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Welcome to the new and improved C2C Journal! 
Now in our fifth year, you will soon see more 

web-based essays, book reviews and commentaries in 
addition to our quarterly issues. However as always, 
this newest issue continues C2C’s other goal of 
providing thoughtful writers a chance to pierce through 
the internet’s information overload and provide high-
quality essays on topics of critical interest in a magazine 

format.
Thus, Kostas Sasmatzoglou writes from Brussels on why Canada’s 

Conservative party should re-engage with Europe at the highest levels. 
Andrea Mrozek reviews a new book on the disappearance of 160 million 
females around the world—an epidemic of death that dwarfs even the AIDS 
tragedy. Niels Veldhuis and Amela Karabegovic ponder why unions lack 
transparency. And Ottawa columnist John Robson takes an eagle-eye of the 
federal government and where it might go in the year ahead.  

On behalf the editorial board, our sincere thanks to Gwyn Morgan and 
Patricia Trottier for their continuing generous sponsorship of C2C Journal. 
We also want to thank the Manning Centre for Building Democracy which 
provided seed money at the Journal’s inception. Good ideas and great writers 
need a podium and they have helped to provide that. A sincere thank you is 
also due to the past chairman of the editorial board, Prof. Benjamin Perrin of 
UBC, who has stepped down from the C2C's  board to spend more time with 
his expanding young family. Ben was critical to the Journal’s success over the 
past five years and also responsible for publishing a collection of C2C essays 
on human trafficking. That issue, from 2010, was our most important one ever 
published. We wish Ben continued success and wish all our readers a very 
enjoyable autumn. We hope you like the new design and improved website at 
www.c2cjournal.ca.  

- Mark Milke is chair of the C2C Journal editorial board
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By John Robson

After a decade organizing a viable alternative 
to the Liberals and five years of difficult 
manoeuvrings in a minority Conservative 

government, the Harper Tories have their majority 
and may be tempted to think they have arrived. But 
political success is fleeting; they would be wise to seize 
the moment to make the actual conservative changes 
they went into politics to bring about.

People may “go into politics” to “make changes”. 
But the particular party or movement they choose 
is determined by what they think makes for good 
government and a healthy society as well as those 
things they think harmful. 

People attracted to the conservative cause generally 
hold three key ideas. First, people are better off 
making decisions for themselves rather than having 

others decide for them. Second, freedom is not only 
worth defending but it is also generally in need of 
defence against foreign attack, domestic subversion 
and intellectual erosion. Third, experience is worth 
more than abstraction, so we should only move away 
from the tried and true when a clear and compelling 
case exists for a departure from tradition. 

The relative importance conservatives attach to 
each of these ideas determines whether particular 
conservatives are primarily fiscal conservatives, social 
conservatives or hawks and how easily they coexist 
with the others. Abstract principles only take you so 
far.

Anyone who succeeds in gaining power does so 
at a particular moment in time under particular 
circumstances that make one of these ideas more 
relevant and require it to be applied in a specific way. 
Once political realities and temperament are taken into 
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account, the most compelling need for conservatives is 
to cut spending, flatten taxes, reform health care and 
rebuild Canada’s defences.

These are bold proposals. But when people invest a 
decade or more of their lives in political engagement 
it is because they want to make major improvements. 
While purists observing from outside may be tempted 
to urge unrealistically drastic changes (I have 
been accused of this), the opposite danger haunts 
partisans. Long immersion 
in political tactics can lead 
them to flinch from any 
decisive proposal and, to 
avoid overcommitment on 
all fronts, to squander the 
frequently brief period in 
which a new government 
can really make a difference.

Purists vs. partisans
Purists like me are of 

course frustrated at the 
timidity with which the 
Tories have approached 
some is-sues and the vigorous 
manner in which they have 
gone exactly the wrong way 
on others. 

The apologists/parti-
sans often say the tactical 
requirements of a minority 
explain why they let 
spending explode while 
offering minor tax breaks 
to every imaginable vot-ing 
faction. But what begins as 
expedience can too readily 
be-come habit, then re-flex.

My first piece of advice 
is “therefore, be bold”. But 
focus on things the Harper 
Conservatives really might do in the short term, i.e., in 
the next year.

pragmatism, I accept it and move on from social to 
fiscal issues. (I am treating human trafficking as a 
foreign policy issue rather than a social issue even 
though it too often includes a ghastly sexual com-
ponent.)

Dumb down and flatten taxes
So-called fiscal conservatives are gen-erally in favour 

of free markets as well as sound public finances. But at 
this point, their most 
urgent attention must go 
to the latter. Federal 
government revenue and 
expend-iture problems 
con-stitute a more serious 
crisis than does the ex-
cessive burden of 
regulation, so pol-iticians 
with only so much time, 
energy and staff should 
focus on tax and spending 
questions.

First, a reform of the tax 
system is a serious 
possibility because few 
people like taxes and 
nobody likes complex gov-
ernment. Most Can-adians 
do not know that the 
Income Tax Act is 2,902 
pages long, but they are 
not surprised when they 
discover it. 

It is fashionable on the right these days to regard 
certain kinds of income as more conducive to growth 
than other kinds, and particularly to favour income 
from savings and to try to encourage that kind of 
income. But the government has neither the wisdom 
nor the moral right to subordinate citizens’ judgement 
about how to live to some larger collective good.

The government 
spends far too much 
time worrying about 
exactly how Canadians 
earn specific bits of 
their income and which 
bits should be gently 

encouraged or discouraged. This should not be any of 
its business. 

For starters, I assume that from either expedience 
or conviction this government will do nothing about 
the so-called social issues (actually those related to 
gender). It will take no meaningful steps to affirm 
traditional marriage, let alone restrict abortion 
at any point during pregnancy. I find this position 
disappointing, but, in tempering my boldness with 
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However, governments, especially conservative 
ones, ought to tax only to fund spending and, therefore, 
do it in ways that change citizens’ behaviour as little as 
possible. The time and energy dedicated to tax-related 
accounting alone, to say nothing of the way wealthy 
individuals and corporations change their behaviour, 
is a big loss to the country with no discernible benefit.

