creases. According to those figures, the
salary of a Member of Parliament is 25
per cent lower than average in the pri-
vate sector. It would also appear that in-
creases in Members’ salaries are twice as
slow. Therefore, the report recom-
mended that the basic salary be raised
from $30,600 to $45,000 in 1983.

Furthermore, the Commission
decided that the Members’ expense al-
lowance ($13,500) be cut in half for the
following reasons: the allowance is
unpopular, and is also unnecessary for
members living in the National Capital
Area who do not have to travel as often
as those from more remote areas, and do
not have to rent a second apartment or a
second riding office. The expenses for
members from remote areas should be
directly paid for by Parliament upon
submission of bills.

The report then evaluated the
salaries of ministers and other elected
officials. It concluded they are often
lower than those of provincial ministers.
Furthermore, these salaries are a mere
pittance when compared with senior
management of large corporations.
Since the responsibility borne by Minis-
‘ters is greater than that of their opposite
numbers at the provincial level and
senior management. The report recom-
mended that ministerial salaries be
significantly increased.

Finally, the report recommended
that the salary of Senators be raised by
approximately half of the increase
recommended for members. No justifi-
cation was given for this difference
except that a number of proposals for
Senate reform are currently under dis-
cussion and until such time as future
reforms are clarified it would be difficult
for the Commission to recommend
significant increases.

Michel Magnant

Political and Social Affairs Division
Research Branch

Library of Parliament

Parliament, Policy and Representation,
edited by Harold D. Clarke, Colin
Campbell, F.Q. Quo, and Arthur God-
dard, Toronto, Methuen, 1980, XXV
and 325 PP.

During the two years before the 1979
election there were three major confer-
ences on representation in Canada: one
at York University in 1977; one at
Victoria in 1978; and one at Simon
Fraser early in 1979. The major papers
from the York conference were pub-
lished in a special issue of Legislative
Studies Quarterly. The proceedings of
the Victoria conference were issued by
the Institute for Research on Public
Policy under the title, The Legislative
Process in Canada: The Need for
Reform. Now we have the product of
the Simon Fraser conference.

Not every conference of parlia-
mentarians and professors is successful.
Most parliamentarians are far more
interested in getting on with the game
than in studying its theory and rules,
and professors sometimes fail to distin-
guish between technical research papers
— suitable to be pondered and dissected
by erudite colleagues — and addresses
interesting to the public. From the
present volume it is impossible to say
whether the Simon Fraser conference
was a great success. The editors decided
to put together a book based on a selec-
tion of papers from the conference and
to supplement them with specially
commissioned chapters. Which were
conference papers is not shown. As the

. editors state, their intention was to

produce a book which would be useful
for undergraduates.

In our era, when the political
strength — as distinct from the legal
authority — of the central government
of Canada seems to be declining, the
first four papers are enlightening,
although not cheering. While Parlia-
ment as an institution still has a high
place in the public mind, the individual
Canadian member is regarded as a poor
performer by the public. More and more
staff help has been provided for

members; yet the notion that they “soon
loose touch” has become more preva-
lent. Surveys show that few Canadian
members — in sharp contrast to U.S.
congressmen — attract either attention
or trust. In part — see the paper by
Anthony Westell — this may be due to
the adversarial role now taken on by
Canadian newsmen. In part — see the
piece by Kornberg and Wolfe — it may
be due to the emphasis of the news-
papers on the Prime Minister and on
elections, an emphasis so strong that in
the public mind “the Prime Minister and
elections are Parliament.”

Members are fully aware of the
hostility and irresponsibility of many
reporters. This was one reason why the
TV cameras were brought into the
House of Commons in October, 1977.
Unfortunately, over two-thirds of the.
early reactions to broadcasts were nega-
tive: in one poll over 40 per cent of those
interviewed said that the proceedings
were ‘“long, boring, uninteresting,
childish, rude.” Price and Clarke, the
authors of “Television and the House of
Commons,” conclude that the bad
impression created by what is broadcast
is “potentially very serious.”

It is notable that higher educated
Canadians show a more favourable atti-
tude towards their representatives than
does the average citizen. But most
students in most Canadian schools and
colleges learn very little about the
governing of their country, as the
Symons Commission on Canadian
Studies showed. (In contrast, many
American students learn a great deal
about American government.) Is it any
wonder that viewers who understand
almost nothing about Parliament are
led by the clips from the Question
Period to think of Parliament as a bear-~
pit?

