regimes together, if more countries keep their front
doors open a little, it will make life not only easier and more
bearable for those individual s seeking ahome, it will also make
life easier and more bearable for those countries that have done
their share.

No one is responsible for the entire problem. Rather, we are
each responsible for our share of that situation. We as members
of the global community met in Cairo with a daunting task
before us. There were many who predicted we would dissolve
into disagreement, discord and disarray. We proved them wrong
and we proved there is consensus and commitment in the world
community to tackle global problems not only effectively but
together.

The last message Canada brought on the closing dayswas that
while the agreement provides us with that road map and that
consensus, the agreement isonly as good as itsimplementation.
That too is a uniquely practical Canadian application of not
simply being happy about an agreement but really rolling up our
shirt sleeves making sure that individual member states follow
up on the commitments wetied together in Cairo. Only then can
we say that truly Cairo was a success. It clearly started as that
and we in this country in co—operation with the United Nations
will ensure that the individuals for whom this plan is intended
will certainly see the fruits of our labour.
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[Translation]

Mrs. Christiane Gagnon (Québec): Madam Speaker, the
impressions we have brought back from the International Con-
ference on Population in Cairo are too many to sum up in just a
few minutes. But | would say that the two words that describe
them the best are openness and progress.

| am glad that the minister shared with us this morning his
thoughts about thisinternational conference. It makes usrealize
the importance of such gatherings because when cultures and
deep differences that shape nations come in contact, we can
subscribe to the idea that discussion promotes openness, and
openness promotes progress and the furtherance of ideas.

For us, Cairo was above all an occasion to voice major
concerns that much not only be discussed in international fora
but also in our target communitiesaswell asin our parliamenta-
ry institutions.

| would like to emphasize an aspect of the conference that
distressed me deeply as aparliamentarian and awoman, and that
is the status of women. It remains a stumbling block, the central
areain which progress needs to be made if our civilization isto
embark upon the quest for the well-being of our people.

Suffering can affect both body and soul. Just think of the
plight of millions of young women around the world who are
subjected to what we call excision or infibulation.

In a world in which technology and science keep turning
everything upside down on adaily basis in the way we live and
think, two thirds of the 960 million illiterate persons on this
planet are women.

Considering that life expectancy in Zimbabwe is 44 years for
women and 40 for men, the tragic reality behind these figures
shows strikingly the major imbal ance between devel oping coun-
tries and industrialized countries. This geopolitical reality was
pal pabl e during discussions at the conference. Theinternational
community isfaced with thisimplacablereality that concernsus
all.

The attitude change in people world-wide on issues such as
family planning, health and education, is a sign of modest
progress in the status of women, although much remains to be
done. I noticed how widespread were the concerns expressed by
women about abortion legislation. | aso noticed how govern-
ment leaders can make overcautious statements on this issue,
statements that do nothing to help women in their everyday
lives. To avert a potential disaster for mankind, it is imperative
that every woman in the world be given equal opportunity and
the chance to achieve her potential. That is the message from
Cairo, the message that must be sent out.

Routine Proceedings

It must also be heard in thisHouse. We must |ook at what has
been accomplished in Canada in concrete term and how much
progress remains to be done. | suggest to you that, while being
ahead of many other countries on the issue of women status,
Canada still has quite a long way to go.

Economic equality for women is still far from a sure thing.
Women working for the federal government continue to be paid
less than their male counterparts. Yet, we know that to further
the cause of women and the state of the children requires that
women and men be treated as equals.

It is also imperative that our government provide protection
to women from foreign cultures by making illegal practicesthat
adversely affect their basic rights. In fact, | would suggest that
the government support the bill on the mutilation of feminine
genitalia that | will be introducing today in this House, the
purpose of which is precisely to protect a fair number of our
Canadian women.

| would also ask the government to take all necessary stepsto
fight child poverty and to take action immediately.

[English]

Mr. Bob Mills (Red Deer): Madam Speaker, | also want to
commend the public servants who worked on this program. |
know anumber of peopleinforeign affairsput in alot of timeon
this.

Without really reviewing the conference and what happened, |
would liketo highlight a few facts where | think there would be
agreement among all of us. Certainly over populationisathreat
and the world's sustainability is certainly dependent on us
bringing this problem under control.

However, demographers and researchers have done an awful
lot of work on this. It isatopic for study in universities. | am not
sure that a conference of this magnitude would be necessary to
discuss the fact that there is a problem.

(1020)

Second, the empowerment of women, giving them greater
control over their lives through increased access to education,
health care, and increasing their economic contribution in
developing countries should be strongly supported and would
have our utmost support.

Uncontrolled migration is another major problem. We have
seen what has happened in Rwanda and it is something that we
must deal with. Making things better at homeisoneway to help
uncontrolled migration.

It is rather a motherhood issue to say we would support the
essentials of life, such as water, food and shelter. Certainly the
preservation of basic human needs is vital and we are all
concerned about that.
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The spread of disease is another major issue that we must
look at when we talk about populations. We have seen the
spread of AIDS, how it started in Africa and what has happened
since. We now have the plague in India and we see how quickly
it has become a global problem.

We would like to emphasize the importance of the NGOs.
They are on the spot, and in many cases understand the issues
much better than governments do. Therefore, the promotion of
the NGO community, helping with their funding as opposed to
government to government grants is certainly commendable.

If we agree on all of these things then what do we find is the
problem with the Cairo conference? What kinds of questions do
we have to ask? Most obviously Canadianswant to know if this
was the best way to achieve the goals desirable in this world.
One has to wonder just how much further we have come as a
result of this conference and what will come out of it. What new
and innovative matters were learned at this conference that we
did not know before? Was a timetable established? Will that
timetable be kept? Will there be action instead of just words?

Reference was made to the fact that a large part of the
conference was the discussion of abortion. Both sides struggled
to try to gain control of the conference. From a Reform Party
standpoint we believe that abortion is up to the individual and
not up to international bureaucrats.

Everyone agrees that increased wealth in countries leads to
smaller families. Talks aimed at promoting open markets and
economic diversification were really not discussed at this
conference. While certain aspects of the economy were men-
tioned that did not seem to be leading to any concrete action.

We have to ask, was this a good expenditure of our funds?
Canada sent a huge 28 person delegation to Cairo, including
nine MPs. | wasin Cairo last June. The tourism was great but we
have to ask, did those 28 people have to go and what did they
accomplish?

The estimated cost that we could find at this point was
approximately $235,000 paid for by foreign affairs. In addition
in preparatory arrangements about $2 million was spent on this
conference. Canadians are asking questions about the cost. Why
did we send that many people? Could this money have been
spent more wisely in other ways? Was this conference simply a
recipe for big government? The suggestion that more agencies
should tell people what to do is the traditional western approach
to global problems.

The Government of Canada should not be exporting political-
ly correct agendas. The best way to help developing countries
would be to promote open markets, economic diversification
and development, and even more important, help improve
educational opportunities for everyone around the world.

(1025)

[Translation]

CRIMINAL CODE

Mrs. Christiane Gagnon (Québec) moved for leave to
introduce Bill C-277, an Act to amend the Criminal Code
(circumcision of female persons).

She said: Madam Speaker, this morning | am tabling my bill
on the circumcision of female persons.

It is very important that the government give its support to
this bill. We are all well aware that there is a movement in the
world concerned with the issue of genital mutilation of females.
That is why | encourage the government to support my bill.

We arewell awarethat thispracticeis carried on in Canadaby
immigrants to this country. The Cairo conference raised this
important problem, one that is recognized by Egypt’spopul ation
minister, whowould like to see such abill studied in the people's
assembly of Egypt. | therefore hope that here in Canada, where
we pride ourselves on our progressive stance in the area of
legislation, wewill move ahead, and that my bill will be debated
and passed in this House.

(The motions are deemed adopted, the bill is read the first
time and ordered to be printed.)

[English]
PETITIONS

HUMAN RIGHTS

Miss Deborah Grey (Beaver River): Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to Standing Order 36, | would like to present some
petitions this morning on behalf of several people who livein
and around the Edmonton area.

The petitioners state that a majority of Canadians believe that
the privileges which society accords to heterosexual couples
should not be extended to same sex relationships.

They pray and request that Parliament not amend the human
rights code, the Canadian Human Rights Act or the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms in any way which would tend to indicate
societal approval of same sex relationships and also not include
the term, which is as yet undefined, sexual orientation in the
human rights code.

GUN CONTROL

Mr. Jim Hart (Okanagan—Similkameen—Merritt): Mad-
am Speaker, | am presenting two more petitions today bringing
the total to six petitions that | have presented this week on the
subject of gun control.
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An increasing number of Canadians are concerned the gov-
ernment has not recognized that we have a crime problem in
this country and not a gun problem.

The petitions are coming into my office on a daily basis and
the petitioners ask for strict enforcement of existing statutes
governing the use of firearms in the commission of an offence,
with particular emphasis on the rigorous use of section 85 of the
Criminal Code.

The petitioners oppose further legislation on firearms ac-
quisition and possession, and | agree with my petitioners.

[Translation]
RAILWAY TRANSPORT

Mr. AndréCaron (Jonquiére): Madam Speaker, | amtabling
apetition containing the signatures of 1,500 Quebecers opposed
to the closing of the VIA rail line between Montreal and
Jonquiére.

The petitioners are asking Parliament for a one—year morato-
rium on the anticipated reductions in service. They are also
asking the Canadian government to hold public hearings so that
those affected by losses of service can make known their
disagreement with this decision.

As arepresentatvie of aremote area in Quebec experiencing
serious economic problems, | support the action undertaken by
the coalition to save the Montreal—Jonquiére passenger train. |
am opposed to the systematic dismantling of our rail infrastruc-
turesunder the pretext that rail travel isan outmoded, antiquated
form of transportation too expensive to maintain.

(1030)

Without the railway, Quebec is deprived of an infrastructure
that could beimportant to itseconomic development in theyears
to come.

[English]
HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. Dale Johnston (Wetaskiwin): Madam Speaker, under
Standing Order 36 | am pleased to present a petition from
Canadian citizens, most of whom are from my constituency.

These petitioners pray and request that Parliament not amend
the human rights code, the human rights act or the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms in any way which would tend to indicate
societal approval of same sex relationships or homosexuality,
including amendment to the human rights code to include
prohibited grounds of discrimination.

Ms. Val Meredith (Surrey—White Rock—South L angley):
Madam Speaker, | have six petitions to present this morning,
two of which are petitions where the petitioners pray and request

Routine Proceedings

that Parliament not amend the human rights code, the Canadian
Human Rights Act or the Charter of Rights and Freedoms in any
way that would tend to indicate societal approval of same sex
relationships or of homosexuality, including amending the
human rights code to include in the prohibited grounds of
discrimination the undefined phrase of sexual orientation.

RIGHTS OF THE UNBORN

Ms. Val Meredith (Surrey—White Rock—South L angley):
Madam Speaker, in two petitions the petitioners are praying that
Parliament act immediately to extend protection to the unborn
child by amending the Criminal Code to extend the same
protection enjoyed by born human beings to unborn human
beings.

EUTHANASIA

Ms. Val Meredith (Surrey—White Rock—South L angley):
Finally, Madam Speaker, | have two petitions in which the
petitioners do not want Parliament to rescind an act of Parlia
ment or the decision of the Supreme Court of Canadaon theright
to die, on euthanasia.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. Cliff Breitkreuz (Yellowhead): Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to Standing Order 36 | am pleased to rise to present seven
petitions on behalf of my constituents from Yellowhead. Three
of these petitions come from the communities of Neerlandiaand
Barrhead, two from the town of Hinton and one petition each
from Onoway and Drayton Valley.

These petitioners ask that Parliament do the following: that
Parliament not indicate societal approval of same sex relation-
ships; that Parliament amend the Criminal Code to extend
protection to unborn human beings; and that Parliament not
sanction the aiding or abetting of suicide or active or passive
euthanasia.

QUESTIONSON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Peter Milliken (Parliamentary Secretary to L eader of
the Gover nment in the House of Commons): Madam Speaker,
| would ask that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): Shall all questions be
allowed to stand?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): | wish to inform the
House that pursuant to Standing Order 33(2)(b), because of the
ministerial statement Government Orders will be extended by
20 minutes.
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GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[Translation]

SUPPLY

ALLOTTED DAY—CANADIAN SECURITY INTELLIGENCE SERVICE
ACTIVITIES

Mr. Francois Langlois (Bellechasse) moved:

That this House denounces the government for its refusal to set up a Royal
Commission of inquiry on theillegal activities of the Canadian Security Intelligence
Service.

He said: Madam Speaker, one word was omitted from the text
of the motion. | would ask for my colleagues’ consent for this
word to be deemed included in the motion. Theword *‘ alleged”
should appear before “illegal activities” so that the motion
would read as follows:

That this House denounces the government for its refusal to set up a Royal

Commission of inquiry on the aleged illegal activities of the Canadian Security
Intelligence Service.

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): Does the hon. member
have the consent of the House to amend his motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. Langlois: Madam Speaker, today the Official Opposition
moves the following motion:
That this House denounces the government for its refusal to set up a Royal

Commission of inquiry on the aleged illegal activities of the Canadian Security
Intelligence Service.

(1035)

This motion has become necessary following the allegations
made about the Canadian Security Intelligence Servicein recent
months and the events revealed and corroborated during the
same period.

In addition, the many obstacles encountered by the Parlia-
mentary Sub—Committee on National Security chaired by the
hon. member for Scarborough—Rouge River makeit even more
imperative to set up aroyal commission of inquiry responsible
for investigating the alleged actions of CSIS.

CSIS hasbecome astatewithin astate asit isanswerableonly
to the Security Intelligence Review Committee, commonly
known as SIRC, which reports to the Solicitor General himself
who, in turn, discloses to the House only some of the few
elements he deems relevant.

Although the enabling legal provisions give SIRC very wide
powersof investigation, thefact remainsthat it controlsonly the
elements voluntarily submitted by CSIS.

The very composition of the SIRC greatly undermines our
trust in thisinstitution. In fact, of its five members, three were
appointed on the recommendation of the Progressive Conserva-

tive Party of Canada and one on the recommendation of the New
Democratic Party of Canada. These two parties no longer enjoy
official status in the current Parliament.

Without enforcement legislation, a simple sense of ethics
would dictate that the people appointed on the recommendation
of political parties no longer recognized in this House should
resign so that the Review Committee can reflect the current
membership of this House as el ected by the people last October
25.

The Official Opposition, the Bloc Quebecois, and the second
opposition party, the Reform Party, could then be represented on
the review committee. However, thiswould only be aprovision-
al measure until the act is amended to abolish the Review
Committee and restrict to parliamentarians the power to control
and monitor CSIS.

What could be more normal and healthy in a democracy than
putting this function under the exclusive jurisdiction of elected
officials? Our American neighbours have shown us the way by
demonstrating for many decades that such a system of parlia-
mentary control is the only one acceptable in a free and
democratic society.

Theroyal commissionwhose creationwe are calling for today
isin no way intended to compete with the Sub—Committee on
National Security. All the Official Opposition isasking for isto
obtain the most results in the least amount of time.

We fully recognize the legitimacy and authority of the Sub—
Committee on National Security and we also acknowl edge that
Parliament never abdicated its powers to CSIS or its Review
Committee. Nevertheless, given the present situation and the
composition of the review committee, we must expect parlia
mentary guerrillawar with the members of SIRC instead of full
and total co—operation from them.

Creating a royal commission would keep members of the
review committee from using delaying tactics to avoid being
accountable.

Last week, the Solicitor General, in answer to aquestion from
the Official Opposition, refused to set up aroya commission, on
the pretext that SIRC'’s internal verification was sufficient.

(1040)

You need only see how the meeting of the Sub—Committee on
National Security went on September 13 to realize that SIRC
members are past mastersin the art of subterfuge, rather thanin
investigation. The minister should definitely review what hap-
pened at that meeting. He would see that clearly the Sub—Com-
mittee on National Security will not obtain from the members of
SIRC the full and entire co—operation which it is entitled to
expect.
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He should find grounds for reviewing his position and
establishing a royal commission of inquiry without delay. We
cannot remain in the dark where SIRC is keeping us, when
serious charges have been leveled against CSIS. Let us see what
these charges are. First, CSIS is accused of having used people
like a certain Grant Bristow to set up or infiltrate the Heritage
Front, a Canadian neo—Nazi organization based in Toronto
which advocates white supremacy. The purpose of this orga
nization is directly contrary to the values of Quebec and
Canada, as proclaimed many times in our most important laws.

