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the case goes to the Supreme
Administrative Board or the Parliamentary
Ombudsman. The final decision rests with
the Minister.

The Canadian government has already
made a move in the direction of the U.S.
model concerning access to personal files
in government departments and agencies.
It will give an individual the right to
request, inspect and correct personal files.

“Democratic progress requires the ready
availability of true and complete

information”

This means erroneous or misleading
information will be corrected. It is not yet
clear whether this proposed act will allow
groups access to their files or whether the
individual has the right of appeal if denied
access to the file.

What a freedom of information act
would do is to bring about accountability.
Politicians and bureaucrats would be held
accountable to the public for their acts. In
1964, before entering politics, Trudeau
used to speak of participatory democracy.

Itnow remains to be seen if “right to know"’

legislation will be passed by a
“no comment” government

“Democratic progress requires the
ready availability of true and complete
information. In this way people can
objectively evaluate the government's

policies. To act otherwise is to give way to
despotic secrecy,” he said.

The proposed legislation., if and when it
comes, will indicate whether Trudeau will
hold to his thinking. It seems with the
ascendancy to power of any government
the urge to withhold information and to
protect bureaucratic secrets grows. It now
remains to be seen if ‘“‘right to know"
legislation will be passed by a ‘“no
comment’ government,

The most radical Act, in the opinion of most

experts in the field, would be one that simply

stated all information is freely available
to the public, as part of the basic

“right to know."