Ideally, the federal government should bring in a flat 
tax of around 15 per cent on all earned income. If that is 
too much to ask, the government 
should (as Charles Lammam 
and Niels Veldhuis of the Fraser 
Institute have suggested) reduce 
the four tax brackets to two, one 
for income over $250,000 and 
one for everyone else. It should 
allow income splitting for all 
families to eliminate the current 
bias against couples in which 
one partner has significantly 
higher income. 

The government should 
also make a serious effort 
to eliminate the different 
treatment of different kinds of 
income for both individuals and 
corporations. The Income Tax 
Act is too long even for lawyers 
and accountants; it is up to 
Canadians to decide the best 
way to conduct our affairs and 
government should then collect 
a fair share of that income in 
as neutral a way as possible. So 
there is no reason this Act need 
exceed 100 pages.

Avoid a fiscal “vacation” a la 
Greece 

Second, a reform of spending 
is a serious possibility because 
it is an urgent necessity. In this 
area, the government must, before it does anything 
else, put aside in their private counsels the necessary 
political claim that having wisely raised spending 
to offset the recession, it now has everything under 

government has not made the kinds of hard choices 
the Chrétien Liberals made in the 1990s or that the 
deteriorating demographic situation makes such 
choices more rather than less urgent. It is essential 
to consider the debt and deficit crises now wracking 
Greece, Ireland, Portugal, Britain and the United States, 
among others, to understand the extent to which the 
welfare state is overcommitted.

The Minister of Finance and his colleagues must 

}Ideally, the 
federal government 
should bring 
in a flat tax of 
around 15 per 
cent on all earned 
income. If that is 
too much to ask, 
the government 
should (as Charles 
Lammam and Niels 
Veldhuis of the 
Fraser Institute 
have suggested) 
reduce the four tax 
brackets to two, 
one for income 
over $250,000 and 
one for everyone 
else.~

request a series of charts to 
summarize the fiscal problem. 
One should demonstrate 
spending on the major social 
programs over the past 50 years; 
another should show what that 
spending will do over the next 
30 years at the same average 
rate of increase, and; a third 
should show what it will do 
given the probable impact of an 
aging population on the CPP and 
health care. They must then add 
to those charts a depiction of 
what federal revenue has done 
over the past half-century and 
what it is likely to do if nothing 
changes except the share of the 
working population.

control and will deliver a balanced budget in the 

fullness of time. 

It is not enough to note, though it is true, that the 

As part of this plan, in the name of fairness as well as 
prudence, the government must reform public sector 
pension plans, so that over time they match those of 
the private sector. It should do so while keeping as 

The impact of these charts will 
be to show the public what one 
hopes the politicians privately 
understand, namely that the 
present course is unsustainable 
under any rational assumptions 
about economic growth. So 
once they are digested within 
government, Jim Flaherty 
must go before the public and 
present them; he should also 
deliver a plan to reduce the rate 
of spending so that it does not 
cross the revenue line on its 

way toward 100 per cent of the GDP. This plan must 
necessarily involve raising the rate of retirement 
(which is, by the way, a good recommendation on its 
own).



6                            Volume 5, Issue 3

many of the contractual promises to current retirees 
and long-service public employees as it can. While 
difficult, this task is quite simple compared with the 
main spending challenge: health care.

Tackle the elephant in the fiscal room: health care
In this area, the situation is almost too grim to 

contemplate. The natural inclination of practical 
politicians is to shy away from health-care reform 
after they promise to spend more than anyone else 
promises. But this strategy is inadvisable even in 
partisan terms. If the 
Tories wish to become, and 
think they have become, 
the natural governing 
party, they must face the 
issue at some point. I 
suggest now, when it is 
frightening, rather than 
several years from now, 
when it will be terrifying 
and will make a mockery 
of their efforts to stabilize 
the federal budget.

In 2004, when health 
spending passed 40 
per cent of provincial 
program spending, many 
voices warned that it 
was unsustainable. But 
nothing happened, except 
the federal government 
threw money at it. As a 
result, health spending 
reached 46 per cent 
of provincial program 
spending in Ontario by 
2009 (other provinces 
ranged from 36 to 49 per 
cent). We cannot simply 
continue to increase 
spending in relative as well as absolute terms in this 
fashion, and the federal government does no one any 
favours by facilitating a further deterioration in the 
situation with emergency funding.

significant funding increases for five years, and the 
annual 6 per cent promised by the Grits and Tories 
in the last election, followed by cuts twice that large 
for the next five years. In return, the provinces should 
be freed from the antique straitjacket of the Canada 
Health Act (CHA) and its five dogmas of universality, 
portability, accessibility, comprehensiveness and 
public administration.

Instead, it should free up provinces to experiment 
with market-like mechanisms. Opportunity knocks 
here because the 10-year Canada Health Accord on 
federal funding for the provinces expires in 2014. The 
federal government should offer a 10-year deal with 

central planning that 
ought to be anathema to 
conservatives especially 
those who like the 
Prime Minister have 
solid backgrounds in 
economics. The CHA is 
more than a quarter-
century old, is directly 
contrary to conservative 
principles, does not work, 
is an affront to the spirit 
and arguably the letter 
of our constitution and it 
frustrates citizens.

Whack the Equalization 
Program

On a less horrifying 
note, the Tories should 
also dramatically sim-
plify and reduce the 
Equalization Program. 
Everyone secretly knows 
that the program is silly … 
or perhaps not so secretly: 
Ontario Minister of Fin-
ance, Dwight Duncan, 
just had a major tantrum 
over people calling On-

tario a “have-not” province because it now receives 
equalization payments. This occurred even as his 
boss, Premier Dalton McGuinty, insisted that Ontario 
must continue to receive a subsidy from the “have” 
provinces six years after then-federal Minister of 
National Revenue, John McCallum, rightly called such 
a development “hard to believe.” As columnist Lorne 
Gunter pointed out in 2006, every single province is 
now wealthier than Alberta was when it became a 
“have” province in 1964. And yet, the program rolls 

In fact, everyone knows either the first four “pillars” 
are no longer standing or they never were. The fifth, 
public administration, is an exploded doctrine of 
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inexplicably and incomprehensibly on.
The worst thing about equalization is not just that 

it is silly; it is also impenetrable. As U.S. commentator 
P.J. O’Rourke has rightly observed, “Beyond a certain 
point complexity is fraud…. [W]hen someone creates 
a system in which you can’t tell whether or not you’re 
being fooled, you’re being fooled.” 