Grant Bristow reportedly continued his work or was recycled
as a bodyguard of the leader of the Reform Party of Canadain
the last election campaign. This Reform ‘“‘volunteer” was
allegedly well paid by CSIS for doing this infiltration work. We
are entitled to know whether the Reform Party of Canada, which
has no other ambition than to take power through the normal
democratic channels, wasinfiltrated on CSIS sordersor withits
knowledge or if some ill-intentioned individual, following
written or verbal instructions, or with CSIS's guilty silence,
penetrated the inner circle of the Reform Party leader.

Was the Reform Party of Canada at any time considered a
threat to Canada by CSIS or by the Conservative government?
We have eloquent proof in this House that the Reform Party was
areal threat to the Progressive Conservative Party, but surely
not to Canadian democratic institutions.

It ispossiblethat CSIS, either at the request of the Conserva-
tivegovernment or onitsown initiative, decided to infiltrate the
Reform Party, knowing that it was acting with compl ete impuni-
ty, since its review committee was controlled by a majority of
people appointed by the Conservatives who, by virtue of the
Canadian Security Intelligence Service Act, were directly ac-
countable to the Solicitor General of that same Conservative
government.

If the Reform Party of Canada was indeed infiltrated and
considered, at onetimeor another, to be athreat to Canada, what
was the attitude of these people towards other opposition
parties, including the Bloc Quebecois, whose ultimate political
raison d’étre is to help Quebec become a sovereign state?

We want to know how CSIS was able to resist the temptation
of finding out a little more about the Quebec sovereignist
movement. Let us not forget that, in the seventies, the RCMP
stolethelist of Parti Quebecois members, burned barns and al so
stole dynamite.

(1045)

Is it possible that CSIS may have decided to pursue similar
activities? A royal commission of inquiry would, in al likeli-
hood, provide the answer.

The Official Opposition isnot the only one requesting that all
the facts be known. The chairman of the Sub—committee on

Supply

National Security, the hon. member for Scarborough—Rouge
River, also asked for some explanations, as reported by the
media on September 13.

Another allegation was made against CSIS. Indeed, the Cana-
dian Broadcasting Corporation may have come under surveil-
lance by CSIS after reporting that it was conducting an
investigation into possible links between Heritage Front and
some Canadian peacekeepers in Somalia. Given the behaviour
of some soldiers in Somalia, the existence of such links is
plausible.

Are Grant Bristow and other agents part of a plot by CSISto
spy on the CBC?

Another allegation made is to the effect that CSIS, Grant
Bristow or other individuals who may or may not be related to
the neo—nazi group Heritage Front have targetted the Canadian
Jewish Congress, by leaking information on Canadian Jewish
organi zations to violent American racists, by promoting the use
of violence by members of Heritage Front and by organizing a
campaign to harass anti-racist leaders by telephone.

According to another allegation made, CSIS apparently fol-
lowed every step of French secret service agents interested in
the Quebec sovereignist movement. Consequently, even if CSIS
did not directly investigate Quebec sovereignist forces, which
have been called ‘“the enemy within” in this House by the
member for Beaver River, it may have indirectly obtained
privileged information through its contacts with the French
foreign security services, the DGSE.

According to a Canadian Press dispatch published in Le
Journal de Québec on Friday, September 9, 1994, CSISissaid to
have infiltrated the Canadian Union of Postal Workers during a
labour conflict to provide useful information to Canada Post
management. The same newspaper also reported that other
documents confirmed the existence of alink between CSIS and
some foreign secret service organizations, including Mossad in
Israel and the secret services in Italy and Jamaica.

Finally, some light should be shed regarding claims made by
Brian Mclnnis, an advisor to former Solicitor General Doug
Lewis, who admitted violating the law by giving a confidential
note to the Toronto Star. Mr. Mclnnis added that CSIS also
violated the law by infiltrating the Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation, because that network was inquiring into possible
links between the racist organization Heritage Front and Cana-
dian peacekeepers in Somalia. Following these allegations, the
RCMP arrested Mr. Mclnnis and thoroughly searched hishome.

Asyou can see, some serious accusations have been made and
too many questions remain unanswered. Even though the Sub—
Committee on National Security will ook into this issue, the
Official Opposition remains convinced that only a roya com-
mission of inquiry with a very wide mandate can inform
Quebecers and Canadians on CSIS activities.
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[English]

Ms. Val Meredith (Surrey—White Rock—South L angley):
Madam Speaker, | appreciate the opportunity to speak on this
issue. | am abit surprised by the fascination of members of the
Bloc with this case. They appear to be very disappointed that
they were not the organization or the political party with which
CSIS was involved. It seems to be a clear case of CSIS envy.

The attitude of the Bloc must be questioned. The original
motion shows an inclination to condemn the government for the
refusal to initiate aroyal commission on theillegal activities of
CSIS rather than the allegation. | think the Bloc gets ahead of
itself in this particular matter.

| have often listened to the Bloc accuse the Reform Party of
using wild west justice and of being awfully tough on crime, but
at least we believe people are innocent until they are proven
guilty. The Bloc seems already to be assuming the guilt of CSIS
before in fact it has been proven as such.

There are a number of allegations out there and | have made
more than afew of them myself, but | am not aware at thistime
of any evidence that CSIS was involved in illegal activities.

There is a significant amount of evidence however that
someone was involved in wrongdoing. But was it CSIS that was
responsible for this wrongdoing, or was it Grant Bristow who
was responsible, or was it the previous government?

How can the Bloc accuse CSIS of committing illegal activi-
tieswhen theinvestigations are presently being conducted?| am
not the biggest fan of the Security Intelligence Review Commit-
tee and that is quite obvious. | am prepared to give them the
benefit of the doubt until the report is tabled.

SIRC isactively investigating the role of CSISin thisissue. |
know because | sat in on a SIRC interview. | know it islooking
into it. I know it has spoken to a number of officials within the
Reform Party. | know it has spoken to a number of people who
have pertinent information about this case.

There is no reason to doubt the efficiency of the SIRC
investigation. However, once the investigation is over we will
get the report. At that time the pressure will be on committee
members as to whether or not their report is accurate and
whether their report is enough. Their integrity will be at stake at
that time.

If there is evidence of wrongdoing by the previous govern-
ment, will the Conservative members of SIRC enthusiastically
pursue thisinformation in their report? As the saying goes, only
time will tell. I am encourage, however, that SIRC members
have said they want the report to be as public as possible.

| am still concerned about what definition SIRC uses for
national security and the reasons for national security. | will
explain why | am concerned. On May 10, SIRC appeared before
the Standing Committee on Justice and Legal Affairs. When
discussing the role of CSIS in technology transfer it mentioned
it was limited to eight key sectors. When asked to identify those
eight key sectors, the response was: ‘‘We are not at liberty to
identify those eight key sectors’.

Exactly oneweek earlier the director of CSIS, Mr. Ray Protti,
had appeared before the same justice committee. Hetoo choseto
talk about technology transfer. He stated that the investigation
was: “‘in those high technology areas like aerospace, nuclear,
biochemical and telecommunications’.

Here is an example of where the director of the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service was being more open than its
review body. This certainly does not bode well for atruly open
and public report. However we must give SIRC the opportunity
to come up with thereport. Itsreport will then go to the Solicitor
General who | understand will determine what will be released.

(1055)

The Solicitor General has assured the House that it is his
objective: ‘‘to make as much as possible the report public’. He
went on to state that he would seek legal advice to help him
make up his mind on how much he could make public.

| would liketo givehim alittle advice now. Everything should
be released except the information about CSIS sources other
than Grant Bristow. There is no reason why the entire issue
cannot be discussed openly.

While no one has ever accused members of the Heritage Front
of being Rhodes Scholars, it is safe to assume even they have
figured out that CSISwasinvestigating them. Likewisel think it
is a safe bet to assume they now think Grant Bristow was a
source. There really is nothing left to hid. Why would we even
try?

If the SIRC report that the Solicitor General releases to the
public is not complete then the credibility of CSIS, of SIRC, of
the minister and of the government will all suffer. Yes, CSIS
needs a certain amount of secrecy to operate efficiently, but it
cannot operate without the confidence of the Canadian people.

The release of the report is all about confidence. If it is
thorough and completely public, confidence in CSIS will be
there even if CSIS is guilty of some minor indiscretions.
However, if the report is heavily censored in the interest of
national security there will be little public confidence even if
CSlISisvindicated. Any evidence of any significant censoring of
SIRC'sreport will automatically be viewed asacover—up. If this
isthe case, not only will the Reform Party be joining the Blocin
acall for aroyal commission; we will be leading the demand.
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The accusations that have been made are extremely serious,
striking at the very heart of the democratic process. To us in
Reform the most important question that must be answered is:
Did the previous government use CSIS for partisan political
purposes? At the very least we have a Conservative Solicitor
General who was aware of the efforts of the Heritage Front to
infiltrate the Reform Party and he chose not to advise the
Reform Party of such.

Some may ask if he should have. | asked somebody who
should know. | asked Jean—Jacques Blais, a former Liberal
Solicitor General and one of the first members of SIRC. Mr.
Blais replied that if he had the information when he was
Solicitor General hewould have notified someonein the Reform
Party. When asked why Mr. Lewis did not, Mr. Blais said he
could not answer for the previous government.

It will be interesting when the former Solicitor General
appears before the subcommittee on national security in October
to answer this question himself. However there are questions
that CSIS must answer itself.

Who made the final decision permitting Bristow to attend the
Reform Party meetings? | cannot imagine the source handler
himself making this type of decision. Just the mere fact that
Bristow, publicly known to be amember of awhite supremacist
neo—Nazi organization, showed up at a Reform Party rally had a
detrimental effect on the party. CSIS officials must have known
that his mere presence could have anegative effect on the party.

Since he would not have been sent there without high level
approval, we need to know who approved his attendance and
why. We need to know why Grant Bristow urged Heritage Front
members to take out Reform Party memberships. We need to
know why Grant Bristow even paid the $10 membership fee for
some of these Heritage Front members. We need to know why
Grant Bristow was so intent on getting Heritage Front members
into the Reform Party when he refused to take out amembership
himself.

(1100)

We also need to know if any of this had to do with Bristow's
allegiance to the Progressive Conservative Party as indicated by
his work on the Hon. Otto Jelinek’s 1988 campaign.

These are the types of answers that we are expecting in the
SIRC report and we will not be satisfied unless these questions
are definitively answered. We will also want the answers to
some questions like why did Wolfgang Droege frequently show
up at Reform Party meetings after he had been expelled from the
party? Why did he just come and sit at these meetings without
trying to say anything, without trying to distribute any of his
literature and without trying to make any contactswith peoplein
the crowd? Why did he usually have a local Toronto television
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crew there to film him sitting in the audience at these Reform
Party meetings? Most important, why did Wolfgang Droege
appear to have some money on him when he was attending all of
these meetings?

Let us not stop with Bristow or Droege. Less than two weeks
ago another Heritage Front member, Max French, announced
that he was running for mayor of Scarborough. At his press
conference he proudly announced he was a member of both the
Heritage Front and the Reform Party; a proud member of the
Heritage Front, yes, but he certainly was not a proud member of
the Reform Party.

After the expulsion of other Heritage Front members from the
Reform Party, Max French stated that Reformers were race
traitors and would be lined up against the wall with the rest of
them when the revolution came. He does not sound like an
enthusiastic member of any party when those kinds of state-
ments are made. Why did he keep his Reform membership?

It is answers to these questions that SIRC must provide. The
Solicitor General must release these answersiif it is to maintain
any credibility.

| mentioned earlier that what is at stake here is the entire
democratic system. Let me explain to the Housewhy | say that. |
have talked to a number of Reform candidates from southern
Ontario. They advised that they had great difficulty overcoming
the smear campaign that Reformers were racist. This campaign
was|ed by the Conservative Party. In four ridings, none of which
had a sitting Liberal MP, the Reform Party finished second by
less than 5,000 votes. If just 10 voters per poll in those ridings
had voted Reform instead of Liberal but did not because they
were worried about the racist smears we would be sitting in a
very different House today.

The consequences of the racist smear campaign on Reformers
are enormous and questions must be answered. With regard to
theinvestigation into CSIS, we are prepared to wait for SIRC to
complete its investigations and to make its report. We are
prepared to wait for this report to be filed with the minister. We
are also prepared to wait until the minister makes his report
public. However, what we are not prepared to do is to wait for a
cover—up.

If the SIRC report that is made public does not answer our
questions we will then be more than happy to join with the
member from Bellechasse in calling for a royal commission.

There are a number of other issues that do not fall under
SIRC'’s responsibilities. There are a number of other issues in
this controversy that have to be brought to light. Those issues
are the handling of documents by ministers’ aides within the
former Solicitor General’s office, an antiquated Official Secrets
Act and the way it is enforced. The way that government
information is classified leaves a lot of room for discussion.
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These issues can and will be examined by the subcommittee
on national security. While we have similar concerns as the
Bloc about the political make-up of SIRC, the make-up of the
subcommittee does reflect the current Parliament. It is the
subcommittee on national security that should first deal with
these issues of classifying information, of handling high securi-
ty documents and of reviewing the Official Secrets Act.

(1105)

If the subcommittee cannot resolve these issues in this House
then another royal commission into Canada’s security intelli-
gence service would be warranted.

First this House must make every effort to get to the bottom of
this to avert the additional cost to the Canadian taxpayers of a
royal commission. We have the vehiclesin place. We have CSIS
doing aninternal investigation. We have SIRC doing awatchdog
report and we have the national security subcommittee to
investigate it.

What we do need is to have thewill to be fully accountable to
the Canadian people, for only in being fully accountable will we
maintai n the support and the confidence of the Canadian people
in the job that we are trying to do.

Hon. Herb Gray (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons and Solicitor General of Canada): Madam
Speaker, there are problems, to say the least, with the Bloc's
motion.

One of these problems has been identified by the Bloc itself
when the proposer of the motion conceded there was the
unfortunate absence in it of a key word, allegation. The motion
originally spoke about illegal activitiesof CSISasif it had been
proven that such activities had in fact occurred.

As | have said in this House and outside the House the many
allegations made recently about CSIS activities are so far just
that, allegations. By the way, it isimportant to stress that these
allegations relate to a period well before this government took
office and before | assumed the responsibilities of Solicitor
General.

To conclude that CSIS acted illegally requires analysis and
conclusions based on solid evidence, that is based on definite
facts, related to the legal framework created by this Parliament
for the operations of CSIS and other relevant laws as well.

That iswhy | believe that Canadians should await the conclu-
sion of the work, the investigation of the Security Intelligence
Review Committee, into what | repeat are so far only allega
tions.

The requirement for the creation of the Security Intelligence
Review Committee, SIRC, when Parliament passed the legisla-
tion creating the Canadian Security Intelligence Service in 1984
was designed to provide Parliament, Canadians generally and

the Solicitor General with an independent review of CSIS
activities.

This body has over the years provided important insight and
analysis for ministers, Parliament and the public regarding the
operations of CSIS and has made recommendations to ensure
that CSIS continues to operate as Parliament intended when it
adopted the CSIS act.

A reading of successive SIRC reports over the years, and | am
talking about reports available to the public, shows that the
SIRC as a permanent body at arm’s length both from CSIS and
the government has found areas for improvement since CSIS
was created over 10 years ago. It has also found reason to
confirm the value of the work of CSIS in the interests of all
Canadians.

(1110)

The point isthat the SIRC was created exactly for the task that
the Official Opposition in its motion says we need a royal
commission to perform.

The SIRC exists to provide the review of all CSIS duties and
functions. More specifically, under section 54 of the act the
SIRC can investigate any matter that relates to the performance
by CSIS of its duties and functions, and then provide the
Solicitor General with a special report of this investigation.

A review of any such matter and the production of a special
report is precisely what the SIRC has undertaken to do in
response to the recent allegations. It has also stated that it
intends to have a report as soon as possible. It has said that it
intends to have areport available, in other words in the coming
month of October.

SIRC has built up a body of expertise and experience that |
think will prove extremely valuable to this present investiga
tion.

