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finally, subversive activities aimed at destroying the democratic 
system.

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.

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.

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

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.

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.

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 McDonald 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.

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, as well 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 leaders of 
recognized opposition parties in the House of commons. We will 
see that it is not always the case. Its role is to review CSIS 
operations and to report to the minister and Parliament.
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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.

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 almost 
nothing.

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.

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

CSIS members seem to have trouble with the definition of 
lawful advocacy. In any case, if the past is any 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 the right to call 
for a royal commission of inquiry.

Do you think I 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.

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