No citizen can possibly explain how equalization 
works nor can many experts. In 2006, the federal gov-
ernment’s Expert Panel on Equalization and Territo-
rial Formula Financing admitted it had “discovered” 
a supplementary equalization 
program of which it was unaware. 
Other transfer programs have 
their own versions of equalization, 
sometimes expressly designed to 
counter changes in the real one.

In any case, the equations that 
drive equalization are so compli-
cated it is doubtful that the authors 
could understand them even if the 
program had not been jury-rigged 
to settle disputes over natural re-
sources in a way that is purely pol-
itical. Such side deals are no more 
popular with the public than baf-
fling complexity is. The public is 
not impressed by the enormous 
subsidy that results for Quebec or 
the fact that Ontario is also in the 
trough. The time for significant 
simplification and reduction has 
come.

There is some question whether 
the language of section 36 of our 
Constitution makes the program 
justiciable at all. (See Sylvia LeRoy’s 
analysis). Again, I will water my wine and not suggest 
the outright abolition of the Equalization Program. In-
stead, I will suggest that it be simplified, so that every 
province with per capita income below the national 
average gets a subsidy from Ottawa that makes up half 
the gap between what it would raise with a typical tax 
structure and average income and what it would raise 
with the same tax structure and its actual income. (If 
even that is too complicated, reconsider abolishing it.)

riers to freedom of commerce within Canada. First, 
in pursuit of the notion that individuals are gener-
ally the best judge of their own interest, the govern-
ment should abolish such monopolies as the Canada 
Wheat Board. Second, it should vigorously assert fed-
eral jurisdiction over internal trade barriers to sweep 
aside a horde of petty, vexatious restrictions on inter-
provincial movement of goods, services and people.

Where Ottawa ought to spend more: our security
On national defence, the government has spoken 

well on everything from veterans to 
re-equipping the military. But it has 
not done what is necessary, and it 
has not done so because of its other 
budgetary problems. Even with 
the enormous surge in spending 
since 2006 (program spending has 
notoriously risen 42 per cent), it 
has been forced to underfund the 
military at under 2 per cent of the 
GDP rather than the 4.5 percent 
needed for a serious military force.

}It is in 

the West that 

governments in 

a broader sense 

exercise more 

control over 

their people – 

when it comes 

to taxation, 

traffic control 

or the dropping 

of litter, to take 

a few mundane 

examples.~

First, it should re-establish the Canadian Officer 
Training Corps on campuses across the country. There 
is surprising receptivity to this idea in the universities, 
and it would strengthen the link between citizens and 

Put consumers first
Although it is less important, the government 

should also tackle some of the more obnoxious bar-

Obviously, a spending increase 
from $20-billion to $50-billion is not 
going to happen unless we encounter 
a massive national emergency. The 
imperative of balancing the budget 
leaves no room for significant 
funding increases and even minor 
ones would be difficult. The gov-
ernment has already expended 
political capital on the Lockheed 
Martin F-35 fighter plane, and it 
would merely be discouraging to 
list the other weapons systems that 
are rusting out. (The entire navy is 

just one example.) The government has already taken 
some important and inexpensive steps to crack down 
on immigration fraud and human smuggling. And it 
can now take two largely symbolic steps to lay the 
groundwork for a direct strengthening of the military 
in the short run and to cultivate public opinion over 
time to favour a major reinvestment in our defence 
capacity.

http://www.fraserinstitute.org/research-news/display.aspx?id=13331
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soldiers that apparently almost dissolved a decade 
ago but has been steadily gaining strength. Second, 
bring military bases and reserve units back into cities. 
A third, more-direct measure that is long overdue is 
to increase dramatically the size of the reserves from 
today’s 15,000 part-time and 6,000 full-time reservists 
to as many as 40,000 to 45,000, mostly part-time. Many 
Canadians do not appreciate that reservists provided 
as much as a fifth of the deployments to Afghanistan. 
Reservists are also crucial 
front-line responders in 
the event of natural or 
man-made disasters at 
home. They cost a great 
deal less than regular 
soldiers (perhaps $20,000 
a year instead of $100,000, 
all costs included), but 
they do need equipment, 
supplies and pay.

Clearly, such an increase 
in the reserves cannot 
be done all at once. Who 
would train the recruits? 
However, putting a plan 
and funding in place to add 
a few thousand members 
a year over a decade 
would provide the best 
insurance possible against 
the failure of our drastic 
underfunding of the 
Regular Forces that, given 
other budgetary realities, 
is unlikely to change in the 
near future.

Having taken these baby 
steps, the Tories should 
think about a clear policy 
statement explaining the 
extent to which they are 
determined to intervene 
abroad in pursuit of values 
rather than interests and the kind of resources they 
are going to make available to that end.

Clean up crime – and the CBC
The Conservatives should also do a few other 

things in the protection-of-persons field. They have 
moved firmly on crime and immigration policy, and 
they should stand firm, including improving the way 

crime statistics are compiled to reduce the drumbeat 
of claims that crime is down. (They should simply con-
sult the paper “Why Canadian Crime Statistics Don’t 
Add Up”  by Scott Newark, published by the Macdon-
ald-Laurier Institute.)

It is time to end the CBC’s billion-dollar-plus subsidy 
that is used to oppose government policy. Private 
media do that and everything else worth doing, and 

John Robson is columnist and commentator for Sun Media and Sun 
TV, a broadcaster with News Talk Radio 580 CFRA in Ottawa and 
an Invited Professor at the University of Ottawa. He holds a Ph.D 
in American history from the University of Texas at Austin.