The Official Opposition in its motion calls for the creation of
a royal commission. What is a royal commission? It is an
individual or agroup of individual sindependent of government,
appointed by order in council, that is by the cabinet, with wide
powers to look into a matter or matters of public concern.

The Security Intelligence Review Committee is a body of
individual s appointed by order in council, by the cabinet, under
the CSIS legislation to look into and report on an important
matter or matters involving the activities of CSIS.

Like an ordinary royal commission it is independent of
government. It is independent and at arm’s length from CSIS
and the minister. It has wide powers to carry out its mandate.
That iswhy | say that in my view it isin effect like a permanent
royal commission with the mandate of keeping under review the
activities of CSIS and carrying out special inquiries into these
activities, either of its own accord or at the request of the
minister.
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We have in effect already in place what the Bloc is calling
for in its motion. The spokesperson for the Reform Party made
the important point that since CSIS is already carrying out this
work, there is no need for the creation of another body that,
looking at what the history of royal commissions indicates,
would involve considerable additional expense for the taxpayer.

[Translation]

Parliament created SIRC precisely to ensure that so—called
wrongdoings such as the ones which are being raised in this
House today undergo objective investigation.

Moreover, SIRC was given important statutory powers to
carry out its mandate. SIRC is authorized to obtain from CSIS
all necessary information to fulfil its responsibilities, including
documents, reports and explanations. Obviously, SIRC has the
abilities and the powers required to investigate the allegations
being made.

The Official Opposition was unable to prove that we should
set up another review agency to do exactly what SIRC is
authorized and able to do.

[English]

As | have said, it is my intention, my objective, to make as
much of the CSI S report into the recent allegations as public as
possible, subject of course to the requirements of any relevant
legislation. In fact if the legislation permits me to do so |
certainly would like to make the entire report public. Mind you
the spokesperson for the Official Opposition herself has pointed
out there may be some justifiabl e reasons for some of areport of
this nature not to be made public and her views should be taken
into account.

(1115)

| believe the SIRC investigation and the preparation of its
report should continue. While it should take the time it needs to
do the job properly, as| have said SIRC has already indicated it
wants to complete that work as soon as possible. It expects to
have a report available in October.

| should also mention that the CSIS act provides for an
Inspector General to report to the minister about CSIS. The
Inspector General has been quoted publicly as saying that he
himself is undertaking reviews with regard to policies and
procedures governing the use of human sources by CSIS and the
handling of CSIS documents. These reports will be another
valuable source of information and analysis for me to use as a
basisfor seeing if action should be taken with regard to what has
been alleged over the past weeks and months.

| want to stress as | have done before that | will not hesitate to
have corrective action taken where such action is in fact
necessary on the basis of real proof that there are definite
problems to be corrected with regard to the work of CSIS.
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However, | do not think it is fair or reasonable to make
judgments in advance, as the Bloc has done in its motion, as to
thevalueor thequality of the work of SIRC in this matter before
that work is even completed.

To conclude, | submit that what the Bloc’s motion calls for is
not in fact necessary since Parliament in passing the law
creating a framework for the operation of CSIS created an
oversight mechanism for it. Thisinvolved the creation of SIRC,
which | have said | look on as being very much like a permanent
royal commission with a specific mandate for the ongoing
review of the work of CSIS.

| believe we should allow this body to complete its work on
the recent allegations. Then we should make use of the report
which as | have said | intend to make public as much as is
possible in the light of the requirements of the relevant legisla-
tion. Then decisions can be made on what action may be
necessary to take in the light of definite proof, if there is any,
with respect to problems regarding the work of CSIS.

However | submit that at this timethe motion presented by the
Bloc calls for action that is not necessary. It duplicates thework
of a body created by Parliament which is like a royal commis-
sion. We should allow SIRC to complete its work so that its
report can be completed and we can have access to it and take
any action necessitated by that report.

Ms. Val Meredith (Surrey—White Rock—South L angley):
Madam Speaker, | was pleased to hear the hon. Solicitor General
acknowl edge that he will take into consideration my comments
about how much of the report should be made public. | hope he
notes that the only exclusions | made were the names of
additional sources other than Grant Bristow. | feel al else
should be made public.

My concern is that some of the legislation he may be looking
at to see how much flexibility he has is outdated. | would like
some assurance from the hon. minister that he will use some
flexibility in the interpretation of these outdated pieces of
legislation so that he is not restricted and bound by classifica
tions of material that do not apply in this case.

| would like some assurance from the hon. minister that he
will be open minded in the interpretation of this legislation to
allow a more open process.

(1120)

While | have the opportunity | would also like to ask for the
minister’'s assurance that he will support the efforts of the
subcommittee on national security to further investigate this
issue beyond that which SIRC can do. | hope the minister will
give full co—operation to and persuade government members of
this House to support the subcommitteein itseffortsto get to the
bottom of this.
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Mr. Gray: Madam Speaker, | appreciate the hon. member’s
comments. | want to make clear that the legal advice | will seek
cannot be limited to those comments, no matter how useful or
well—intended.

The hon. member says that certain legislation is outdated. |
suppose she is talking about the Official Secrets Act. That may
be the case but since that legislation is passed by Parliament |
cannot ignore it, whatever my personal views about the rele-
vance of the legislation today.

That iswhy | have to seek appropriate legal advice from law
officersof the crownwith respect to how far | cangoinreleasing
the SIRC report and with respect to responding to any relevant
legislation. | want to be very open minded and forthcoming, but
as| said | am not in aposition to ignore the relevant laws on this
matter as adopted by Parliament.

Certainly the work of the subcommittee can be very useful. |
cannot say what the committee should be doing but perhaps at
some point it may want to carry out areview of the relevance of
the current provisions of the Official Secrets Act.

However, all of usinthisHouse arestill bound by therelevant
legislation on this matter which has been passed by this House
and Parliament as a whole. All of us have to take that into
account in our activities.

[Translation]

Mr. Michel Bellehumeur (Berthier—Montcalm): Madam
Speaker, | think the Solicitor General does not understand the
object of the request made by the Official Opposition. The
request for aroyal commission of inquiry in thiscaseis not just
awhim.

If you look back over past events, you see that so far we have
had the McDonald Commission and the MacKenzie Commis-
sion, which were both Royal Commissions of Inquiry. Mean-
while, some joint committees have examined the issue of
national security. But the only reports Parliament has foll owed
up on are those of the McDonald and the MacKenzie Royal
Commissions. Parliament has always ignored the reports tabled
by the joint committees, except to implement two or three minor
and watered—down recommendations to amend the legislation.

A royal commission of inquiry would help us to clarify the
whol e situation and might even prove to bein the interest of the
Canadian Security Intelligence Service, which is increasingly
losing its credibility in the mind of the Canadian taxpayers.

As Solicitor General, you seem to trust SIRC completely.
Then, tell mewhy SIRC is not aware of the allegations recently
published in the newspapers, as you put it? Because these
allegations relate to events which happened during 1990 and
1991. We are now in 1994—

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): Order. | am sorry to
interrupt the hon. member, but he undoubtedly knows that

guestions must be put to the Chair. Members cannot directly ask
guestions to the minister concerned. The minister may answer
the question.

[English]

Mr. Gray: Madam Speaker, the McDonald royal commission
was created to do itswork at atimewhen therewas no equivalent
of the Security Intelligence Review Committee. The security
service of the RCMP did not operate within a specific legal
framework as does the Canadian Security Intelligence Service
and there was no mechanism for oversight or review. At that
time something had to be set up to carry out the kind of work that
SIRC is now mandated to do under the relevant legislation. It
was a very different situation.

Now we have a civilian security service that was created
specifically by Parliament and which has a specific mandate and
authority. It has limitations. For example it cannot look into
matters involving lawful dissent; it cannot look into lawful
advocacy, protest or dissent. Thisis clearly set out in the law.

(1125)

We are dealing with a very different situation today. The
experience of the McDonald commission is not relevant. As |
said, it related to a time when there was no civilian security
service operating in a specific legal framework with an over-
sight system as we have now.

Finally, the hon. member asked me whether SIRC was seized
with certain allegations. Since SIRC isabody independent from
me, | am not in a position to comment.

| conclude by saying | am continuously amazed by theinterest
of Bloc membersin anything with theword royal connected toit
and in having a royal body set up. Perhaps they should check
with Mr. Parizeau who could possibly be very upset to see the
interest of the Bloc in this House in relying on and calling for a
royal commission.

[Translation]

Mr. Michel Bellehumeur (Berthier—Montcalm): Madam
Speaker, | am very pleased to speak on the motion put forward
by the Bloc Quebecoistoday because | think that it isimperative
that we have such a debate. The question we must ask ourselves
iswhy we are now requesting aroyal commission of inquiry on
the activities of the Canadian Security Intelligence Service.

| use the term royal commission of inquiry not because| am a
royalist, but because | have to use the tools made available to us
by this Parliament. Moreover, | would like you, Madam Speak-
er, to assure the Solicitor General that in an independent
Quebec, we will not call such a body a royal commission of
inquiry, but rather a state commission, a commission of inquiry
of the sovereign state of Quebec.
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Some hon. members: Right on!

Mr. Bellehumeur: That being said, it may be necessary to
look at the origin of the Canadian Security Intelligence Service
Act to beableto understand thewhol e problem. Youwill seethat
it goes back to the commission of inquiry concerning certain
activities of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, better known
as the McDonald Commission, which published its report in
1981. The commission had been established in 1977 in the wake
of a series of illegal acts and practices by the former security
service of the RCMP.

The McDonald Commission had the mandate to look into
illegal activitieson the part of asupposedly reputableinstitution
respected by the majority of English Canadians, and | am talking
about the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, better known under
theacronym RCMP. It isimportant to go back to the 70storeally
understand the history of the secret service in Canada, but first,
let us look at the act by which the Canadian secret service was
created.

In 1966, the RCM P became the responsibility of the Solicitor
General when it was given the status of a government depart-
ment. Before that, the policeforcewasunder the authority of the
Minister of Justice. The reorganization that took place in 1970
was the result of another royal commission of inquiry, the
MacKenzie Commission, which published its report in 1969.
The commission’s main recommendation was to create a civil-
ian security service. The commission considered it inappropri-
ate to leave security functions to the ordinary police services,
and the special operations branch did not have the complexity or
the analysis expertise deemed necessary to play its role in
security matters.

It also recommended that a bill be passed to authorize
investigation methods like undercover operations, and to im-
prove the security screening process, including the addition of
an appeal procedure. Accordingly, a security intelligence ser-
vice was established under a civilian director. Until then, you
couldtell RCMP agents by their red uniform, but security agents
became less easily identifiable and then, | am sure you agree,
unrecognizable.

Let us go back to the 1970s period when things went awry.
Uniformed officers, unlike civilians, all had positions of power.
At the end of the 1970s, for example, not asinglecivilian had a
position above that of an officer in a planning or operations
sub—branch. RCMP employees, therefore, wielded absolute
power. Not only did they have police powers, but they were also
had considerable leeway with the structure. Civilians knew
amost nothing of what was going on in that section of the
RCMP.

(1130)
Ironically, the same thing is happening in 1994 with the

Canadian Security Intelligence Service, but this time, Parlia
ment itself and thegeneral public in Canada and Quebec are kept
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in the dark concerning our intelligence service. Questions are
asked, but there are no real answers. The fact that elected
representatives could not get near or watch the RCMP in those
days led to wrongdoings. And believe me, there were a lot of
wrongdoings.

The October crisis stunned everybody, both the Quebec
population and the government. The then Prime Minister, Mr.
Trudeau, did not know, when he invoked the War Measures Act,
that he was unleashing a mad dog. | hope, and | would like to
believe, that he was not aware of that.

The government realized that it knew very little about the
sovereignty philosophy in Quebec. Therefore, it asked the
RCMP to adopt an active strategy on that issue and to get all the
information it could on the bad separatists.

In several cases and in various contexts, members of the
security service committed extremely illegal acts and | think it
is worth mentioning again some of the actions taken by the
RCMP during those days. They set fire to a barn in order to
prevent the so—called separatistsor sovereignistsfrom holding a
meeting. They broke into the offices of aleftist news agency in
Montreal, stole and destroyed files, broke into the offices of the
Parti Quebecois, alegitimate political party, and even stolelists
of members of that democratically recognized party.

When | think about those days, | still shiver with rage. It isa
pitiful page in the history of Canada, especially when you see
that one of the people involved, Mr. Normand Chamberland,
who was accused of stealing dynamite at the time, has been
promoted within the Canadian Security Intelligence Service and
is now the Deputy Commissioner for Quebec, no less.

It seemsthat those responsible for enforcing the law can break
it once in a while and even get rewarded for it. It is also
important to note that the RCMP did not commit that kind of
abuse only in the 1970s and only against separatists. The
McDonald Commission indicated that other illegal activities
had occurred, such as opening of mail, illegal access to suppos-
edly confidential government information, planned prostitu-
tion, blackmail and other actions of that type which had been
taking place for a long time with regard to various aspects of
national security, from spying and counter—intelligence to sub-
version.

The main recommendation of the McDonald Report advo-
cated the creation of atotally independent intelligence service
of a civil nature and it did so for the same reasons as the
MacKenzie Commission did, that is the need to restructure the
agency with a view to collecting and analyzing data instead of
using mainly deterrence and repression. Therefore, the mandate
of the proposed new agency would be defined by legislation and
the law would state clearly which threats to Canada’s security
the agency would be authorized to investigate. The definition
would cover four areas: first, espionage and sabotage; second,
foreigninterference; third, political violenceand terrorism; and
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finally, subversive activities aimed at destroying the democratic
system.

The report also recommended that the new agency be prohib-
ited from investigating legitimate advocacy, protest or dissent,
and that it not have the power to implement security measures.

All this led to the McDonald report published in 1981. The
government indicated that it would accept the principal recom-
mendation to create a civilian security intelligence service.
Subsequently, a special transition group was set up at the
Department of the Solicitor General to prepare legislation to
that end.

In 1983, Bill C-157 was tabled in the House of Commons to
create the Canadian Security Intelligence Service or CSIS,
along the lines recommended by the M cDonal d Commission but
with some major changes and additions.

As a result of severe criticism from the public that the
service's mandate was too broad, the bill died on the Order
Paper. During the second session of the 32nd Parliament, a new
bill was tabled in the House. This was Bill C-9 which, for all
intents and purposes, incorporated all the recommendations of
the commission. Parliament adopted the bill, with very few
changes, in 1984.

(1135)

The legislation was intended to restrict the activities of the
Canadian Security Intelligence Service and create monitoring
mechanisms to ensure that the Canadian Security Intelligence
Service did not exceed its mandate.

Central to the bill is the definition of the expression *‘ threats
to the security of Canada,” which determines the general
parameters of CSIS. The definition also specifies that lawful
advocacy, protest or dissent are not included. If we consider this
definition and the allegations published in the media, especially
about spying on a democratically recognized party—we have
seen that happen before—and investigating the CBC and certain
leaders of the Canadian Jewish Congress, there are some very
real problems.

CSIS members seem to have trouble with the definition of
lawful advocacy. Inany case, if the past isany indication of what
the future holds, we can assume that members of CSIS have the
same attitude as the former RCMP intelligence section, which
does not augur well for the Canadian Security Intelligence
Service. We have the right to know, and we have theright to call
for a royal commission of inquiry.

As far as the basic duties of the service are concerned, these
are set forth in section 12: to collect by investigation, and
analyse and retain, information and intelligence respecting
threats to security. According to section 13 of the Act, the
Canadian Security Intelligence Service may provide security

assessments on future government employees. Finally, under
section 16, CSIS may assist in the collection of information
relating to defence and national affairs, by investigating and
conducting surveillance of any persons, other than Canadian
citizens or permanent residents.

Aswe consider the history of intelligence services in Canada
and their questionable activities, which always raise a number
of questionsin my mind and in the minds of many taxpayersin
Canada and Quebec, there is one question we have every right to
ask: ““Who watches the intelligence agency that is watching
us?’

One would expect that in 1994, our institutions would be
monitored by people elected through the democratic process as
the legitimate representatives of the present Parliament of
Canada. Not at all, that is not the way it works in Canada, in
1994. Legislation was enacted to establish the office of the
Inspector General and the Security Intelligence Review Com-
mittee, better known by its acronym, SIRC, as we said earlier.