Two papers — one by Kenneth
Kernaghan and one by Audrey Doerr —
deal directly with ministerial account-
ability. Both caution us against changes
that would tend to shift the task of
governing away from the ministers to
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the private members. Kernaghan distin-
guishes between the principle that a
minister must resign whenever his offi-
cials make a serious mistake and a
second principle, that its minister
always is answerable in Parliament fora
department’s conduct. The former, he
finds, no longer is realistic, but the latter
remains central to our system of govern-
ment. By changes designed to make the
answerability of public servants “com-
mensurate with their power in the politi-
cal process” — he does not worry about
having them explain estimates and the
like — we would bring about a constitu-
tional revolution.

Doerr agrees. She concentrates on
the desirability of greater contact
between the House and the public
servants, but stops short of a constitu-
tional reconstruction. Her main empha-
sis is on the need for a standing commit-
tee to review the operation of Crown
corporations and a standing committee
on expenditures.

No one interested in procedural
reform should pass over Paul Thomas’
paper, “Parliament and the Purse
Strings”. The most controversial proce-
dural question in Ottawa since 1963 has
been the business of supply; one can
speculate that the view that the
Trudeau government could not manage
the treasury contributed to its near
defeat in 1972 and to its defeat in 1979.
The Official Opposition’s persistent
condemnation of the abolition (in 1968)
of the Committee of Supply contributed
to the view prevalent throughout the
1970s that the Liberals had no interest
whatsoever in controlling expenditure.
And, of course, the truth of the matteris
that the House still has not achieved a
satisfactory procedure for dealing with
the financial aspect of supply business.

The Committee of Supply was a
political forum; it did virtually nothing
to control expenditure. One unforseen
result of the new (1968) procedures, by
which the estimates now are sent to the
standing committees, was to reveal that
the House had virtually no effective
control — as distinct from legal control

— on the purse strings. Perhaps the
House is prepared to settle for legal
control; perhaps not. If not, Thomas’
paper is good reading for reformers. He

-provides an impartial description of the

pre-1968 supply rules, and of the new
regime. He recognizes that the House
was and is exercising very little manage-
ment and strategy control. What is
more, he makes reform proposals which
are realistic.

Should the Clark government
have fired more mandarins? Survey
findings reported by Brodie and
Macnaughton show that civil servants
and Liberal MPs tend to have far less
confidence in “free enterprise” and “the
market” than have PC members. The
proposition, “The government which
governs least governs best,” evoked
agreement from 549 of the PC members
surveyed, in contrast to agreement from
199% of the Liberal members and agree-
ment from 209% of the civil servants sur-
veyed. Does this mean, as the authors
seem to think, that — given the fact that
the Liberals have been the dominant
party since 1935 — the civil servants
have been liberalized?

Or is it, one may ask, that the
Liberals have been educated, converted,
taken over by the experienced, profes-
sional civil servants? The struggles
within the Clark government, as de-
scribed in The Discipline of Power, lead
one to suppose that a party long out of
office is likely to adopt beliefs and to
make commitments which are unrealis-
tic, and that once in office it has either to
keep its commitments regardless of the
consequences or to move close to the
views of the civil service (and the former
government). Is not that a part of the
out-party syndrome? In addition, one
may ask if there is not a connection be-
tween the substantive difference
between the PCs and the civil servants
and the recent irruption of concern
about mandarin irresponsibility.

The second last paper, by Norman
C. Thomas, shows that the solution to
Canada’s basic constitutional problem
— dwindling confidence in our system

" Clarke,

of government — is not to be found in
Washington. From there, we look good!

Two of the editors, Campbell and
close the book with some
thoughts on reform. Public support is
waning because unpopular policies and
bad administration are blamed largely
on bureaucrats, whom our system
presently places beyond responsibility
to Parliament. In short, these editors
share the opinion, not new but recently
epidemic among politicians and profes-
sors, that the mandarins now exercise
far too much power, and do so irrespon-
sibly. Whether they are right or wrong s
debatable — and that debate is not
helped by the formal distinction
between power and influence — but that
this opinion is very common seems
beyond refutation. It is an opinion
which, right or wrong, is profoundly
dangerous, especially when govern-
ments cannot avoid unpopular deci-
sions. Campbell and Clarke propose
some remedies. Query: now that “the
government party” is back in place, and
with a majority, will the ministers and
mandarins assume that all is well with
this aspect of the constitution? The
message of most of these papers is that
to do so would be a mistake.

As provincial governments be-
come more and more powerful vis-g-vis
Ottawa professors will have to pay more
attention to them. This book contains
three pieces which serve to whet the ap-
petite: one on how provincial legislators
come to their views of their roles; one on
the development of provincial legisla-
tures from political arenas to policy-
shaping bodies; and one on private
members in Ontario as links between the
citizens and their provincial govern-
ment. Legislators, provincial and
federal alike, will be pleased to learn
that faithful case work on pensions,
passports, efc. does count on the day of
judgement.

John B. Stewart
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