Indecent 
Disclosure: 
Why are unions not required to be 
transparent?

this would be one more 
decisive step toward ending 
the culture of subsidy that 
stifles creativity by making 
broadcasters responsive 
to the state rather than 
customers.

To accomplish any 
of these objectives, the 
Conservatives must take 
two preliminary steps. 
First, they must admit that 
despite five years in office 
and much partisan rhetoric, 
there are still many major 
problems with governance 
in Canada. Second, they 
must remember that they 
entered politics to fix major 
problems, not to fixate on 
minor matters.

Do it now
The Harper Tories 

have achieved a majority 
government in part by 
patient manoeuvring, small 
steps and a willingness to 
compromise on principle 
for partisan advantage. 
They must now recognize, 
while opportunity for 
significant reform still 
exists, that the point of all 

this tactical politicking was to achieve a position where 
real change could take place. The great danger now is 
not recklessness; it is to allow the iron to enter their 
souls and then find themselves incapable of acting.♦

http://www.macdonaldlaurier.ca/files/pdf/MLI-Crime_Statistics_Review-Web.pdf
http://www.macdonaldlaurier.ca/files/pdf/MLI-Crime_Statistics_Review-Web.pdf
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By Niels Veldhuis and Amela Karabegovic 

It seems the mood in Ottawa these days is one of 
increased transparency and accountability. Two 
private member’s bills making their way through 

the House and Senate are aimed at increasing the 
transparency of First Nations reserves and Canadian 
charities. Before the mood changes, the federal 
government should consider greater disclosure for a 
sector that severely lacks it: Canadian unions.

The current push for greater transparency 
The push for greater transparency on First Nations 

reserves gained traction with Canadian politicians 
over the past year. In the fall of 2010, Kelly Block, 

a Conservative Member of Parliament, tabled a 
private member’s bill (Bill C-575: Reserve Politicians’ 
Pay Transparency Bill) that would require public 
disclosure of the salaries and reimbursement of 
expenses for First Nations chiefs and council members 
across Canada. The bill passed second reading in the 
House of Commons with 151 MPs voting for it and 128 
against. 

Similar developments occurred in the charitable 
sector. Albina Guarnieri, a Liberal Member of 
Parliament, drafted a bill (Bill C-470: An Act to amend 
the Income Tax Act [disclosure of compensation – 
registered charities]) that proposes public disclosure 
of the annual compensation of any executive or 

Indecent 
Disclosure: 
Why are unions not required to be 
transparent?
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employee of a registered charity who is paid more than 
$100,000. The bill passed in the House of Commons, 
and it passed the first reading in the Senate. 

Of course, greater transparency and accountability 
are goals most Canadians would support. Canadian 
taxpayers, after all, provide billions of dollars to First 
Nations reserves, and therefore they should have 
access to information on how their money is spent. 

Registered charities, on the other hand, are exempt 
from taxes and can issue receipts that provide their 
donors with tax credits. Many charities also receive 
direct funding from the government. Partially for 
these reasons, registered charities are already 
required to supply financial information including 
staff compensation to the Canada Revenue Agency, 
which publishes it on its Web site.

The benefits of 
transparency and 
accountability

Public disclosure 
of financial infor-
mation allows inter-
ested parties to 
gauge the financial 
health and per-
formance of organ-
izations. In addition, 
transparency leads 
to, and is essential for, 
accountability. The 
public disclosure of 
financial information 
allows taxpayers to 
determine the appropriateness and effectiveness of 
spending. Empirical research found that the benefits 
of greater transparency include improved governance 
and reduced corruption. 

public sector unions that have a monopoly (or near 
monopoly) on government-service provision, e.g., 
education and health care.

Workers in Canada can be forced to join a union as 
a condition of employment, and they have no choice 
but to remit union dues. Union leaders are able to use 
these mandatory and tax-deductible union dues to 
fight political battles that their “members” may not 
support.  

No provincial or federal labour law requires pub-
lic disclosure, and while unions in most jurisdictions 
(save for Alberta, Prince Edward Island and Saskatch-
ewan) are required to make financial statements avail-
able to their members, the members must formally 
request the information. This means the requests are 
not anonymous. Without anonymity, a worker’s confi-

dentiality and ability 
to make conclusions 
without influence 
from union repre-
sentatives are ser-
iously compromised. 

What’s more, no 
province or the fed-
eral government pre-
scribes or mandates 
a particular amount 
of detail in the fi-
nancial statements. 
For instance, unions 
do not have to de-
lineate expenses by 
type of activity. Most 
importantly, there is 

no requirement that financial statements indicate a 
breakdown of money spent on activities directly re-
lated to representing workers and money spent on 
activities unrelated to representation, such as political 
activities. 

Indecent union disclosure in Canada

While public companies, charities and, hopefully 
soon, First Nations reserves need to supply significant 
disclosure, little is asked of unions in terms of disclos-
ing financial information. Neither the federal govern-
ment nor provincial labour laws demand public dis-
closure of union financial information. This special 
treatment is striking given that unions receive funding 
from tax-deductible union dues. 

In addition, the lack of transparency holds true for 

Public access to information in the United States
In comparison, the United States insists upon sig-

nificantly more disclosure from unions. To counter 
corruption and mismanagement and to increase the 
transparency of union operations, the U.S. govern-
ment enacted new financial disclosure requirements 
in 2004. This legislation requires all unions to submit 
detailed financial statements to the United States De-
partment of Labor (DOL). Large unions – those that 
spend over $250,000 per year – must provide infor-
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mation for 47 financial items and 21 non-financial 
items that are organized into two financial statements 
and 20 supporting schedules. Smaller unions – those 
that spend less than $250,000 – have less onerous re-
quirements. Critically, all unions in the United States 
must specify the breakdown of spending on collective 
representation and spending not related to represen-
tation. 