The Inspector General is appointed by the Governor in
Council and his duties are to review the operational activities of
CSIS and to report to the Solicitor General and SIRC, aswell as
to monitor the legality and relevance of these activities.

SIRC is made up of five members maximum, chosen from
Privy Council members, appointed by the Governor in Council
after consultation between the Prime Minister and the |eaders of
recognized opposition partiesin the House of commons. Wewill
see that it is not always the case. Its role is to review CSIS
operations and to report to the minister and Parliament.

When it comes to reporting to Parliament, MPs are certainly
not overwhelmed with information. As parliamentarians we
know virtually nothing of what goes on within the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service. This department spends millions
of dollars, but Parliament, the supreme authority, knows al most
nothing.

Those who watch over CSIS were never elected to the job.
They are political appointees, and MPs are deliberately ex-
cluded.

Do you think | am reassured by the fact that the deeds, or
alleged acts, committed under the Conservative government are
being investigated by a group with a Conservative majority?
Certainly not, it rather worries me. Who are these valiant
watchdogs, that some journalists humorously call lapdogs?
Three of them are personal friends of the former Prime Minister
of Canada, and very, very close to the Conservative Party.
Another comes from the ranks of the Liberal Party of Canada; he
is a former president of the party. You know him, he is the
lawyer who is getting $250,000 to do some kind of inquiry with
some native representatives. As a hobby, he sits on the review
committee. Quite a review he must do.
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The last member was appointed from among the ranks of the
NDP. Ever since | have been sitting on the Standing Committee
on Justice and Legal Affairs and on the Sub—Committee on
National Security—I have not seen the latter yet and | wonder
whether itisreally interested in meeting with us or even in doing
itsjob—I have doubts about the kind of report all of them will be
able to produce.

Where are the members representing the current Official
Opposition? Where is the member supposed to represent the
other opposition party in this House? They are nowhere to be
found. We are asked to trust five individuals, appointed by our
predecessors, who are looking into extremely important activi-
ties which have an impact on their own political party.

The main objective in creating CSIS was probably to have
some control or to check into allegations but in reality this has
not happened.

As crazy as it may seem, when the Canadian Security Intelli-
gence Service was in the planning stages, some members and
certain opposition parties said that there was no need to create a
civilian body and that all that was needed was a piece of
legislation clearly setting out the RCMP’s frame of reference so
that it would not go overboard.

For someone from Quebec who has lived through the 1970s,
which were a turning point in the history of the province, this
seems rather strange. | am not referring to myself as | was still
quite young in those days. It is somewhat ridiculousto trust this
agency once more, but again some people thought that the
RCMP could still do the job.

The only thing | find reassuring is that when the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service was created, there were thosewho
thought that its mandate was too broad. | could not agree more
with them and history has proven them right.

Similarly, the definition of theword **threat’ is very contro-
versial. And again | agree with those who thought at the time
that it was so vague that it could encompass a variety of
activities not even closely related to real security. Current
events have borne this out.

The government is of the opinion that the definition should be
interpreted in the context of, on one hand, the provisions
protecting legitimate dissidence and limiting the agency’s au-
thority to what is strictly necessary and, on the other, the new
monitoring and surveillance system. According to the govern-
ment, within such a context, the definition is a reasonable one.

When | look more closely at the investigative power of SIRC
and its access to information, | get scared. | get very, very
scared.

Supply

Another concern of mine is the range of the SIRC mandate
that allows it to use any investigation technique. The two most
serious issues have to do with how this organization is being
monitored: first, the office of the Inspector General must have
access to information, and second, so must SIRC.

We must acknowledge that, before the Sub—Committee on
National Security, | was told that SIRC has access to every
document possible. Indeed, it has access to all this documenta
tion, but only if the Canadian Security Intelligence Service
agrees to hand it out. And that is not how things work out in
reality.

SIRC does not have access to Cabinet documents, either. Yet,
as we have learned recently, an assistant of a former Solicitor
General of Canada can walk out with two cases of documents,
with no gquestions asked, while SIRC is not even aware of the
existence of such documentation. This really belongs in the
realm of fiction.

Why can we not grant this investigative power to people who
have a vested interest in the truth and are able to reassure the
public? In fact, this issue was raised when Bill C-157 was
debated. We examined the possibility of implementing some
kind of parliamentary review, as recommended by the McDo-
nald Commission. At the time, both Opposition parties and
some government members supported the creation of a special
Parliamentary committee which would have had access to
information regarding CSIS to ensure that it does not overstep
its mandate.

Madam Speaker, you are indicating that my timeisalmost up,
yet | could go on and on.

| want the government to know that there is no way we can get
definite answers to our questions if we leave it to SIRC. | have
sat and | still sit on the Sub—Committee on National Security.
When an el ected member of Parliament, alegitimate representa-
tive of the people is told by witnesses that they do not have to
answer either yes or no, we have a problem. A very serious
problem indeed. The system is sick. The Canadian Security
Intelligence Service has become a monster that no one can
control, not even Parliamentarians, and thisis totally unaccept-
able in 1994.

(1145)

That iswhy only aroyal commission of inquiry can get to the
bottom of this issue. Taxpayers would then get satisfactory
answers to questions they have been asking ever since the
creation of CSIS in 1984.

Mr. Patrick Gagnon (Parliamentary Secretary to Solicitor
General): Madam Speaker, | did indeed listen carefully to the
comments made by my hon. colleague from the Opposition.
First, the hon. member referred to events that occurred in 1970,
which | think is arather sensitive period, but we are not here to
go through that again, since this was already covered by the
McDonald Commission, which led to the creation of SIRC and
CslIs.
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Moreover, | find rather strange that when abuses are dis-
cussed, those which happened in the 1950s are never men-
tioned. The hon. member did not mention the Padlock Act
passed by the Union Nationale. They went after the Asbestos
workers in 1949. They went after my constituents in Murdoch-
ville. | find it passing strange that nothing is said about abuses
done either at the federal level or especially at the provincial
level.

I am not here to criticize the province or the country, but |
would like nevertheless to indicate to the hon. member that
SIRC was created to ensure the presence of a civilian body
operating at arms length both from CSIS and the government
itself. We are looking forward to the report SIRC should present
in the next few weeks, and | am sure it will be to everyone's
satisfaction, or at least | hope so. We will see what we will be
able to discuss here with the Opposition members.

Mr. Bellehumeur: Madam Speaker, | think that the hon.
member did not ask a direct question but made some question-
able allegations, which is even worse.

Hesaid that | referred to the eventsof 1970. Yes, | did. | do not
think that we have to go back to 1950 to dig up provincial
problems, when the RCM P is exclusively under federal jurisdic-
tion. We are here to prevent more overlapping, to see that the
present Constitution and set—up are respected. Later on, when
Quebec has decided on its future, it will be different story.

I must say to the hon. member that if we consider what
happened in the 1970s and the information released by the CBC
on CSIS's investigation of some members of the Jewish Con-
gress in Toronto, the possibility that CSIS financed or helped
found the Heritage Front, the employment of Bristow, amember
of Heritage Front, as a bodyguard of the leader of arecognized
party, | think that we can make comparisons between 1970 and
1994. There are still reasons today to demand a royal commis-
sion of inquiry, just as there were when the McDonald Commis-
sion started itshearingsin 1977. All wewant isto get answersto
the questions we have been asking since that time. We never got
any answers.

Just by looking at the Harlequin reports published once ayear
by the SIRC for the past two or three years, it is obvious that we
will not be able to get answers even though we, as parliamentari-
ans, were democratically elected by the people of Canada to
oversee and monitor public expenditures. These little docu-
ments published by the SIRC from time to time will not shed
much light on these activities. We need a royal commission of
inquiry and | think we have enough allegations to warrant the
setting up of such a commission. If there is nothing serious in
these allegations, why is the Inspector General of the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service looking into the matter? Why is
the SIRC looking into the matter and why were its people so
nervous when they approved before the Sub—Committee on
National Security of which | am a member?

(1150)

Why is it that parliamentarians felt the need to create this
Sub—Committee on National Security to study these allega
tions? Because they had good grounds for doing so. But, despite
all that, we will not get any answers unless we set up a royal
commission of inquiry to look into the matter. Then our ques-
tions would be answered.

[English]

Ms. Val Meredith (Surrey—White Rock—South L angley):
Madam Speaker, | would like to ask my hon. colleague from the
Bloc why he is not prepared to give SIRC an opportunity to
prove it is incompetent of coming up with a report that is
satisfactory to us.

The hon. member and probably most other members in the
House know how | feel about the make—up of the Security
Intelligence Review Committee. It is not a make—up of which |
approve. It is not a process of which | approve. However | feel
we should allow it to do itsjob and then judge whether or not the
report isadequate and fulfils the needs of the Canadian publicto
know the facts.

Why isthe hon. member unprepared and unwilling to let SIRC
complete the report, then sit in judgment and ask for a further
commission to be established because the committee has not
doneitsjob rather than accusing it of not doing itsjobwhen itis
not given the chance to do it.

[Translation]

Mr. Bellehumeur: Madam Speaker, | am very pleased to
answer that question from my hon. colleague whom | admireand
for whom | havealiking sincewe onceworked together. Thereis
something else | admire about her, her naivety.

When the SIRC came before the Sub—Committee on National
Security, we could see that we would not get answers to our
questions. To questions as simple as: ““On what date did Mr.
So—and-So contact Mr. Such-and-Such?’ the Service mem-
ber’s answer was: ‘| cannot answer you, Mr. Bellehumeur’.

When | asked other questions on facts not related to national
security, | was told: *“ We cannot answer you, Mr. Bellehumeur.
We will take note of that question and wewill get an answer for
you, but it will come from the Solicitor General of Canada, not
from us’”.

What will we get from the SIRC? What answerswill we get to
our questions? Answers censored by the Solicitor General of
Canada? That does not satisfy me. Nor does it satisfy the
taxpayers | represent. We really need a royal commission of
inquiry, where the principals will come face to face with us and
will be compelled to give the commissioners answers to the
guestionswe asked and to which we did not get answers from the
SIRC.
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Mr. Patrick Gagnon (Parliamentary Secretary to Solicitor
General): Madam Speaker, does the hon. member realize that
the review committee can enter any office or public institution
and visit all the premises, examine every document, voucher,
or filein that office or institution? | get the impression the hon.
member did not quite understand when the Solicitor General
said the review committee has the same powers as a royal
commission of inquiry.

| do not see any purpose in having aroyal commission. Since
members opposite always complain about duplication, why
should we have a royal commission? We already have areview
committee, the SIRC. We all know that SIRC was created
precisely to investigate all egations such as those made recently.

Mr. Bellehumeur: Madam Speaker, | thought that, after one
year in Parliament, the hon. member would have | ost some of the
illusions he still seems to harbour.

Mr. Gagnon: Madam Speaker, on a point of order. | object
to that personal remark. | asked a question and | want to get
an answer. Let us leave character out of this.

TheActing Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): Order. The hon. member
knows that no reference to another member’s character should
be made in this House.

Mr. Bellehumeur: Madam Speaker, | apologize if | insulted
the hon. member, but nevertheless, that is what | think.

(1155)

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): | believe that the hon.
member knows what he is saying, since hiswords are very well
chosen. | ask him to withdraw them.

Mr. Bellehumeur: Which ones? He made two objections.
Does he want me to withdraw the expression ‘| think’ or the
comments that | made on him?

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): | consider that the
member has withdrawn his words.

Mr. Gagnon: You know, Madam Speaker, the Opposition
member is still agood devil. | risetoday to speak on thismotion.

Mr. Bellehumeur: On a point of order, Madam Speaker. |
believe that the member just attacked me by saying that | am a
devil, whether a good or abad one, but still adevil. | would ask
the member to withdraw his words.

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): Does the parliamentary
secretary withdraw his words?

Mr. Gagnon: Madam Speaker, | did not use them pejora-
tively.

Mr. Bellehumeur: | accept the hon. member’s apologies.

Supply

Mr. Gagnon: As| was saying, | risetoday to speak on this
motion which, asthe solicitor general mentioned, involves a
certain number of problems and misunderstandings. It
seems essential to me that the members of this House
under stand and fully appreciate the complex and sensitively
ordered system of checks and balances that is part of our
national system of security intelligence.

Also, that system is designed to ensure a balance between the
protection of individual freedoms and the need to protect the
Canadian public against threats to the security of their country.
Most people will agree that we must protect Canada against
threats to its security and that this protection requires a security
intelligence agency.

There is no doubt in my mind that Canada needs a security
intelligence service, as all other industrialized countries do. Let
us take for exampl e the threat that terrorism involves. Canadian
democracy is based on a climate of freedom and political
objectives are met through open discussions, debates or other
legitimate activities toward lawful advocacy.

However, that climate, aswell as public safety, isjeopardized
when an individual or a group is trying to meet those political
goals through violence or threat of violence.

In the 1980s, terrorism became amajor concern for safety and
the government gave CSIS the mandate to gather, on a priority
basis, security information on terrorism. Our first line of
defence must be information.

Theother thingwhichisthreatening us isespionage. Sincethe
emergence of nation—states, espionage has become part of
everyday life. Every nation is striving to improve its position
within the international community. However, we have to admit
that even if the political scene is better world—-wide, some
nations still resort to deceptive or clandestine activities for the
purpose of enhancing their international position.

Canada must protect itself against such threats, whether they
take the form of traditional espionage or of any other means of
illegally obtaining the technological know—how of this country.

(1200)

Canada must also be able to identify and to thwart steps taken
by foreign countries or agents seeking to secretly influence or
harass our ethnic communities. Again, we must protect those
who have elected to settle in Canada and make it their new
homeland.

Here also, the gathering of good intelligence is at the very
heart of our first line of defence. | am convinced that the CSIS
Act isan efficient piece of |legislation, enforced according tothe
wishes of Parliament set forth ten years ago. The CSIS Act
provides a legislative framework likely to ensure the delicate
balance between efficient national security and the respect of
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individual rights and freedoms. The Canadian Security Intelli-
gence Service Act defines the mandate of CSIS and gives it the
necessary powers to fulfill it.

It provides a unique operational framework for CSIS. It
defines the powers of the service and specifiesits limits. These
take the form of various control mechanisms: political controls,
subject to ministerial accountability and responsibility; judicial
controls and external controls by the Security Intelligence
Review Committee, or SIRC.

The act also provides a mechanism allowing any person or
group of persons to complain about any aspect of CSIS activi-
ties. Furthermore, the Security Offences Act, which was passed
at the same time as the CSIS Act, confirms the RCMP's
responsibility concerning security offences, as well as its re-
sponsibility in preventing such offences.

These two acts provide a legislative framework flexible
enough to adapt efficiently to the circumstances of each case.
Furthermore it should be emphasized that the political and
judicial structure of these two acts is unique in the world. The
government used policy directives to guide their interpretation
and implementation.

The main stakeholders in the Canadian security intelligence
system made sure that the legislation was practical and efficient.
The service has developed and follows a strict and satisfactory
investigation procedure. Since 1984, the Inspector General and
the Security Intelligence Review Committee have played their
role in an orderly and strict manner.

The Solicitor General relies a great deal on their work,
especially on the reports of the Inspector General that enable
him to make sure that the service is conforming to legislation
and following departmental directives on orientations. The
review committee’s annual report that the Solicitor General
tables in Parliament completes the annual cycle of public
accountability.

Finally, the RCMP and CSIS have established measures and
developed mechanisms for co—operation. Thisis how the legis-
lation works today. Solid legislation, detailed government
instructions and an efficient internal administration are the
elements which allow the service to fulfil the mandate it
received from Parliament ten years ago.

The government does not stop there. | wish to remind every-
one that this government is constantly trying to find means to
improve the quality of the service. As the minister responsible
for CSIS the Solicitor General must make sure that in its daily
operationsthe service maintains afair balance between national
security requirementsand therights and freedoms of Canadians.
The minister does that by using his authority to approve and to

give directions and also by relying on the reports of the
Inspector General and the review committee.

Therefore, his task is to exercise a ministerial control. He
answers for the CSIS to cabinet and to Parliament. Two main
processes allow the minister to fulfil that responsibility. The
first one is his approval or concurring authority.

