his province, and both are better for
it.

Inevitably, this biography ends
on a tragic note. The 1987 New
Brunswick election was an unmiti-
gated disaster. Not since Walter M.
Lea took every seat in the thirty
member P.EI legislature in 1935
had there been a total electoral
sweep in Canada.

It is always more difficult to ex-
plain elections than to predict them.
The authors suggest that there was
a blending of Hatfield’s personal
and political life. AsIread about the
identification of the man and the
position, I could not but think of
Louis XIV’s dictum, “L’état c’est
moi.” It may be that innuendos,
smears, and uncertainties about his
lifestyle brought on the terrible po-
litical annihilation of 1987. But was
there not more to it than that?

Richard Hatfield was anything
but a hypocrite or a phoney. Nor
were New Brunswickers the great-
est prudes on earth. As the book
reports, his fellow citizens seemed
proud that he could get to Mont-
martre without asking the way.
* Other political leaders seem to get
a ~ay with personal idiosyncrasies.
Vas the big failure solely that of the
man, or was it also that of the party?

Of course, Hatfield ran one elec-
tion too many. Here he was unlike
Brian Mulroney who, despite those
about him counselling otherwise,
chose the wiser course for his
party’s and his own sake.

As the authors put it, “The re-
maining years of his government
read like the log of a sinking ship.”
(p- 213) "“The Conservatives went
into the election like lemmings
headed for the sea.” (p. 222) No mat-
ter who the leader, a political party
is more than a leader. Did no one
rotice that it is generally dangerous
to delay an election too long? Was
there no concern about the delay in

ratifying Meech, of which Hatfield
was an ardent supporter?

This book will prompt further
and deep reflections on the manand
the Hatfield era. It merits careful
study and reflection.

Heath Macquarrie
The Senate (Ottawa)

L

Making Government Work, Public
Policy Forum, Ottawa, June 23,
1993, 17 pages.

n June 23, 1993 two days before
Oa new Prime Minister was
sworn into office the Public Policy
Forum which describes itself as a
“non-partisan organization
dedicated to excellence in the way
Canada is governed.” issued a short
paper entitled Making Government
Work. The Forum was established in
1987 to promote better relations
between the private and public
sectors and to identify measures to
improve the functioning of
government. The Forum' is
sponsored by over 90 private sector
organizations representing a broad
range of private sector activities as
well as by the governments of
Canada, British Columbia and
Ontario.

The Steering Committee for this
project consisted of thirty individu-
als ranging from the President and
CEO of The Royal Bank of Canada
to a former lobbyist now Chief of
Staff to Prime Minister Campbell.
Small wonder the project elicited
support from some 21 organizations
contributing $100,000 in cash or
services for round table discussions
in various cities (none of which
seems to have resulted in any pub-
lished records) to consider the rea-

sons Canadians have lost faith in
their institutions and their politi-
cians.

The best part of the report is the
opening sentence, born perhaps out
of sober experience by so many Fo-
rum members who sided with the
YES committee in the recent Cana-
dian constitutional wars. “We do
not believe that good process auto-
matically guarantees sound public
policy, but we are sure that sound
policy is seldom the result of bad
process.”

The twenty-four recommenda-
tions that follow are grouped into
several areas — better public partici-
pation, increased public-private
sector co-operation, opening up the
budget process, parliamentary re-
form, cultural change in the public
service and public awareness. Un-
fortunately there is little meat on the
bones. The report acknowledges
that most of its suggestions have
been proposed by various govern-
ments, parliamentary committees
and Royal Commissions in recent
years thus inferring there is little
need for elaboration. The real mes-
sage that comes through this terse
report is that members of the Forum
are all busy people and do not have
time to read long studies. Anyone
who is anyone in this country
knows the problems so why waste
valuable time explaining things to
the uninitiated.

In terms of parliamentary reform
the Forum calls for less party disci-
pline, greater division of chairman-
ships between government and
opposition, establishing a roster
system for Ministerial attendance at
Question Period and advance notice
of questions. The Forum also calls
for legislation to be referred to com-
mittee before the House has given
approval in principle and for crea-
tion of a Standing Committee of the
House on the Public Service as well
as establishment of a mechanism for
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formal exchanges between the pri-
vate and public sector.

This idea that the public sector
has much to learn from the private
service is a sub theme running
through the report like a self evident
truth that requires no justification or
argumentation. It does little to en-
hance the report’s credibility.

The average Canadian will see
this report for what it is — another
bit of handy work by the Canadian
establishment whose view of public
policy and national interest is very
much tied to their own pocketbook.
A more interesting question is how
members of Parliament elected after
the next election choose to tackle the
problems articulated by the Forum.
Will they look to the Governmentor
to the private sector for the answer?
Will they understand that parlia-
mentarians are the only ones who
can reform Parliament and the most
probable path would start with their
own officer, the Speaker of the
House of Commons.

The last time public disillusion-
ment with parliament was so low
was in the early 1960s. Speaker Alan

Macnaughton was instrumental in

initiating and bringing to fruition a.

wide range of parliamentary re-
forms that transformed the House
and brought it into the modern era.
As we wrestle with postmodernism
a similar effort is going to be re-
quired.

Since 1986 the House of Com-
mons has elected its Speaker by se-
cret ballot making the Presiding
Officer potentially much stronger
than pre-1986 Speakers. John Fraser
the first and only person elected by
this method used the strengthened
office to make many administrative
changes and some memorable rul-
ings. But he did not involve himself
in the rough and tumble debate over
parliamentary reform.

As long as we have a parliamen-
tary form of government the
Speaker of the House will never
have the power of his counterpart in
the United States House of Repre-
sentatives. But members of the new
Parliament can and should look to
the new Speaker for leadership in
many of the areas of parliamentary
reform highlighted by the Forum.

He or she can use the prestige and
authority of the Speaker’s Office to
suggest the establishment of appro-
priate mechanisms. He or she can
use the discretionary powers of the
Chair to establish a new approach to
time allocation. The new Speaker,
with help from members, can en-
sure that the distinction between
Second Reading, Third Reading and
Report stage are respected.

The Report of the Public Policy
Forum makes no mention of a role
of the Speaker of the House in Mak-
ing Government Work. It does not
recognize the elementary point that
Government has little incentive to
change the rules of the parliamen-
tary game. Only an activist Speaker
working on behalf of all members
and in a broader sense on behalf of
all Canadians is likely to put into
motion the kind of reforms needed
to restore confidence in Canadian
parliament and Canadian politics.

Gary Levy
Editor
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