Another important aspect of union financial disclo-
sure in the United States is that union members and 
the public have equal access to all this information 
on the DOL Web site (http://www.dol.gov/olms/regs/
compliance/rrlo/lmrda.htm#1). This allows anonym-
ous access, and, therefore, 
union representatives are less 
likely to influence a worker’s 
decisions.

The provision of publically 
disclosed information about 
the financial status of unions 
enables workers to assess 
more accurately the financial 
position, activities and per-
formance of their representa-
tives. The public disclosure of 
financial information allows 
workers and interested par-
ties to determine the appro-
priateness and effectiveness of 
union spending. The increased 
transparency that comes from 
public disclosure is also essen-
tial for accountability and pro-
vides an incentive for union 
leaders to manage member-
ship dues properly. 

Despite its depth and cover-
age, there is room for improve-
ment when it comes to union 
disclosure in the United States. 
For example, the data lack sim-
plicity, making it difficult for an average person to get 
a true picture of the unions’ finances. Unfortunately, 
many additional disclosure requirements that would 
have made union disclosure more comprehensive 
were stalled or rescinded by the Obama Administra-
tion. 

Coerced union membership
The differences in union disclosure laws in 

Canada and the United States are magnified by the 
differences in the laws regarding union membership 
and the payment of union dues. As noted, workers in 
Canada can be forced to join a union as a condition of 
employment, and they are compelled to pay full union 
dues. 

This stands in stark contrast to the United States 
where workers cannot be made to join a union or 
to maintain membership in a union to retain their 
jobs. In addition, federal laws in the United States 
allow workers a choice when it comes to financially 
supporting union activities that are not directly 
linked with worker representation, such as political 

activities. 
Put another way, U.S. 

workers have a choice re-
garding union membership 
and full dues payment, and 
they have anonymous access to 
detailed information on union 
finances. Canadian workers 
have neither. 

End the special treatment of 
unions

Canadian politicians should 
be applauded for encourag-ing 
increased transparency and 
accountability. Public dis-
closure of financial informa 
tion allows interested parties 
to gauge the financial health 
and performance of org-
anizations, and the trans-
parency created by disclosure 
laws serves to improve the 
governance of those org-
anizations. Given the disclosure 
requirements already in place 
for public companies, charities 
and other public organizations, 

it is time to end the special treatment of unions. At a 
minimum, Canadian unions should have the same level 
of financial disclosure as their counterparts in the 
United States. As the saying goes, a little information 
would go a long way.♦

}While public 
companies, charities 
and, hopefully soon, 
First Nations reserves 
need to supply 
significant disclosure, 
little is asked of 
unions in terms of 
disclosing financial 
information. Neither 
the federal government 
nor provincial 
labour laws demand 
public disclosure 
of union financial 
information.~

Niels Veldhuis (@nielsveldhuis on Twitter) and Amela Karabegovic 
are economists with the Fraser Institute.
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By Kostas Sasmatzoglou, Brussels

Canada has deep-rooted ties with European 
nations, which began with the first settlements 
from Britain and France, and today includes 

populations from virtually every country in Europe. 
Note to Canada’s Conservatives: The majority of 
European-Canadian communities are mainly in urban 
Canada and are economically affluent and politically 
active. In addition, they maintain strong links with 
their “mother” countries, and many even retain the 
right to vote in those countries. 

In fact, European-Canadians have set up formal or 
informal political party branches that are linked to 
their “mother parties” in Europe. Yet, it is unclear if 
Canada’s Conservative party has fully tapped into the 
electoral potential of political party links with like-
minded, centre-right European affiliates. Moreover, 
the Conservative party has not taken advantage of 
party-to-party foreign policy opportunities that could 

strengthen relations with its European sister parties 
and create domestic electoral opportunities.

Some context: Historically, the Liberal party was 
hugely successful in attracting voters from most 
European-Canadian communities since, until very 
recently, it was perceived as the party of Canada’s 
“ethnic” communities. The Liberals were keen to give 
themselves credit for opening the country’s doors to 
these communities in the 1960s and 1970s, and they 
were able to capitalize on this electorally. Liberal 
governments also used sensitive foreign policy issues 
to connect politically with these communities. The 
devastating Liberal defeat in May and the party’s 
reduction to third place was partly due to the loss of 
the above-mentioned voters. Also, the Liberal strategy 
did not include a worldwide partisan approach, in part 
because the party is a member of the not-so-influential 
Liberal International. In Europe, its ideological affiliates 
are few, mostly weak parties that are overshadowed by 

A European Memorandum to Ottawa: 

You have friends on 
this side of the 
Atlantic

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Liberal_International
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those from the two pre-eminent political families, the 
European People’s Party (EPP) on the centre-right and 
the Party of European Socialists (PES) on the centre-
left. 

The NDP, in its new second-place position and in its 
quest to consolidate and even to expand its influence 
on the electorate, may start taking advantage of its 
membership in the Socialist International (SI) in order to 
strengthen relations with important centre-left parties 
in Europe and on other continents. The SI is probably 
the most well-known global political alliance and has 
a strong European arm, the above-mentioned Party 
of European Socialists. 
The NDP has always 
been well connected 
with the SI, and in 1978, 
during the leadership of 
Ed Broadbent, the party 
even hosted the Summit 
of Socialist leaders in 
Vancouver.

An opportune 
moment for Canada’s 
Conservatives

In the last five years, 
and especially during the 
2011 electoral campaign, 
the Conservative party 
made significant inroads 
with European-Cana-
dians and ethnic com-
munities Teat large. 
However, the Tories did 
not fully explore the 
domestic and foreign 
policy opportunities that 
party-to-party relations 
with like-minded parties 
in Europe could offer. Moreover, at the current stage of 
the transatlantic relationship, most Europeans do not 
perceive Canada as a central player and Prime Minister 
Stephen Harper remains largely unknown.

been swept by a tide of centre-right parties.

Europe is now centre-right: 17 of 27 EU governments
Of the 27 Member States of the European Union 

(EU), only five are governed by centre-left and left-
wing parties: Spain, Greece, Slovenia, Austria and 
Cyprus. Three more, Denmark, the Netherlands and 
Estonia, are led by parties from the European Liberal 
Democrat and Reform party (the European wing of the 
Liberal International).