(1205)

In keeping with the Canadian Security Intelligence Service
Act, the Solicitor General must personally approve all inves
tigation warrant requests, all agreements concluded between
CSIS and other organizations, departments, provinces and for-
eign countries, and all requests for data collection in Canada by
CSIS on behalf of foreign countries.

Now, | et usexaminethe other act, passed in 1994, the Security
Offences Act. This act confirms the RCMP's overriding respon-
sibility in investigating certain security offences. Intelligence
gathering, protection and enforcement are the three pillars of
our security system.

The RCMP and CSIS have complementary functions. Each
service assumes a distinct role within the wider framework of
our national security system. CSIS is responsible for gathering
intelligence concerning threats to security and giving warning
about such threats. The RCMP is responsible for investigating
into offences, either planned or committed and, above all, for
crime prevention.

In order to facilitate CSIS's task, the CSIS Act contains
detailed definitions of possibl e threatsto the security of Canada.

This enables CSIS to rapidly adapt to circumstances in our
constantly evolving world and to ensuing threats, aswas Parlia
ment’s wish ten years ago. For example, the CSIS Act has
allowed this organization to adapt to political and economic
upheavals in the world during the last ten years.

Although areas of concern are not the same, we can still feel
very strongly that hostile intelligence services threaten our
national security. In matters of terrorism, new threats to the
security of Canada have evolved as a consequence of foreign
conflicts being unfortunately introduced into Canada. Terrorism
isascourge that spares no nation on Earth. Unfortunately it does
not seem to be receding, quite the contrary.

Ever since its creation in 1984, CSIS has been able to evolve
considerably thanks to the flexibility provided by the act and to
ministerial directives. Theact continuesto give us the necessary
means to face any subversive action. Naturally, because of its
very nature, a security intelligence service must remain secret.
This is particularly necessary in some cases, when the right of
someone to privacy is to be protected.
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Secrecy is also required to protect certain operational activi-
ties like staff distribution, modes of operation and sources of
information. Everybody recognizes that secrecy as an end in
itself does not serve anyone.

| have touched on the kind of security intelligence system that
Parliament wanted to meet the needs of democracy, and | have
touched on some of the real threats that make such a system a
necessity in a democracy.

I am only echoing the words of the Solicitor General when |
say that we do not need to set up aroyal commission of inquiry,
because we already have in place systems like the SIRC, that
have the wide powers necessary to conduct an in—depth inquiry.

Therefore, before deciding on anything, let us wait until the
Security Intelligence Review Committee has completed its job
and submitted its report to the Solicitor General. This should be
done shortly. Once the report has been submitted, as parlia
mentarians we will be able to take the necessary steps.

Mrs. Suzanne Tremblay (Rimouski—Témiscouata): Mad-
am Speaker, | want to congratulate my colleague for his very
enlightening speech. | also want to congratul ate him on making
hisremarksentirely in French, from beginning to end, whichisa
first in this House for him.

If 1 understood the member correctly, the Solicitor General
rubber—stamps special mandates, and one must trust that every-
thing isin order since the agency publishes a new annual report
every year.

(1210)

| read the report made public in 1993. It is a ten—page
document, with each page only half full to make room for some
very interesting graphics. It isnot with such areport, that would
hardly meet grade 12 standards, that we are going to reassure the
population regarding certain allegations.

The Bloc Quebecois has never questioned the need for such an
agency. | believe that any self-respecting nation ought to have
this kind of agency; there is no doubt about that. The point we
raised isthat allegations were made and if the Solicitor General
approves everything, this means that he knew that someonewas
spying on the Reform Party from within. This is intolerable.

That is why, in case of allegations, one must go beyond the
annual report. Do you know how difficult it isto get into CSIS?
It takes about one hour to get all the doors unlocked. If they see
you coming, they obviously have the timeto put any file they do
not want you to see in false-bottom drawers. There is no
guaranteethat an investigation can get all thefacts. If something
is secret, top secret, or top, top, top secret, obviously you will
not find it lying on atable. It will be securely locked up in afile
drawer nobody has access to.

Supply

How can we guarantee that an investigation will get to the
bottom of things? That is what we are wondering. This is the
reason why we say that it is al nice and dandy to wait for the
report, but the allegations are too serious. We are just about to
enter very difficult times in Canada. We are no fools, but we
want to make sure that what happened in 1970 will not happen
again. We do not want to see history repeat itself. Wewant to go
through this difficult transition as adults and in accordance with
democratic principles, not with a top secret service which is
going to plant bombs whenever it pleases.

So | ask the Parliamentary Secretary to the Solicitor General
how can he guarantee that we are protected from such an
occurrence?

Mr. Gagnon: Madam Speaker, first of all, the allegations
made before CIRC about CSISwill be examined. Thisisnot
an annual report, but rather areport that will examine the
issues and the allegations that have been made against the
intelligence service by the opposition. I must conclude,
however, that there are members on this side of the House
who are on the sub—committee looking at allegations about
our security intelligence service.

| can also tell you that, in answer to the member for Rimous-
ki—Témiscouata, one of the thingswe have recognized, particu-
larly with respect to the CIRC and CSIS, is that it is
unacceptable that such a group be asked to spy on a legitimate
political party. | think that everyone in this House recognizes
that this is not the goal of this government and that if it has
already been done—I was not there then—but | can tell you this:
| know these are difficult times, but | am nevertheless happy to
hear that the hon. member recognizes the importance of having
an intelligence service with a mandate to ensure Canada's
integrity, particularly inlight of theindustrial and technological
espionage that we see nowadays.

| can assure the member that it isnot the goal of the serviceto
spy on political groups.

[English]

Ms. Val Meredith (Surrey—White Rock—South L angley):
Madam Speaker, | would like to react to comments made by the
hon. member from the Bloc who said that she is afraid these
secrets are in hidden boxes, locked in drawers and cabinets. |
think thereality isthat these secret documents are passed around
by staffers. They are taken home. They are left in open boxesin
basements. We should be concerned about the lack of security of
classified documents.

My question for the Parliamentary Secretary to Solicitor
General of Canada is this. Is the hon. member aware of how
these documents are classified?
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The hon. member made a comment that he does not want
secrets for secret’s sake. How are highly classified documents
|abelled as such? Does the hon. member know?

Mr. Gagnon: Madam Speaker, actually | do not know and that
is the idea of the inquest being held by SIRC. It isto look into
these various allegations. The hon. member also brought for-
ward before the committee a number of questions. | am told
there are more than 130.

| am sure that we will have to answer many of those questions
and surely others put forward by the Bloc members as well as
members on this side. | can assure the hon. member that | hope
we will be able to answer a lot of them.

Again, it will be up to the Solicitor General to make sure that
the information made public will not undermine the national
security interests of Canada. | am convinced that a lot of these
questionswill be answered to the satisfaction of the opposition.

[Translation]

Mr. Jean H. Leroux (Shefford): Madam Speaker, | would
have a question for the hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the
Solicitor General. | listened carefully to his speech and | must
tell you that it sounded to me like he had a lot of good to say
about the previous administration. To listen to him, | wonder
why he did not run for the Conservative Party in the last
elections if everything was going so well.

Considering that we have a democratic system and that
nothing is more sacred than democracy in this country, in
Canada and Quebec, does he not agree that it would be interest-
ing from time to time to have a commission, whether royal or
not—I say royal commission because that is how they are called
in Canada—to have a high—level commission investigate, espe-
cially when officials of the SIRC appearing before a sub—com-
mittee refuse to answer certain questions?

They did not answer all the questions. Would it not be timeto
have a commission investigate and shed light on this so that the
people of Canada know exactly what is happening?

Mr. Gagnon: Madam Speaker, unlike the hon. member’s
leader and Leader of the Opposition, | never ran for the
Conservative Party. But | can you tell you this: for onething,
let us allow let the process to run its course.

First of al, the SIRC was established specifically to answer
guestions raised by the member opposite as well as by interest
groups. So, based on the facts or evidence submitted to us
concerning the allegations made against CSI S, | trust we will be
able to make an informed decision regarding thisservice. | think
we should let the organization do itsjob. | am convinced that the

hon. member opposite and our colleague from the Reform Party
will have ample opportunity to scrutinize the report in October.

[English]

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): Before resuming de-
bate, | would like to read a quote from Beauchesne’s sixth
edition, citation 478. This morning a couple of times | hesitated
to interrupt speakers but citation 478 states:

The proceedings of acommittee may not be referred to in debate before they have
been laid upon the Table.

I would just ask hon. members to be aware of this rule.

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard St-L aurent (Manicouagan): Madam Speaker,
| want to begin my speech with a brief historical overview. In
1946, with the RCMP's increased responsibilities for security,
the personnel assigned to security tasks as, for the first time,
separated organizationally from the Investigations Directorate
and grouped in the Special ‘‘I"” Branch.

In 1956, the Special ‘‘I"" Branch was made a directorate
within the RCMP, under the command of a deputy commission-
er.

(1220)

In 1969, the Royal Commission on Security recommended the
establishment of a civilian security agency. The government
rejected this recommendation but announced its intention to
givethe Special *‘I'" Branch a separate status and to increaseits
civilian personnel.

Between 1971 and 1974, especially but not exclusively in
Quebec, the security service mounted a series of operations,
many of which were apparently illegal, in order to neutralize
radical and separatist groups.

On March 27, 1975, the federal Cabinet produced a directive
governing the security service's activites; this directive re-
mained secret until 1978.

In 1976, ayear later, Corporal Samson wastried following an
incident unrelated to this affair, but revealed his participationin
Operation Bricole in 1972. This operation involved breaking
and entering and stealing files, especially on politics in Quebec.

Various events occurred over the years, but let us go to
November 29, 1984. The members of SIRC, the Security Intelli-
gence Review Committee, were appointed. The chairman was
Ronald Atkey, aformer Conservative Cabinet minister, as if by
chance.

In February 1985, the federal government’s budget estimates
showed that CSIS, the Canadian Security Intelligence Service,
had a meagre budget of about $115 million; | say meagre
because today its budget exceeds $200 million. This still repre-
sents, in the midst of an economic crisis, a considerabl e amount.

6314



September 29, 1994

COMMONS DEBATES

Despite this huge amount coming from the pockets of Cana-
dian and Quebec taxpayers, Parliament only plays a minor role
in monitoring the review of CSIS activities. Even reviewing the
budget only skims the surface as the CSIS budget amounts, in
fact, to a single line in the 1994-95 Estimates. | know from
experience that when Mr. Elcock, a senior director of CSIS,
appeared before the justice committee | was on, we asked him,
to no avail, how these millions of dollars spent on national
security were used. We never at any time—the evidence is all
around us—received anything even remotely resembling an
answer. That is not really surprising since Mr. Elcock has a
reputation that probably always precede him.

In this regard, Richard Cléroux, awriter and former reporter
with the Toronto—based daily newspaper the Globe and Mail,
thinks that Mr. Elcock is very intelligent and plays political
hardball. He sees him more as a Jesuit than an Oblate and thinks
that he would make a formidabl e opponent of the independency
movement.

What is most important is not that he refuses to answer our
questions despite being accountable to taxpayers but that he
leads an organization that seems to be above government
control, that costs over $200 million ayear and whose activities
we cannot find out anything about, let alone check. That an
organization with millions of dollars at its disposal is beyond
our control israther disquieting. It istroubling for taxpayersand
from anational security standpoint. How far canwegoinletting
people put our money to work and for what reasons?

Talking about CSIS, opinions vary, according to experts. One
of the questions we must ask ourselves is this: Could the
organi zations responsible for our national security with so little
monitoring engage in illegal activities? It happened in the past.
Let us just say that by asking the question, we are begging the
answer to it.

(1225)

Money can do anything, really. But considering the economic
situation, our present state of affairs, and the demographics and
the geography of our vast country, could this really happen?
WEell, yes, it could, but isit likely? Personally, | would say that
not only is it likely, it is very likely.

Mr. Jean—Paul Brodeur, a criminology professor at the Uni-
versité de Montréal, who specializes in intelligence services,
among other things, even mentions that the Americans are
sometimes taken for a ride, even though they have a much
tighter control system than we do, in the form of committees
with wide—ranging powers in both houses of Congress.

Who has forgotten the famous Oliver North, who was taking
orders from above and literally thumbed his nose at everything
else?

Supply

Mrs. Lorraine Lagacé, the former Quebec del egate in Ottawa,
under Mr. René L évesque, has some thoughts on this matter. She
says that most English Canadians are not interested in looking at
legal mechanisms, that what really counts for them is democra-
cy, but that if they must choose between democratic rules and a
united Canada, they will always opt for a united Canada.

That is precisely how they see this issue, so, no matter what
the RCMP or CSIS says, the mandate of secret services will
always be to save Canada before anything else.

CSI'S employees, whom we pay more than $200 million per
year, are not accountable. These people only have to table some
kind of report before a pseudo—monitoring committee made up
of political appointees. In fact, that review committee must
phone CSISbeforegoing toitsofficestolook intofiles, and they
do not have access to al files. Thisiswhat you call transparen-
cy!

The public does have the right to know and we, elected
representatives, have the basic duty of providing the informa-
tion. What is happening with the more than $200 million paid in
taxes? CSIS is a monster that nobody can control, not even the
government. Conseguently, you can imagine what is happening!
Thisiswhy the Bloc Quebecoisisasking for aroyal commission
of inquiry.

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): | realize that the hon.
member stopped after ten minutes. Am | to understand that you
are sharing your allotted time with a colleague?

Mr. St—Laurent: Indeed, Madam Speaker.

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): Fine. Questions and
comments. The Parliamentary Secretary to the Solicitor Gener-
al.

Mr. Patrick Gagnon (Parliamentary Secretary to Solicitor
General): Madam Speaker, the hon. member mentioned again
that we have no way of monitoring CSIS activities and referred
to events dating back to 1970. We have been through thisbefore.
Today, all we want to do is ensure that SIRC can report on the
allegations made either by the opposition or people whose rights
have supposedly been, shall we say, impinged upon by CSIS.

I wonder if the hon. member would acknowl edge that we now
have in 1994 a service and a control committee which did not
exist earlier on. | understand that this monitoring committee is
made up of people tied to the previous government, but the hon.
member should recognizethat, if aseat at SIRC becomesvacant,
we have the obligation to consult the opposition |eaders.

(1230)

So, | would like to know if the hon. member recognizes the
existence of provisions in the act setting up SIRC which
stipulate that we need to consult the opposition before appoint-
ing anyone to this committee?
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Mr. St—-Laurent: Madam Speaker, of course, we must take
certain guidelines into account, and this is provided for in this
context.

However, the question raised heretoday isthat webelieveitis
particularly absurd to see the lack of control by the House of
Commons over an institution to which it pays so many millions
dollars every year and from which it really cannot get answers.
On the contrary, people are asked to answer questions simply.

They do not have to give exact details on individuals in
particular with specific dates and amounts; these things are not
asked, especially when we are in committee. We ask people to
tell us how it works and what happens internally. We talk about
different aspects which have something to do with the way our
tax dollars are spent.

We give $200 million dollarsayear to CSIS, Madam Speaker,
but | cannot explain to my constituents how the money is spent. |
can only say to them that | do not have the slightest idea of how
CSI S spends this money. | know that it hires people, of course.
But what do they do exactly?

The people from acrosstheway do not seem to be interestedin
speaking about what happened before, but we must not forget
that it did happen. It is part of our history, and it must not be
forgotten. We must not be afraid of repeating that the taxpayers’
money was used for terrorist acts specially directed at some
Quebecers accused of separatist activities.

With thisin mind, wearejustifiedin asking this question: will
the taxpayers' money be used again for terrorist activities? This
is the question we are asking today. It is a monster gone out of
control.

Mr. Patrick Gagnon (Parliamentary Secretary to Solicitor
General): Madam Speaker, it is false to claim that activities of
this kind take place in Canada. | believe that the hon. member
has the privilege of sitting here in the House of Commons, the
right to express his opinions and the privilege of sitting on the
Sub—Committee on National Security. He has the privilege of
asking questions about the performance of SIRC and the esti-
mates tabled in the House every year.

I think it isnot amatter of money but of realizing that we have
the mechanisms to ensure our security. In fact, according to a
number of international experts, this mechanism does not exist
in any other country. You know, in France when you get off the
subway, you often see French policemen doing ID checks. That
isnot thekind of society we have herein Canada. We have afree,
liberal and generous society with great respect for the freedom
of the individual.

