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At that time, as an individual member, I 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, I would like to recognize the
very important role that the member opposite has played in
establishing that subcommittee. He has been the driving force. I
must say I have had a crash course in CSIS since notification
that this motion was coming forward.
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I would like to see permanence of that standing subcommittee
through legislative authority. I would also like to see the
standing subcommittee have a very real role in the appointments
to SIRC. In other words they should have a vetting role as
opposed to just an interview role.

I 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 is whether CSIS and other institutions
of government were politicized by the Brian Mulroney govern-
ment and whether the McInnis-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 a free 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 schemes run
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
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former Prime Minister, where detailed evidence of wrongdoing
was placed in the hands of the RCMP, the Metro Toronto Police
and the Law Society of Upper Canada and absolutely nothing of
consequence was done.

Yet the U.S. justice department, after looking at the very same
evidence, have laid 34 indictments against Mr. Eagleson, issued
a warrant 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.

I have been advised by individuals close to the situation that it
would be much easier to politicize the Canadian Security
Intelligence Service than to politicize the RCMP. When I asked
my sources to explain this I 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.

This is supported by the fact that at least 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.
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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 General sits on the CSIS target
approval and review committee and has direct input into what
groups and individuals are targeted by CSIS.

The question is to what extent, if any, did the former Solicitor
General politicize CSIS either through the assistant deputy
Solicitor General who sat on the 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