More importantly for Canada’s Conservatives to 
know, 17 out 27 EU governments are led by parties and 

politicians from the 
centre-right EPP: France, 
Germany, Italy, Poland, 
Romania, Sweden, Fin-
land, Ireland, Portugal, 
Hungary, Slovakia, Lux-
embourg, Belgium, Bul-
garia, Lithuania, Latvia 
and Malta. 

Of course, during these five years, Harper had the 
challenging task of running a minority government. 
That did not leave much time for him or the 
Conservative party to concentrate on international 
public relations and political party contacts. However, 
Harper’s recent landslide victory and majority have 
come at an opportune moment: Europe in 2011 has 

three of the four leading 
EU positions – the Pres-

idents of the European Commission, the European 
Council and the European Parliament – are held by the 
centre-right EPP.

In sum, that centre-right leaders and parties 
dominate Europe offer many important political 
opportunities for Canada’s Conservatives. There is 
a solid base already in place for building political 
party relations with Europe since there is a direct 
ideological link between Canada’s Conservatives and 
the EPP and its national member-parties. For example, 
the Conservative party of Canada is already a member 
of the International Democrat Union, a global alliance of 

In addition, two gov-
ernments are led by 
parties from the EU-
skeptic side of things, 
the Alliance of European 
Conservatives and Reform-
ists: the Con-servatives 
in the United Kingdom 
and the Civic Democratic 
Party (ODS) in the Czech 
Republic.

Moreover, on the 
European Union level, 
it is worth noting that 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_People's_Party
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Party_of_European_Socialists
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Socialist_international
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ELDR
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ELDR
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Democrat_Union
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AECR
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AECR
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AECR
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centre-right parties, of which the EPP is the European 
wing. In addition, the British Conservatives and the 
Czech ODS are members of the organization. 

Canada’s Conservatives and the EPP have had a 
number of ad hoc contacts over the last five years. 
Specifically, its president, former Belgian Prime 
Minister Wilfried Martens, met Harper three times. 
Moreover, delegations of both parties met at various 
like-minded events over the years. In 2008, a few 
weeks prior to Canada’s federal election, a Tory 
delegation led by Stockwell Day asked Martens to 
endorse Harper on camera, which he did immediately 
in a statement in English and in French. 

Political instruments
Even though Canada’s 

Conservatives made some 
efforts in the past, they 
need to invest more time 
and resources to secure 
strong and long-lasting 
bilateral relations with 
like-minded parties in 
Europe. The Conservative 
party possesses the 
ideological ties and the 
network access to set up 
strong political relations 
in Europe, but it still 
lacks the right political 
instruments to kick-start 
such a process. Currently, 
the party has neither a 
dedicated foreign relations 
section nor a party-related 
entity that can do such 
work on its behalf.

such as a prime minister-in-waiting like Mariano Rajoy 
of Spain. Thus, if the Conservative party would be 
willing to engage in such a process, it would first need 
to create an appropriate organizational structure. The 
Tories should consider implementing at least one of 
the following models (note: many political parties in 
Europe have integrated both):

First, the party model. This is the one used by most 
major parties in Europe, and it can be implemented 
rather quickly. It consists of setting up an International 
Office inside the main party headquarters, which is led 
by a party official along with some support staff. The 
head of such an office, usually called the International 
Secretary, functions as the party’s dedicated contact 

person for all foreign 
political party contacts.

The International 
Secretary must travel 
frequently to other coun-
tries since the International 
Office will regularly receive 
invit-ations to participate 
in party conventions and 
events of sister parties. 
During these trips, the 
International Secretary 
must network aggressively. 
The International Office 
must keep in regular 
contact with its foreign 
counterparts and also 
reciprocate the invitations 
and invite sister parties 
to major party events and 
conventions in Canada as 
part of a foreign-guests 
program. Finally, to max-
imize political synergy, 

the International Office must have the authority to 
communicate relevant information directly to the 
private office of the Prime Minister and vice versa.  

Second, there is the foundation model, used, 
in different variations, both in Europe and in the 
United States. In Europe, most parties have political 
foundations linked to them; they perform a broad 
range of activities including publishing policy studies, 
training party officials, implementing democracy-
promotion programs in countries in transition and so 
forth. In other words, it is an in-house think-tank.  

One well-known political foundation, Germany’s 

It appears that in the last five and a half years, 
bilateral contacts abroad were left to the Department 
of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, and the 
Protocol Office, which handles the foreign trips of 
the Prime Minister and government officials. These 
may seem like the obvious places to handle foreign 
relations, but they cannot be involved in partisan 
affiliations and bridge-building. However, the 
Conservative party’s staff should be aware that in 
Europe such political party contacts are particularly 
important when dealing with influential leaders, 
whether it is Nicolas Sarkozy, Angela Merkel or others, 
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}There is great 
sympathy for the Canadian 
Conservative government 
in Europe. A few weeks 
after Harper’s election 
victory in May, Sweden’s 
Foreign Minister (and 
former prime minister), Carl 
Bildt had this to say on his 
Twitter account: “I should 
congratulate [Canada] on 
Canada Day today. We 
have a lot in common on 
many issues…. [Canada 
is] sometimes more Nordic 
than American.”~

Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung, which is linked to 
Germany’s Christian Democratic Union party, has 
offices around the world and runs a wide range of 
democracy-related programs. In the framework of that 
foundation’s international activities, it also functions 
as a semi-formal international-relations network office 
for Chancellor Merkel’s party. In the United States, the 
International Republican Institute is also dedicated 
to democracy promotion and has offices around the 
world but, being a non-partisan organization, has no 
formal links to the Republican party.

Although Canada has no such foundations, Harper 
has supported the creation 
of a Canadian Democracy 
Promotion Agency, which 
would be similar to the U.S. 
and European government 
agencies that fund democracy-
promotion projects such as 
the ones mentioned above. 
Thus, if it is set up, then the 
political foundation of the 
Conservative party would, in 
a short time, be able to create 
a strong international profile 
since it would have the ability 
to form partnerships to work 
on projects with like-minded 
political foundations.