It isnot my purpose to defend our past performances, because
I was not there. | have to admit | wasnot around at the beginning
and the end of the sixties. But today, we have the mechanismswe
need to ensure there is no abuse of power with respect to
legitimate organizations, including political parties.

TheActing Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): Beforewe continue this
debate, | wish to inform the hon. member that he may use the 30
seconds he has left.

Mr. St—L aurent: Madam Speaker, | will do that, but instead
of alengthy reply, | just want to make a brief comment.

The hon. member opposite said that | had the privilege to do
this and the privilege to do that. | also have the right.

Mr. Gagnon: Of course.

Mr. St—L aurent: | havethat right, because | was duly elected
by people who pay their taxes, whom | represent here in the
House. | am now exercising the right | was given by the
electorate.

Mr. Pierre de Savoye (Portneuf): Madam Speaker, | thank
my hon. colleague from Manicouagan for sharing ten minutes of
his speaking time with me. Allow me to add my voice to that of
my Bloc Quebecois colleagues and ask this House to blame the
government for refusing to set up aroyal commission of inquiry
on illegal activities of the Canadian Security Intelligence Ser-
vice.

(1235)

Let me remind you that CSIS was allotted a budget of about
$205 million for fiscal year 1994-95. From astrictly accounting
point of view, it isobvious that this House has not only theright
but indeed the duty to look into the activities of this agency.

But we are not here to talk about accounting today. This
debate is about the very activities of the Canadian Security
Intelligence Service, nothing less.

| should point out that this agency was established out of
concern for transparency, to follow up on the recommendations
of the McDonald Commission, which had uncovered adisgrace-
ful set of unacceptable, if not downright illegal, practices and
actions by the RCMP's very own security service.

Although the Canadian Security Intelligence Service was
established with transparency in mind, there are nonethel ess two
major problemswith CSIS. First, it does not have to account to
Parliament for its budget, which it receives from Parliament.
What this means is that we, who represent the people we were
elected by, have noway of knowing how our tax money is spent.
That is absurd!

The second problem with the accountability of CSIS to this
Parliament relates to its intelligence gathering activities. Some
may quickly answer back that the annual report CSIS tables
every year is public and that a monitoring committee, common-
ly know as SIRC, reviews all its activities. Unfortunately, the
reports tabled in this House in that respect are rather laconic,
they do not say much. They are the epitome of the lack of
transparency.
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That is why the Bloc Quebecois considers that a royal
commission of inquiry would give the people of Canada and
Quebec a chance to determine whether their tax money is used
properly and, more importantly, to check if CSIS hasinfiltrated
and is trying to destabilize one or several political parties or
other legitimate organizations. This is a serious matter. After
al, an agency above suspicion, namely the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police, did engage in such activities in the past.

We are justified in fearing that history will repeat itself. The
Toronto Star recently uncovered a confidential note from an
assistant to former Conservative Solicitor General Doug Lewis.
According to this note, CSIS used an informant to obtain
information on a report on the CBC television program ‘‘ The
Fifth Estate’.

CSIS used and paid an informant by the name of Grant
Bristow, who is one of the founders of Heritage Front, an
extreme right—wing group dedicated to the unacceptable promo-
tion of white supremacy. It has even been maintained that this
individual tried to spy on the Canadian Jewish Congress. Worse
yet, it was revealed that this mole, namely Mr. Bristow, found
himself in the entourage of the Reform Party leader at least
twice as a security guard.

Mr. Parrot, the president of the Canadian Union of Postal
Workers, believes that CSIS also spied on his union.

Tell me, isCSISunder control or hasit lost itsmarbles? Isthis
a simple mishap or, on the contrary, just the tip of the iceberg?

(1240)

There is no way to know. In parliamentary committee, offi-
cials clearly avoided and even refused to answer the legitimate
questions asked by members of thisHouse. The Liberal govern-
ment tells us that the Security Intelligence Review Committee,
SIRC for short, is checking out these allegations and will report
to the Solicitor General within a month.

That is not good enough. The people must know that on
September 13, when the Review Committee itself appeared
before the House Standing Sub—Committee on National Securi-
ty, committee members were bold enough to tell members that
they could not reveal their findings and that only the Solicitor
General could decide what should be made public. We are not
naive.

The report or rather what will be left of it will obviously not
tell us the whole truth. What about transparency, Madam
Speaker? The Bloc Quebecoisisnot alone in demanding apublic
inquiry. Several very respectabl e organi zations have called for a
royal commission of inquiry. If | may, | would liketo quote from
an article published on September 10 in the Quebec City
newspaper Le Soleil: ‘*“More and more groups are calling for an
independent investigation into the allegationsagainst CSIS. The

Supply

Canadian Civil Liberties Association, the Canadian Labour
Congress, the Canadian Union of Postal Workers and the Simon
Wisenthal Centre all argue that the government should set up a
mini—commission based on the McDonald Commission which
investigated the former RCMP security service in the 1970s. To
ensure public confidence, someone should take a fresh look at
this whole affair, said Mr. Borovoy, head of the Civil Liberties
Association’ .

The Government of Canada also finances other intelligence
agencies. In addition to CSIS, with its $205-million budget,
there is the RCMP's Criminal Intelligence Directorate, with a
budget of around $5 million, the Security and Intelligence
Bureau of the Department of Foreign Affairs, with a budget of
around $10 million, and finally the top secret Communications
Security Establishment of National Defence.

This famous establishment, the CSE, is governed by no law
specifying its mandate or its powers, nor is it subject to any
control mechanism. It is not even required to answer to Parlia
ment. In spite of that, the CSE spends between $200 and $300
million in the greatest secrecy, without having to account for it,
because it is so secret that it does not even exist in legislation.
According to our information, this establishment has two man-
dates: the first is called INFOSEC, whereby the CSE gives the
government technical advice, reports and assistance on the
security of the telecommunications of federal departments. The
second is code—hamed SIGINT; under this heading, information
is collected on the activities, intentions and capabilities of
foreign governments and on individuals and companies in
various fields.

We are not being paranoid, but when we see an organization
like CSIS, which is covered by legislation and faces serious
charges of infiltrating a political party and spying on other
legitimate organizations, | am very inclined to suspect that other
secret services which are not governed by legislation can do
even more and much worse.

Aswe just saw, these intelligence agencies have a combined
budget of half a billion dollars and members of this House are
unableto tell taxpayersif thismoney is spent in the best interest
of the public and, most important, in accordance with the |aws of
the land.

Given this flagrant lack of openness, this flagrant lack of
accountability to parliamentarians and citizens, this flagrant
lack of control over the activities of Canadian intelligence
agencies, especially CSIS, it isimperative to review the process
by which these agenciesreport to Parliament, to review the CSIS
Act, to review the process of appointing membersto the Review
Committee, and in so doing, members of this Parliament can
ensure that the interests and rights and fundamental freedoms of
the people of Canada and of Quebec are respected.
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It would have been very simple to let members be informed
openly, but since they are denied access to the truth, only one
solution remains: the people must now be informed through a
royal commission of inquiry on CSIS.

Mr. Patrick Gagnon (Parliamentary Secretary to Solicitor
General): Madam Speaker, the Security Intelligence Review
Committee was set up ten years ago precisely to ensure greater
transparency regarding the activities of CSIS. Let us not forget,
and | hope the hon. member will agree, that we have a duty to
protect industrial interests in Canada.

All kinds of rumours are circulating in the Greater Montreal
tothe effect that some Quebec industries are thetarget of foreign
interests or industrial espionage. | think the media reported
several cases of Canadian companies losing contracts or being
robbed of some technology by a foreign government. In my
opinion, the primary objective is to protect the technological
advances of our industries, including the aerospace and pharma-
ceutical industries, which are very important in Quebec and al so
elsewhere in Canada

Does the hon. member recognize that we must protect our
interests against increasing and disturbing competition from
certain countries?

Mr. de Savoye: Madam Speaker, the hon. member is full of
good intentions. | notice that he is the only one on the Liberal
side to defend that cause. In fact, some other Liberal members
were making very different statements not that long ago.

On March 19, 1992, when he was in opposition, the Liberal
member for Scarborough West, said this regarding this issue:
““We call upon CSIS and the minister to ensure, now that they
can crawl, that future annual statements and reports contain
more information, as promised by the minister himself, so that
Canadians can have an informed public debate, be aware of the
national security issues which face our nation, consider the
major national security issueswhich face our country from year
to year and how we are to handle them’ . The hon. member for
Scarborough West was right on then, but the fact is that two
years later Canadians, and even MPs in this House, still do not
have the information requested.

Where are the Liberal members who were then asking for
what we are asking for today? They keep silent. There is only
one spokesperson for the Liberals and he has not been here long
enough to realize that the problem has already persisted for too
long and should have been resolved by now.

Mr. Gagnon: Madam Speaker, | want to assure the hon.
member that, as the member for Bonaventure—Iles—de-la—
Madeleine, | will alwaysbefirst inlineto protect individual

freedoms. | will never accept the fact that legitimate orga-
nizations and political parties are being spied upon. | think
that my party, and the government | havetheprivilegetobe
part of, have always sought first and foremost to protect
individual liberties.

The hon. member referred to our committee. There is a
sub—committee, made up of Liberals, Reform members and
representatives of the Bloc Quebecois, which has been set up to
undertake areview parallel to that of SIRC on allegations made
against our security intelligence services. | believe we have
shown some openness. | am very proud to see that even members
on this side of the House are asking relevant questions that need
to be answered. SIRC was created precisely to investigate
alegations that can, at times, be legitimately made by the
opposition or members on this side of the House.

(1250)

L et me reassure the hon. member by saying that we follow our
proud tradition and always try to protect the underprivileged in
Canada, who are unfortunately going through some tough times.
| am proud to be part of this government and of a party whichis
concerned about the less—privileged in Canada.

Mr. de Savoye: Madam Speaker, | am pleased to hear my
colleague opposite say that they want to shed some light on
actions by CSIS.

Let me remind the House that, on April 1, 1993, the hon.
member for Scarborough—Rouge River pointed out that Parlia-
ment’s five-year review involved 117 recommendations and
said: “Whileit certainly was not our belief that the government
would immediately adopt all 117 recommendations, al of us
who participated in the committee were disappointed that at the
end of the day only one or two recommendations were actually
formally adopted”.

Mr. Asselin: Madam Speaker, | rise on apoint of order. When
the hon. member for Bonaventure—iles—de-la-Madeleine re-
ferred to this side of the House when speaking about the
government, | noticed that only afew memberswereinterested.
| call for a quorum count.

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): | will ask the Clerk to
count the members present.

And the count having been taken:

TheActing Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): | see aquorum. Resum-
ing debate.

[English]

Mr. Duncan: Madam Speaker, is not a Reform member the
next speaker?
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The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Barnes): My list shows the
member for Durham. We have just heard from one side and we
are alternating government and opposition and we now have the
government speaker.

Mr. Alex Shepherd (Durham): Madam Speaker, a clever
motion has been put to the House that evokes a memory of
transgressions from a bygone day. If approved, it would not
serve the interest of Canadians or the lawful process that
legislators designed to ensure their national security.

There are alarge number of Canadians who are unclear about
the role of the Canadian Security Intelligence Service. Theseare
serious people. If they are confused it is because they have been
brought up on the myths about what an intelligence organization
does.

| want to dispel some of these myths. Today | want to talk
about what CSIS does and what it does not do.

(1255)

Thereistheissue of law, of accountability and of democracy.
The point | want to make is that CSIS exists because of those
things, not despite them.

Nearly 50 years ago Canadians discovered, courtesy of lgor
Gouzenko, that the Soviet Union was operating an espionage
network here. The RCMP was asked to counter it and for
decades it did. It became clear over time that police work and
intelligence work were different. Police work involved enforc-
ing the law, catching criminals and prosecuting them. Intelli-
gence work involved warning governments and protecting
people from acts by foreigners or by Canadianswho threaten the
security of our country.

Therole of warner isvery different from the role of enforcer.
By its nature good warning requires good information. Thereare
many ways to get information and some of them can conflict
with civil liberties and the law. For that reason, among others,
the Mackenzie commission of the late 1960s followed by the
McDonald commission in the late 1970s both recommended that
Canada’sintelligence service be civilian in nature and that it be
governed by astrict regime of law and accountability of review.

Simply put, CSIS exists because the government found that
the rights of Canadians had not been adequately protected. In
other words, the purpose of CSIS is to protect rights, to work
within the law to be accountable to the elected Government of
Canada.

There is probably no intelligence organization in the world
that functionswith alaw that is so strict and comprehensive and
as clear. The legislation governing some intelligence organiza-
tions elsewhere is often a few general paragraphs in length.
Sometimes legislation does not even exist. The CSIS act is 29
pages long. Nine of those pages are devoted to outlining how
what CSIS does is to be monitored, reviewed and approved by
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others outside. No other part of the federal bureaucracy is
subject to such strict rules.

CSISisunder direct ministerial control and direction respon-
sible to cabinet and responsible to Parliament. When CSIS
engages in surveillance activities that are intrusive, such as
el ectronic techniques, the director has to be personal ly satisfied
in each case that the use of such techniques is necessary, that all
other avenues have been exhausted and that the use of that
technology is both lawful and within the mandate of the service.
If it is not it does not happen. Even if the director thinks an
action is justified, that is not good enough. The CSIS act
requires him to secure the approval of the minister, the Solicitor
General. If he does not approve, it does not happen. If he does, it
does not end there. The case must be put to a judge on the
Federal Court of Canada. There are no exceptions.

In addition, the law establishes two review agencies. One
agency isinternal with an independent auditor called theinspec-
tor general, with his own staff to report to the minister directly.
He has complete access to literally everything that the service
does.

The second review agency is external. We know it as the
Security Intelligence Review Committee or, as some have
mentioned, SIRC. It isindependent both of CSIS and of govern-
ment. SIRC also has its own staff. It has access to absolutely
everything. It reports to Parliament annually. Its role, as it has
described it, isto ensure that CSI S does things right and doesthe
right things.

When CSISwas first created, SIRC found fault with some of
what was done. It still does, but it stated in its 1991-92 report
much has changed: “‘In the early years of this committee's
mandate CSIS acted to a great extent as if it were simply a
continuation of the RCMP security service. Despite public
assertions to the contrary, SIRC felt that most CSIS targets,
policies and procedures were virtually unchanged from those of
a security service and that the CSI S preferred source of recruits
was still the RCMP. It took over three years for this state of
affairs to change significantly. CSIS is now virtually a new
organi zation, hardly recognizabl e any more asthe direct descen-
dant of the security service of the RCMP. The number and type
of CSIS targets, the rigorous justification required before any-
oneor any group is designated as atarget, the lucidity, logic and
balance of warrant affidavits submitted to the Federal Court, and
the tone and content of reports by intelligence officers on target
files have all changed significantly for the better. We still have
criticisms to make, but our criticisms are no longer based upon
strong and fundamental disagreement with the CSISview of the
world".

(1300)
CSIS is abetter organization because of that review process,

but the mechanism of review and reporting have extended well
beyond the work of that committee.
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In 1987 Gordon Osbal deston who had been clerk of the Privy
Council was asked to look at CSIS. He recommended changes
to the services top level organization, a new approach to
training, development, and an improved infrastructure for
CSIS. Those changes were made.

In 1989 Parliament reviewed the CSIS act, five years after it
was created, and found that an organization to counter terrorism
and espionage and to provideintelligence to the government was
still needed in Canada.

In 1991 the then government responded to that parliamentary
review. The best summary of its conclusions in terms of the
service and the act of Parliament that governs it is provided by
the title of the report, **On Course”.

The third review since 1984 was done in the winter of
1992-93. The Solicitor General asked thedirector at that timeto
conduct afull review of the service and how it should change to
take account of the end of the cold war and present and future
threats to Canadian security. Today's service reflects the
changed reality.

CSIS was created to enhance accountability, not evade it.
CSIS was created to observe the rights and liberties of all
Canadians. The law that governs CSISis clear. The review that
governs CSIS is comprehensive. The accountability of CSIS to
the government is complete and the process of change and
reform has been constant.

