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before engaging in debate or making representations to a
minister, for example. It does not go any further. For
example, proposai 15 on page 34, wbich covers the situa-
tion, simply states:

In any debate of the House or its committees or transactions or
comnmunications which a member may have with other members or
senators or with ministers or servants of the Crown, he shall disclose
any relevant pecuniary interest or benefit ho may have when that
interest or benefit is not shared in common with ail other persons or
particular groupa in society.

That is ail one finds in the green paper witb regard to
the financial interest of members of parliament, other
than interest in a company which bas a contract or agree-
ment with the goverfiment. The committee will bave to
consider very earnestiy wbetber tbe green paper wiil be
satisfactory to, the Canadian people in this respect.

The green paper basically foiiows what I understand to
be the British approach rather than the United States
practice of requiring disclosure. But how does a member of
pariiament live up to the provision that, before engaging
in debate, he shouid deciare bis financial interest, if any?
Does be stand up in a debate on the budget, for example,
which may have sometbing to do with corporate taxation
and reel off a list of the sbares be owns? Does he say, "I
bave three shares in Bell Canada, two sbares in the Royal
Bank of Canada," and so on down the line? Is this really a
practicai way of proceeding?

Lt wouid be very inelegant, to say the least, as f ar as
debate is concerned. Some of my wealthier friends oppo-
site migbt take baif an bour to list tbeir holdings before
tbey could even begin to talk about the subject before
tbem. As I say, I do not thsnk it is a practicai way in wbich
to proceed and I doubt wbetber the government could
have been very serious in putting it forward. The commit-
tee wiil bave to be a littie more serious about this subject
than the government.

Personaily, 1 bave bad to face this question since I came
here as a member of parliament and Leader of the Opposi-
tion. The potentialities for conflict of interest are much
more rife here than they are in a provincial legisiature.
For example, with respect to the question put to me by the
Solicitor General, I found I confronted a potential conflict
of interest on many questions before the House as long as
I had any shares in a corporation of which I had knowl-
edge. This was hecause so many questions come before the
House affecting the value of investments. This is obvious
in the case of companies which are regulated by the
government or by an agency of the government. Lt appiies
also, of course, to any company whicb is subjeci to the tax
laws of parliament with respect to which changes are
proposed from time to time.

I am flot suggesting that the stand appropriate to the
Leader of the Opposition must apply to other members of
the opposition. My responsibiiities are, presumably, some-
wbat different from those of a member of the opposition
wbo is not the Leader of the Opposition. But I, personally,
came to the conclusion that there were only two options
appropriate for me as Leader of the Opposition-eitber
full disclosure of ail investments held by me, my wife and
my minor cbildren, or a blind trust with respect to my
holdings, my wife's holdings and anything owned by a
minor child.

Conflict of Interest

Soine hon. Memnbers: Hear, hear!

Mr'. Stanfield: I decided in favour of a blind trust for a
number of reasons, the most important of wbich was this:
if my wife bas some pruperty, why must ber privacy be
invaded to the extent of ber having to disclose what those
holdings might be? And why sbould a young person be,
perhaps, embarrassed to some extent by the public disclo-
sure of information which really bas notbing to do with
any conflict of interest? So I opted in favour of a blind
trust; and I must say to ail hon. members that there are
disadvantages involved in a blind trust. I get a report
twice a year of tbe net value of the investments held for
me by the trustee. In conditions such as we bave
experienced this year, I must say I am glad 1 have no
knowledge of wbat the trustee is holding, because some of
the tbings I beld at the time of the transfer are, to put it
mildly, less valuable today than tbey were wben they
were transferred. I am expecting a letter-I hope it does
not come tbis December 31 in wbicb the trustee will say
sometbing like this, "Mr. Stanfield, we bave some good
news for you and some bad news. We will give you the bad
news first. Tbe assets we hoid for you are now wortbless.
The good news is that we can assure you that this hap-
pened witbout any conflict of interest being involved."

Somne hon. Memnbers: Ob, ob!

Mr'. Stanfield: I do not suggest-and I repeat this-that
my bon. friends sbouid necessarily be subject to the stand-
ard appropriate for myself as Leader of tbe Opposition
and, certainly, appropriate to members of the government.
But we must recognize that potential conflicts of interest
go beyond holding investments in companies which have
contracts or agreements witb the government. That is
surely an old-fasbioned approacb to the question as to
wbat constitutes a conflict of interest. The committee
members must ask themseives how practical and effective
an answer to this problem is proposal No. 15 in tbis green
paper. The committee will bave to strike a balance when it
consîders the question of conflict of interest for members
of the House who do not bold office in the government or
the responsibility that I assume I bave. The committee
will not wisb to discourage unduly Canadians from seek-
ing entry into parliament by causing candidates to pay toc,
higb a price for membership in this House.

0 (16m0)

How f ar the committee ougbt to travel toward the posi-
tion taken by the New York Times, as quoted on page 5 of
tbe green paper, is a question the committee wiil have to
consider pretty carefully and, 1 suggest, with some cau-
tion. In an editorial on August 26, 1970, the New York
Times bad this to say:

What la needed is an acceptance of the fact that election to the House
or Senate ...

This is in the United States.

... like appolntmnent to the cabinet. mneans otten accepting a fuil-time
job and a total commitment to public service. That means no director-
ships, no law practice, no outaîde business intereats, and ail invest-
ments put in trust until the individual returna to private lite. Disclo-
sure is not enough, divorce is the only answer. Until the line is clearly,
irrevocably drawn, members of the House and Senate..
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