Reaching across the Atlantic 
If the above-mentioned 

effort gets on track, Harper 
will have a powerful political 
springboard that could place 
him at the centre stage 
of transatlantic politics. 
Importantly, it could help strengthen and multiply the 
positive image that many Europeans and European 
leaders have of Canada. On a practical level, it would 
also help further the goal of an EU-Canada free trade 
deal, which is something Harper makes no secret of 
his desire to secure.   

There is great sympathy for the Canadian 
Conservative government in Europe. A few weeks 
after Harper’s election victory in May, Sweden’s 
Foreign Minister (and former prime minister), Carl 
Bildt had this to say on his Twitter account: “I should 
congratulate [Canada] on Canada Day today. We 
have a lot in common on many issues…. [Canada is] 

sometimes more Nordic than American.”

Harper’s next visit to Europe should not be the 
usual copy-and-paste protocol program formulated 
by apolitical civil servants. With the help of the 
Conservative party, Harper’s next trip to Europe 
should include meetings with party affiliates driven 
by a strong political message that highlights Canada as 
a central partner in the transatlantic relationship.

Harper should consider giving a major political 
speech to the European Parliament. This is especially 
critical considering that in recent months, important 

Kostas Sasmatzoglou, born in 1971 in Toronto, is the official 
spokesman and head of the press and communications department 
for the European People’s Party (EPP). Based in Brussels and 
working at the EPP headquarters since 2004, Kostas has held the 
positions of Secretary of External Relations and Senior Political 
Advisor. He is a member of the EPP think-tank, the Centre for Eu-
ropean Studies (CES), and the editor-in-chief of CES’s annual Eu-
ropean Factbook. Kostas has a B.A. from the University of Toronto 
and an M.A. from the University of Cyprus. He can be reached at 
spokesman@epp.eu.

EU-Canada issues such as 
the proposed free trade 
agreement came up in the 
European Parliament’s de-
bates as well as the issue of 
Canada’s oil sands. Thus, a 
speech by Canada’s prime 
minister could have mani-
fold benefits. Importantly, 
Harper would be the first 
Canadian prime minister to 
address the European Parl-
iament. As such, he would 
attract widespread inter-
national media at-tention, 
and he would be recognized 
in Europe as the statesman 
who put Canada at the centre 
of the transatlantic economic 
and political partnership.

Canada’s Conservatives 
and Stephen Harper should 
reach out to their European 
friends. They and he will 
be pleasantly surprised by 

the response and by the political benefit that these 
relationships will generate, both domestically and 
internationally. ♦

mailto:spokesman@epp.eu
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By Mark Milke

Back in the 1990s when I lived in Japan, an 
American journalist whose name I’ve long 
forgotten gave a speech in the coastal city of 

Kobe. In it, he was critical of that country’s media. He 
argued they were timorous in covering the Japanese 
royal family and also government. He added that the 
only other democracy where he observed a similar 
trait was in Canada. 

Fair or not, that categorization is accurate as it 
concerns much media reaction to the death of NDP leader 
Jack Layton. While there were exceptions—the National 
Post’s Christie Blatchford—too many stories, columns 
and editorials encouraged Princess Diana-like mourning, 
ideological fawning and historical revisionism.  

It takes not a scintilla from Layton’s political 
accomplishments—and he had many—to also ask 
whether his ideas would have led to a better Canada, 
as so many now claim. 

One month on, it is not wrong or mean-spirited 
to engage in such an exercise. If one cannot analyze 
Layton’s record, and over the predictable objections of 
partisans, then supporters of Richard Nixon would be 
justified had they argued Watergate should have been 
omitted from posthumous accounts of Nixon’s career. 

Layton’s record is inextricably bound up in self-
described “progressive” politics. As with many on the 
left, their desire for a better world is front and centre. 
In general terms, that much is praiseworthy. Only a 
hard heart would favour a world where a reduction 

Jack Layton’s legacy: 
More history, less hagiography please
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in poverty isn’t sought, war is preferred to peace and 
where compassion is little valued. 

But as with much else in life, the end—a better 
world—is not normally disputed by reasonable people, 
only the proper means to it. 

On health care, Layton slammed private involvement 
in any form, this as if government monopolies are 
magically superior to dispersed competition in the 
provision of a service. His opposition came despite the 
example of Europe. There, a mixed private/government 
approach to delivery and insurance results in better 
outcomes. Also, health care is universal. Layton missed 
an opportunity to champion European-style health 
care in Canada and we’re 
all the worse for it.  

Then there was Layton’s 
opposition to expanded 
markets. As a Toronto 
councillor and as a can-
didate for Parliament in 
the 1988 federal election, 
Layton asserted the pro-
posed Canada-U.S. free 
trade agreement would 
bring higher crime, add-
itional poverty and more 
pollution. He even claimed 
“People will take out 
their work frustrations 
on immigrants. There’ll 
be more alcoholism and 
crime.”   

The claims were always 
hyperbolic and wrong, 
including on poverty. As 
a 2008 report from the 
IMF pointed out, “freeing trade frequently benefits 
the poor especially.” That’s because it helps cut down 
unfair subsidies in developed countries that otherwise 
harm employment growth in poorer nations. Remove 
those and other impediments to prosperity via free 
trade deals and jobs flourish and poverty is reduced. 
It’s the story of East Asia over the last few decades.

Historical accuracy also demands balance on the 
civility claim as applied to Layton’s political rhetoric. 
In general, Layton was genial but even he occasionally 
engaged in uncivil discourse. 

Recall the 2004 election campaign where Layton 
accused Prime Minister Paul Martin of personal 

responsibility in the deaths of 100 homeless people, 
this ostensibly due to Martin’s mid-1990s budget cuts. 
Given a chance later to retract his remarks, Layton 
refused.