CSIS reflects our cultural diversity and many more women
are part of the operation. Two out of three employees have been
hired since 1984. The service has expanded dramatically its
capacity for research and analysis including in depth long term
studies of global security problems of relevance to Canada.

Hundreds of graduates in business administration, in history,
in economicsand in social sciences have been brought in. These
people are not spies as some would prefer to believe. Many of
them are analysts. Most are not sitting in some attic with awire
in their ear; they are at a desk reading. Much of what they
analyse is open source material or information received from
friends and allies.

The CIA estimates that 55 per cent of its finished intelligence
product comes from open sources, in some areas 80 per cent.
That makes two points. First, the other 20 per cent is also
crucial. It is the stuff the guys they are trying to understand do
not want them to know. It is what makes intelligence work
differently and hopefully sometimes better than work produced
internally from open sources. Second, the value added more
often than not comes from brains, not bugging.

CSIS is not in the business of collecting information for
collection sake. It is in the business of taking information,
analysing it, integrating it, understanding it and then passing it
on to the government. What CSIS does would be of no use if it
kept the information for itself. It does not. Its role is to pass it

on, to inform the government, to warn it and to reassure it. So
the people are different and the focus is changing partly because
old threats have disappeared and partly because new threats
have emerged.

(1305)

Security and intelligence was not the invention of the cold
war. In Canada that function has been performed since the
mi d—nineteenth century when Sir John A. Macdonald asked the
western frontier constabulary to patrol the borders of Upper
Canada and to report on American Civil War activities that
might affect Canada’s security. The intelligence function was
performed and continued until the cold war commenced. The
beginning of the cold war was not the beginning of the need for
intelligence, and the end of the cold war does not mean the end
of that isnear. Indeed some chall enges have been made worse by
the collapse of the Berlin wall.

There are two types of threats that CSIS is responsible for
meeting. The first is public safety. The second is national
security. | will deal with public safety first. Simply put, public
safety involves protecting Canadians against violence. Violence
can come from abroad through terrorism. Violence can be
fostered here through extremism or the support of terrorism
el sewhere. Warning of that potential violence and its prevention
is called counterterrorism. That was not aworry for Canada for
most of the forties, fifties and sixties, but with the explosion of
terrorist groups and the incidents of the seventies it became a
serious concern.

It became clear that Canada was not immune with the 1982
assassination of a Turkish diplomat in Ottawa. So too the
takeover of the Turkish embassy in 1985 and the shocking
tragedy that same year with Air India in which 329 Canadians
died. CSIS shifted its responses and its resources to match the
new threat.

In 1984 when CSIS was created only 20 per cent of its
resources were devoted to counterterrorism and 80 per cent was
devoted to counterintelligence. By 1992 the picture was dramat-
ically different: a full 56 per cent of the operational resources
were devoted by then to counterterrorism.

Public safety or the protection of Canadian livesisthe number
one priority. It is also the number one difficulty. The sources of
terrorism geographically are diverse. Groups come and groups
go. The inventions, activities, movements and targets of indi-
vidual s and governments are almost impossibleto predict. Their
methods are by definition extreme. Their reach isglobal and the
conseguences of failure are severe.

The challenge of Canada’'s security service is to ensure this
country is not the place where people are killed. That is not the
only challenge. There are four others. We do not want to be the
country where terrorism is planned. We do not want to be the
country in which money for terrorism is raised. We do not want
to be the country where the material to commit the act isbought.
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Wedo not want to be the place wherethe terroristshide after the
deed is done.

In a sense dealing with the cold war was much easier. It was
fairly obvious what countries the spies came from. Opposing
intelligence specialists were extremely familiar with each oth-
er's habits. There was almost a code of conduct. It was all
somewhat predictable, aimost choreographed. That predictabil-
ity, that order, is not there with terrorism.

The terrorist threat is not diminishing. The technology of
terrorism is becoming more accessible, more convenient. The
sources of terrorism remain strong: nationalism, religious and
political extremism and state sponsored terrorism. There is a
correlation between the proliferation of terrorism and the prolif-
eration of regional conflict. Regional conflict continues. There
is also a correlation between ethnic unrest and hatred and the
proliferation of terrorism.

Looking at Asia, the former Soviet Union, eastern Europe,
Africa and even Northern Ireland, it is clear that unrest will
continue. Unfortunately Canadians will always be vulnerable.
Our borders are open and long. We are a wealthy industrial
society, a good target for extremists, a good place to secure
equipment, technology and funds. Links of family, emotion,
ideology and culture exist among millions of Canadians and
soci eties abroad. When conflicts grip those countries the echoes
can be felt here.

(1310)

The concerns of Canada’s security intelligence service are
several: first, to prevent the spread of homeland conflicts to
Canada; second, to prevent the exploitation of immigrant coun-
tries for fund raising to support those conflicts; and, third, to
prevent terrorism or support for terrorism that originates herein
relation to conflicts abroad.

Thejob of CSISisearly warning. It passesthat information on
to the government. Each year hundreds of threat assessmentsare
prepared for the government by CSIS. The vast majority of them
dealt with terrorism. Much of what it does involves dampening
concerns rather than increasing them.

L et me now turnto the second major priority of CSIS, national
security. Simply put, this is about spying. Its job is to counter
that. That iswhy it is called counterintelligence. Thefocusison
the activities of the organization that are the creatures of foreign
governments.

CSISisconcerned about countries that are one or more of the
following: potential enemies equipped with weapons of mass
destruction capable of striking Canada; countries that seek to
develop such weapons through threat and theft of technology;
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countries that violate our sovereignty by meddling in our ethnic
communities; countries that try to exercise repressive control
over their citizensin Canadawho are here on visitor exchanges,
and countries that seek to prejudice our economic security by
covertly gaining access to our leading edge technologies.

Throughout the cold war much of CSIS activity was devoted
to countering those activities, but that was before the Berlinwall
fell. What about the new world order? Unfortunately some of the
new world order isnot new. Arms control agreements have been
negotiated and are substantially reducing the nuclear threat that
is still there.

Other countries continue to conduct espionage operations
here because the reasons for spying remain strong. Communists
did not invent spying; the desire for national advantage did.
Spying is a cheap way to acquire weapons technology whether
conventional or weapons of mass destruction.

The proliferation problem is getting worse, not better. We
have much of that technology here. It is at our nuclear, chemical
and pharmaceutical industries; in our electronic sector; and in
our machine tool capacities. As long as we are an open and
wealthy country with a leading economy, countries will come
here to spy and not simply for weapons. Developing countries
eager to catch up with the rest of world find espionage a highly
efficient way to modernize their economies. Former communist
countries may begin to resort to intelligence gathering for the
same reason. Everyone is after the competitive edge.

I'n conclusion, the motion admoni shes the government for not
having set up aroyal commission. | have already mentioned the
Security Intelligence Review Committee. In addition we have
established a parliamentary committee to further examine spe-
cific aspects of CSIS.

This is not to detract from what may well have been useful
exercises, but | have here summaries of various costs of royal
commissions: aboriginal peoples, $13 million over nine months;
national passenger transportation, $23 million over three
months; Citizens' Forum on Canada’s Future, $23 million over
eight months; and reproductive technologies, $25 million over
three years. The list goes on.

Members of the Bloc have accused the government of creating
deficits on the backs of Quebecers. Here is a clear case of the
Bloc proposing the wasting of taxpayers' money on more
studies that benefit no one. More interesting is the fact that the
Bloc members, through their own representation on parliamen-
tary committees, are saying they are so inept to carry out
investigative powers the electorate has bestowed on them that
we have to pay outside experts to do their jobs.
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| do not think the taxpayers of Canada and especially thosein
Quebec will be pleased to learn of that. This motion is an insult
to all people of Canadawho are so concerned about controlling
government spending and getting our economic house in order.

[Translation]

M. André Caron (Jonquiere): Madam Speaker, | listened
carefully to the excellent speech on CSIS made by my hon.
colleague from Durham. It is no doubt necessary, in a modern
state, to take special measures in order to ascertain that activi-
ties related to espionage, foreign interference and revol utionary
subversion are not carried out within a state’s territory. | think
the member has explained very clearly why thereisaneed for an
organi zation to monitor these kinds of activities. However, the
opposition motion before us today deals with a somewhat
different subject.

| am alittle sensitive to these questions because my name was
on the list of members of the Parti Quebecois that was stolen by
members of the RCMP’s security service in the 1970s. When |
had the honour of being elected by the people of Jonquiére to
represent them in the House of Commons, some of my friends
warned me, because | am a known sovereignist, a separatist as
many of our colleagues opposite liketo say. | was a separatist in
the 1960s, and it looks like | am still a separatist in the 1990s.

Mr. Milliken: Yes, and next week you will be a federalist.

Mr. Caron: You may rest assured, my dear colleague from
Kingston and the Islands, that | will be a sovereignist for the
referendum.

When my friends saw that | was going to Ottawa as a member
of Parliament, they told methat | would be under surveillance by
the RCMP. | told them that | was not particularly worried
because we are in a state governed by the rule of law and | did
not think such a threat was real.

When | look at the issue before us today, | realize that CSIS
seems to have taken questionable measures. But | am not
supposed to worry because we have areview committee. | do not
want to know what isgoingonin CSI'S, but | want to rest assured
that it is well supervised and monitored. However, present
members of the review committee have been appointed by the
previous government, and parties then represented in thisHouse
had their say in those appointments. There are three Conserva-
tives, on Liberal and one New Democrat sitting on this commit-
tee. | imagine they are all good federalists, and people with a
certain vision of Canada.

| do not trust those members. Sad to say, | do not trust them to
see to it that my rights as a Canadian and a Quebecer are
respected by CSIS. | am not sure they will do it. The Reform

Party was infiltrated by CSIS, and | am not sure the same thing
did not happen with the Bloc Quebecois.

Those issues are important. People are sceptical and the
present review committee cannot set their minds at peace. Does
my hon. colleague think it would be important, for the sake of
democracy, to have aroyal commission of inquiry even if there
are costs involved? | think that in view of the present member-
ship of the review committee, we should spend whatever money
isneeded. Would the hon. member for Durham agreethat aroyal
commission should go to the bottom of those allegations made
in the media about the Canadian Security Intelligence Service?

(1320)
[English]

Mr. Shepherd: Madam Speaker, the essence of the hon.
member’s question is whether CSIS is accountable. | went
through the process and CSI S seems to be just as accountable as
every other government department through Parliament. That is
a fundamental of our democratic system.

It isaludicrousassumption to meif we are saying that aroyal
commission is needed every time something has to be investi-
gated, whether it has to do with CSIS, the Department of
Industry or anything else. What would be the purpose of
Parliament if we resorted to a royal commission every time a
problem arose? We have made too much use of royal commis-
sions and studies. The Library of Parliament is full of them,
many of which are just collecting dust. What we are saying is
that to move away from that process is a total disregard of our
parliamentary traditions.

More important is the cost. Clearly, the cost would be
justifiable if there was an invasion of civil liberties, but the
reality isthat we have the functions here. There are all kinds of
systems which scrutinize CSIS. Why spend the extra money?
With the deficit running at billions of dollars it seems totally
ludicrous that wewould even think about aroyal commissionon
something that already has tremendous investigative advan-

tages.

Ms. Margaret Bridgman (Surrey North): Madam Speaker, |
would like the hon. member to clarify a couple of points in
relation to the actual function of CSIS. | thank him for the
overview.

It is my understanding from his presentation that CSIS was
actually born from the RCMP out of a need to counteract
Russian spying at that time. Since the cold war has ended and the
Berlin wall has dropped the need which originally called for the
start up of CSIS is gone.

When the cold war existed 80 per cent of CSISactivity wasin
counterintelligence which fallsunder the national security point
of the two points outlined. Considering there is now no cold war
tends to imply that the public safety component of CSIS should
probably go back to the RCMP. It seems to be an early warning
system and once it is identified is referred to the appropriate
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sources to carry out in any event. Under national security |
believe the counterintelligence involvement is now 56 per cent.
| am wondering if the role of CSIS is becoming unnecessary.
Maybe we should be looking at some other component.

Mr. Shepherd: Madam Speaker, the essence of the hon.
member’s question is whether it go back to the RCMP. The hon.
member wonders why the RCMP cannot carry out those func-
tions.

My dissertation tried to point out the significant difference
between law enforcement and intelligence gathering. It appears
the birth of CSIS and indeed other intelligence gathering orga-
nizations like the CIA were predicated on the assumption that
they had a unique role.

The second part of the hon. member’s question was whether
there is a need for that today. It does not take much reading of
our local newspapers to see that terrorism still exists around the
world. We have been treated to the terrors of Northern Ireland,
Bosnia-Hercegovina and other areas. These do have attach-
ments to Canada; people who live here have relatives in those
countries and so forth.

The answer isyes, it appearsthereisaneed. In fact dueto the
globalization and technology there may well be a greater need
today than there ever was before.

(1325)

Mr. John Duncan (North Island—Powell River): Madam
Speaker, | will be splitting my time with my colleague from
Crowfoot.

It isapleasure to rise today to contribute to the debate on the
security of our country. | am aware that by itsvery nature andits
inception in 1984, CSIS and much of its work must be kept
secret. Thelives of individualsinvolved in CSISwork, contacts
and ultimately all Canadians would be at risk if the wrong
information got into thewrong hands. However thisdoes not and
should not preclude parliamentarians on behalf of all Canadians
from discussing this secret agency, itswork, mandate, activities,
and the manner in whichwe review the scope of activity, namely
through the Security Intelligence Review Committee otherwise
known as SIRC.

The work of CSIS in protecting the interests and security of
Canadiansisnot in question. Canada being such an open society
must be asvigilant as ever to the threat of subversive action. We
must be conscious and sensitive to Canada becoming a proxy
battlefield between immigrant groups who want to continue
their hostilities on our soil. Remembering that Canada has the
highest rate of immigration in the western world and therefore
has extra exposure in that regard, we must be vigilant.
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While it is important to acknowledge these potential threats
and reaffirm our support for CSIS, it does not mean that CSISis
ultra vires or some untouchable CIA type derivative. Account-
ability still remainsthe hallmark of the nature of this country, its
public servants, politicians and those on the public payroll.

Canada is one of the few western democracies to give its
security service an explicit statutory charter. It provides a
defined mandate for the operations of the agency. It interposes a
system of judicially defined authorized warrantsin the agency’s
useof intrusiveinvestigation techniques. It establishes monitor-
ing and review bodies. These purport to ensure that the agency
does not indeed act outside the limits of its mandate.

Therefore the question is: Is it doing so? It became obvious
during the four years of existence of the McDonald commission
inthelate 1970sthat illegalities and improprieties were rampant
in the security service branch of the RCMP. The principal
recommendations of that report called for an entirely civilian
security agency. This agency was to be politically accountable
and subject to strict review. The report concluded that law
enforcement and security work are incompatible.

Accordingly, Bill C=157 which was introduced in May 1983
was put into effect in order to form this new security agency.
However, it died on the order paper after much debate, commit-
tee review and public criticism. During the next session of the
32nd Parliament Bill C-9 was introduced and incorporated
virtually all of the proposed changes and amendments as pre-
scribed during the Bill C-157 debate. This was proclaimed in
August 1984.

The act assigns the management and control of CSIS to the
director, a cabinet appointee. The Solicitor General is given an
active supervisory role. Originally the bill had adopted a model
similar to Australian legislation which would not have given the
minister any operational rolewhatsoever. Thiswas ostensibly to
ensurethat CSIS could not be used for partisan purposes. The act
now provides that the minister has an override and must approve
all warrant applications. The act also establishes the office of
Inspector General and the Security Intelligence Review Com-
mittee. The Inspector General isto monitor CSIS operationsand
to report to the deputy Solicitor General and to SIRC on the
legality and propriety of these operations.

(1330)

SIRC is a committee composed of five Privy Councillors
appointed after consultation by the Prime Minister with opposi-
tion leaders in the House of Commons. It is to conduct areview
of CSIS operations and to report to the minister and Parliament
on them. It also has a variety of investigative duties; dealswith
complaints and acts as an appeal board with respect to security
assessments and security influenced decisions under the Citi-
zenship and Immigration Act.
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During its 10 years CSIS has had growing pains. The House
of Commons set up a special committee in 1989 to review the
CSIS act and the Security Offences Act. The committee had 117
recommendations. Its report called *‘In Flux but not in Crisis”
generally concluded that the system was sound and any reform
should be based on the continuance and extension of already
established institutions.

The government’s response set out its belief that legislative
changes in the CSIS act and the Security Offences Act were not
needed. Further it was unwilling to contemplate structural
changes.

In February 1991 a debate was held on an opposition motion
that the House of Commons concur in the committee’s report
which recommended a parliamentary subcommittee on national
security. The subcommittee held its first meeting in June 1991.

On May 3, 1994 this same standing committee on justice and
legal affairs re—established the subcommittee on national secu-
rity which is the committee currently looking into the Bristow
affair. The motion was a close vote and almost did not happen.

Let me now turn to the formation of the Security Intelligence
Review Committee, euphemistically known as SIRC. In 1984
the then newly installed Tory government announced theinitial
membership of SIRC. In order to meet the requirements as
prescribed in the act as a condition to sit on SIRC, two
individuals had to be swornin as Privy Councillors on the day of
their appointments. The politics had begun, the die was cast and
suspicions were raised. Naturally, due to the Privy Council
appointment requirements, four of thefirst five appointeeswere
ex—cabinet ministers and the fifth a well placed Quebec City

lawyer.

Today we have five politically appointed partisan individuals
on the review committee; three from the Tories, one from the
Liberals and one from the NDP. This was a Mulroneyism.

What is its function? The security committee is to act as the
eyes and ears of the public and Parliament on CSIS. The
committee isintended to be independent of the government and
its operations but responsible to the Parliament of Canada. The
CSIS act provides that its members are appointed by the
Governor General in Council after consultation with the leaders
of all parties having more than 12 members in the House of
Commons.

Isit independent? Is it another politically charged patronage
agency made up primarily of Tory cronies? Is it conducting
constructive and an apolitical review of CSIS and its activities?
We need to know and perhaps the only way is to investigate the
investigators.

We do not want to emulate the travesties perpetrated by our
neighbourswho have created monstersin the form of the CIA. If

we are not vigilant and take the time to review agencies like
CSIS after 10 years of work, it is easy to lose control of their
function and scope of activity.

(1335)

Under the legislation SIRC does not have access to cabinet
documents. For this reason | suggest that the requirement that
members of SIRC have Privy Council designation or past
cabinet experience is unnecessary and should be abolished.
Instead have individual s cleared by the RCMP and if they meet
the top security clearance available they fit.

Why would one require a PC designation when one does not
have access to cabinet documents? This changewould lend itsel f
to appointing independent members and not has been cabinet
members.

I would also like to recommend changes to the length of
appointments to SIRC. Currently the five—year appointment
allows a former administration to protect itself from a new
administration. At the present time we have the first of the Tory
appointments to SIRC expiring in December 1996 and the |atest
onein 1998. All may survive this administration, assuming the
next election is held before December 1996. Four or five will
survive if the election is held before November 1997.

At the same time the Liberal committee appointee, Michel
Robert, the same individual who worked Saturdays and has a
non-tendered $249,000 contract from the Department of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development, ensures that the current
administration has one of its cronies who can keep track of
things. It isajokeand nothing more than political patronage that
surely does not lend itself to independent review of CSIS
operations.

What we need is legislative permanence being granted the
parliamentary subcommittee on security and legislative author-
ity aswell. Thiswill at least meet the original recommendation
of the 1991 review of national security and give usabody whose
investigative powers include the ability to investigate cabinet,
which SIRC cannot.

Mr. Derek Lee (Scarborough—Rouge River): Madam
Speaker, | want to recogni ze the very thorough job my colleague
opposite has donein preparing and delivering this speech. It was
refreshing to hear recalled some items of recent history.

| appreciated therel atively thorough research that he obvious-
ly did in relation to the mechanism for appointing members to
the Security Intelligence Review Committee. He has articul ated
aconcern in relation to those appointments, i.e., the method by
which consultationisor isnot donewith leaders of the partiesin
the House of Commons before such appointments are made.
Thisisapoint that | raised in the House in the last Parliament.
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At that time, as an individual member, | appeared not to have
been heard by the then Prime Minister, who is solely responsi-
ble for those appointments, so the hon. member’s remarks are
refreshing.

I would like to ask him if he could elaborate on what process
would be used in relation to a possible parliamentary subcom-
mittee that would be different from what exists now in Parlia-
ment, where there is a subcommittee whose mandate includes
the general area of oversight of the security intelligence enve-
lope.

Could he elaborate or provide more particulars as to how he
would change what is there now in relation to parliamentary
committee operations?

Mr. Duncan: Madam Speaker, | would like to recognize the
very important role that the member opposite has played in
establishing that subcommittee. He has been the driving force. |
must say | have had a crash course in CSIS since notification
that this motion was coming forward.

(1340)

| would like to see permanence of that standing subcommittee
through legislative authority. | would also like to see the
standing subcommittee have avery real rolein the appointments
to SIRC. In other words they should have a vetting role as
opposed to just an interview role.

| would certainly be open to any other constructive sugges-
tions the member might have.

Mr. Jack Ramsay (Crowfoot): Madam Speaker, the overrid-
ing question that must be answered regarding the Brian Mcln-
nis—Grant Bristow affair iswhether CSIS and other institutions
of government were politicized by the Brian Mulroney govern-
ment and whether the Mclnnis-Bristow incident was the pre-
meditated extension of that politicization.

Rod Stamler, a former assistant commissioner of the RCMP
has indicated clearly, not only in Paul Palango’s book Above the
Law, but in open line radio programs across the country that the
RCMP was politicized by the Mulroney government and that it
was denied afree hand in the investigation of political and other
corruption in Canada.

When we look for evidence of this very serious allegation we
see several disturbing incidents. We see the accusation of Shelly
Ann Clark about deception and deceit in the Canada—U.S. free
trade deal and her continuous complaint that her concerns were
never fully investigated by the RCMP.

We see the accusation of Glen Kealy of kickback schemesrun
by members of the Mulroney government and in particular the
case of Roch LaSalle which has never been finalized in court.
We also see the case of Alan Eagleson, a close friend of the
former Prime Minister, where detailed evidence of wrongdoing
was placed in the hands of the RCMP, the Metro Toronto Police
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and the Law Society of Upper Canada and absol utely nothing of
consequence was done.

Yet the U.S. justice department, after |ooking at the very same
evidence, havelaid 34 indictments against Mr. Eagleson, issued
awarrant for his arrest, have frozen his American bank account
and have initiated extradition proceedings to have him stand
trial in the United States.

These incidents strongly support the allegations of Mr. Stam-
ler that there has been political interference in the administra-
tion of the RCMP and in the administration of justice, that
politicization of the RCMP under the Mulroney government did
occur and that evidence of wrongdoing by government members
and friends of government was not, and has not, been properly
investigated.

| have been advised by individual s closeto the situation that it
would be much easier to politicize the Canadian Security
Intelligence Service than to politicize the RCMP. When | asked
my sources to explain this | was told that the Solicitor General
has the power under the federal statutes to demand secret and
classified information, including complete files and names of
informants from CSIS.

Thisis supported by the fact that at |east eight boxes of secret
and highly classified documents seized from Brian Mclnnis's
residence came directly from the Solicitor General’s office.
Why does the Solicitor General have to have possession of such
highly secret documents? Why does he have to have possession
of CSIS documents at all?

This is evidence that Doug Lewis, the former Solicitor
General, was directly involved in the operation of CSIS. This
was not an arm’s length relationship. Mr. Lewis was directly
involved.

(1345)

The Canadian Security Intelligence Service Act grants the
Solicitor General full knowledge and power of direction over
the policies, operations and management of CSIS. As well, the
assistant deputy Solicitor Genera sits on the CSIS target
approval and review committee and has direct input into what
groups and individuals are targeted by CSIS.

The questionisto what extent, if any, did the former Solicitor
General politicize CSIS either through the assistant deputy
Solicitor General who sat onthe committee that determined who
and what CSIS was to target or his own direct involvement or
both? This question must be answered.

In the speech the Solicitor General gave in the House today he
attempted to negate the Bloc’s request for a royal commission
hearing into this matter by claiming that SIRC has a mandate to
do the samework. Thisisnot true. SIRC advised the subcommit-
tee looking into this matter that it could not investigate matters
oncethey reached the Solicitor General’soffice. This means that
SIRC has no power whatsoever to determine whether the former
Solicitor General politicized CSIS. This is a central question
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beyond the mandate of SIRC. Was CSIS used for political
purposes under the direction of Doug Lewis?

Therefore, thereis aneed to look not just at this matter but to
look at the whole question of the politicizing of our federal
institutions by the Mulroney government, including CSIS and
the RCMP.

There is the clear suggestion that there has been a deliberate
dismantling of the division of power between those who create
the law and those who administer and enforcethe law. Thisisthe
much broader and more serious question raised by this whole
Mclnnis—Bristow issue and that is has the rule of law been
destroyed or harmed in this country?

Therefore| reject the submission madein thisHouse today by
the present Solicitor General that SIRC can do the job. It is
obvious SIRC cannot look into misuse and abuse of political
powers within the office of the former Solicitor General or any
other institution of government. Therefore its mandate isinade-
quate.

Our hopes must rest with the subcommittee. If the subcom-
mittee fails to get to the bottom of the issue and answer all
relevant questions, the demand for a full scale inquiry will be
justified at that point.

Mr. Derek Lee (Scarborough—Rouge River): Madam
Speaker, | must admit that it was with some surprise that | took
note last night of the opposition motion that aroyal commission
be invoked to deal with a number of allegations that have been
put in the mediaof |ate, over the last month or two, inrelation to
both the mandate of the Canadian Security Intelligence Service
and the security of documentation that emanates from CSIS and
as it might make its way to the minister who reports to this
House for CSIS which is the Solicitor General.

These events out of which the allegations arose took place
two, three, four years ago. In any event, the opposition has made
its motion. Before dealing with the substance of the motion |
would take note, as others perhaps have done before me, that the
use of the word illegal in the motion might be construed as
unparliamentary. That word has been found to be unparliamen-
tary in the past. | recognize the courtesy of the opposition in
changing the wording of the motion earlier today to allegations
of illegal activities.

I would have preferred to see the words allegations of
improper activities because no one has been very particular
about what illegality there might have been.

(1350)

Any illegality there might have been would surely have been
related to the mandate of CSIS. To draw an analogy, if someone
in the department of agriculture decides they are going to do
something involving the Department of Health that is surely not
a matter of illegality per se.

In any event, | will abandon the technical issues and attempt
to speak to the motion.

Other colleagues in the House have noted appropriately the
work of CSIS on behalf of Canadians. CSIS has for 10 years
been carrying on this type of work which involves gathering and
analysis of intelligence and preparation of security clearances,
providing security reports and analysis to other departments of
government.

The member who just spoke referred to a security clearance
by the RCMP. The RCMP does not do security clearances. This
is the job carried out for Canadians by CSIS.

The work of CSIS focuses primarily around what are called
threats to the security of Canada and these defined threats are
outlined in section 2 of the CSI S act and they include espionage
and foreign influenced activities. Sometimes CSIS activity is
described under the category of counter intelligence. Some of
that work includes the so—called spying which occurs in Canada
on the part of some operations of other governments.

There is the area of counter terrorism. Terrorism may or may
not involve aforeign government and there is al so a category of
threat to Canada which we call subversion but in relation to
which the service does not carry on any investigative activity
without the expressed consent of the Solicitor General. The | ast
time we checked here on the parliamentary side we did not find
any ongoing CSIS operations in relation to subversion.

Most of what CSIS does, most of the good work it does, never
gets reported. Because of the nature of the work it does not
prepare press releases every Friday afternoon for consumption
by the mediaor for that matter consumption by anyone. Most of
itsgood work isdone quietly at desks using paper and computers
and good common sense. That work carries on both in making
security assessments and in the gathering of data mostly from
open source. Most of the datait gathers come from open sources
and it also has data that come from other non—open sources
which it gathers using appropriate and legal methods.

It assists both the Government of Canada and generally the
citizenry by keeping an eye on foreign government theft of
industrial secretsand it also keeps an eye on what we would call
foreign meddling, meddling in Canada by governments outside
Canadausing whatever means it wishes. That isprobably abit of
acat and mouse game that goeson in all countries of the world.
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Why does the official opposition request a royal commis-
sion? We have in this country a statute that governs CSIS, a
statute that by comparison to other countries in the world is
relatively modern, up to date, effective.

(1355)

| am not one of those who takes the view that the CSI S statute
is perfect. The record will show that | have attempted to make
constructive comments both in the House and in the CSIS five
year review on ways in which we could alter the CSIS statute. |
point out that not all countries do have statutes that govern their
security intelligence system.

As we speak today, | understand that the people of Great
Britain are about to invoke a statute which was recently passed
and codify astatute which oversees and regul ates thework of the
security agency knownasMI5. That isquite astep for the people
of Great Britain to take. They have never had a statute that
governed the area that James Bond used to work in. They will
then develop their statute as they see fit.

Australia has a foreign intelligence gathering agency which
has no statute. | believe that everyonein the agency isemployed
by contract to one person and that person is employed by their
government. A single person constitutes this particular agency.
There is no statute that would confirm or deny even the
existence of the operations which that agency carries out.

In addition to our statute which has a series of sections that
oversees and monitors what CSIS does, we have the Security
Intelligence Review Committee, SIRC, whosejobitisto review
all of thework of CSIS, all of thework done under its mandate,
to make sure that work is done within the law and efficaciously.
There is a whole range of challenges there for the Security
Intelligence Review Committee.

The Speaker: It being 2 p.m., pursuant to Standing Order
30(5), the House will now proceed to statements by members,
pursuant to Standing Order 31.

STATEMENTSBY MEMBERS
[English]

DOMINIC CARDILLO

Mr. Janko Peric (Cambridge): Mr. Speaker, | would like to
join my colleagues from Kitchener and Waterloo in paying
homage to Kitchener Mayor Dominic Cardillo.

Dominic Cardillo is being honoured today by the citizens of
Kitchener for his tremendous contribution to their city. He was
first elected as alderman in 1963 and has served as mayor of
Kitchener for the last 11 years. Such longevity during a time
when politicians are not very popular is a testament to Dom'’s
integrity and hard work.
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Mayor Cardillo must be congratulated for his tireless promo-
tion of the interests of Kitchener. During his tenure Kitchener
has grown in population and has matured as a city. His greatest
achievement isthe new city hall which provides astrong, people
oriented focus to the municipal government and downtown
Kitchener.

Dom Cardillo has been amodel civic leader whose dedication
to the interests of his constituents will long be remembered.
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[Translation]

DEFENCE CONVERSION

Mr. Yves Rocheleau (Trois-Riviéres): Mr. Speaker, in the
red book, the Liberal Party promised to support defence conver-
sion. However, this promise applies only to the English—speak-
ing provinces, as the CNTU revealed yesterday.

The Maritime provinces, which lost 3,000 jobs when military
bases were closed, have now received $20 million to help
diversify their economy. Quebec lost nearly 1,000 jobs as a
result of similar cuts and received a meagre $200,000.

Furthermore, during the past four years, Quebec’'s defence
industry lost 7,000 jobs and is still waiting for the federal
government to adjust Defence Industry Productivity Program.

Thisis one more example of theinjustice doneto Quebec. The
Prime Minister’s only concern ishow to put Quebec in itsplace,
and he is doing a good job of it.

[English]

YORKTON—MELVILLE

Mr. Garry Breitkreuz (Yorkton—Melville): Mr. Speaker, |
am proud to report that this past week the 10th Annual Canadian
Student Leadership Conference was held in my riding of York-
ton—Melville. This conference originated 10 years ago in
Yorkton and has been growing ever since.

This year over 1,000 high school delegates and |eaders came
from every province and territory in Canada, and even some
students from south of the border. It was an opportunity for them
to share their experiences with other student leaders and to
encourage one another in achieving their dreams.

At the same time as the student leadership conference, the
first annual Canadian high school finals rodeo championship
was held in Yorkton as well. This rodeo was also a highly
successful event and | am proud to report that the best high
school rodeo team is from Saskatchewan.

The top male high school champion was Jason Resch from
Saskatchewan and the top female high school rodeo champion
was Kelly Rood, also from Saskatchewan. Let us tip our hats to
our future l