Layton’s charge was over-the-top and nonsensical. 
Insofar as progressives believe in a tight link between 
every dollar in social spending and mortality, they 
could at least oppose subsidies to corporations. 
Instead, in the 1990s and now, support for the political 
habit of picking winners and losers—at great cost to 
taxpayers but also to social programs if one thinks they 
solve all ailments—is defended by too many leftists. 
Layton was no exception. 

Jack Layton, as with all 
politicians who run for 
office, made great personal 
sacrifices. Also, everyone 
should remember that 
oppositional viewpoints 
must always be aired. As 
John Stuart Mill long ago 
figured out, debate pro-
vokes discussion and (one 
hopes) better remedies. 

The opposition leader 
died suddenly and relative-
ly young. Layton’s family, 
friends, acquaintances and 
others close to him deserve 
sincere sympathy. 

However, on his ideas, 
and as Layton himself once 
noted, it is defensible—
perhaps imperative—to 
discuss political records. 

“Are we only supposed to celebrate the great Mr. 
Martin for some alleged financial achievements?” said 
Layton in 2004 in response to the controversy over his 
remarks about Paul Martin. “It’s not personal. It’s about 
the policies, the choices he made,” argued Layton. 

Layton’s point still stands, even if one thinks how he 
assigned blame in that case was in error. In looking at 
the historical record of any politician, Layton included, 
it is critical to practice history and not hagiography.♦

Mark Milke is the editorial board chair of C2C Journal. mark.
milke@c2cjournal.ca
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Reviewed by Andrea Mrozek

Picture this. It is the Oscars. A star rises to the 
sound of applause to accept her award. She gives 
her speech, thanks various people and pauses 

at the end to draw attention to a cause. It is not AIDS 
or cancer: It is females who are missing due to sex 
selection. 

While the scenario described above is fictitious, 
the issue of sex selection demands attention. Mara 
Hvistendahl’s new book, Unnatural Selection: Choosing 
Boys over Girls, and the Consequences of a World Full 
of Men, neatly lays out the dire reality of 160 million 
missing females worldwide, because they were never 
born. These females were aborted because their parents 
wanted sons. 

Public attention to these missing females is 
surprisingly low, even though demographers have 
known about the issue for decades. French demographer 
Christophe Guilmoto said, “[S]ex selection merits 
comparison with AIDS.”  

The numbers, in fact, make the AIDS epidemic look 
small. There are 160 million missing females because 
of sex selection compared with 25 million AIDS victims. 
Guilmoto compares the two issues “to gauge the relative 
lack of interest that the female deficit has attracted.”  

Hvistendahl’s book is well researched and is written 

in a captivating, journalistic style. It takes readers on a 
tour of China, India, Vietnam, Korea and other places 
known to have extensive sex selection. Her reporting 
style is largely even-handed, as if to ask readers to 
refrain from pointing fingers. At the end, she briefly 
describes a situation in the United States where a small 
group of wealthy people uses expensive technology for 
pre-implantation sex selection – although in this case, 
largely to choose girls. 

Sex ratios are skewed in some of the globe’s most 
populous countries. A normal birth ratio is between 
104 and 106 boys for every 100 girls. Anything above 
that means there have been sex-selection abortions (all 
later-term abortions, when the sex of a fetus is evident) 
to ensure boys are born. China has 121 boys for every 
100 girls, and India has 112 boys for every 100 girls. 
Statistics from unexpected countries betray the fact 
that sex-selection abortion is taking place – Azerbaijan 
has 115 boys for every 100 girls and Armenia has 120, 
for example. 

Hvistendahl looks at the way cultural trends 
and economic, geopolitical (for example, the fear 
of communism spreading) and technological 
developments combine to create conditions for more 
and more missing females. This is not an assessment 
of gender discrimination in the developing world; it is 
about the different forces coming together, leading to 

160 million  
missing females
A review of Unnatural Selection: Choosing Boys over 
Girls, and the Consequences of a World Full of Men
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the elimination of one gender. 
Discrimination and historic preference are among the 

factors in China that dictate that every family wants a son. 
However, Hvistendahl argues it is actually the improved 
economic position of many families that combines with 
access to ultrasound technology and Chinese population 
control policies that lead to the elimination of females. 
She unearths startling facts about U.S. firms profiting 
from the mass sale of ultrasound technology in India, 
as well as U.S. foundations such as Ford and Rockefeller 
and Planned Parenthood that firmly support and fund 
population control. 

If sex selection is a cancer, prejudice against women 
is the cigarette; but population control, combined with 
easy access to ultrasound technology and abortion is 
the lighter. While the book spans the gamut of forces 
that push for sex-selection abortion, population control 
pushes sex selection from the realm of prejudice against 
women into the elimination of females.

Before population control measures were put in 
place, families would continue to try for a boy without 
aborting their girls first. The result was large families. 
Once population control ideas took hold, sex selection 
was viewed as a necessary relief from the large families 
that were the direct result of continually trying for a 
boy. A paper published in a 1975 edition of the medical 
journal Indian Pediatrics explains: “In India cultural and 
economic factors make the parents desire a son, and in 
many instances the couple keeps on reproducing just to 
have a son. Prenatal determination of sex would put an 
end to this unnecessary fecundity.”  

In a fascinating point in the book (in fact, the 
reporting is, from beginning to end, quite riveting) 
Hvistendahl travels to meet the author of The Population 
Bomb (1968): Paul Ehrlich. Ehrlich, once the superstar 
of the population control movement and a fear monger 
who created worries that overpopulation would 
see people starve en masse, was a proponent of sex-
selection abortion. Today, at the age of 77, it turns out 
he still holds these same Draconian views. She reports 
Ehrlich saying, “There have been clearly, from anecdotal 
situations, people who keep trying in order to have a 
boy. Obviously if you can give them a boy the first time 
…” He trails off, with the implication being his personal 
support for whatever parents want. 

The connection between population control and sex 
selection is just one example among many Hvistendahl 
makes and illuminates through in-depth, thoughtful 
reporting and countless interviews with demographers 
of seemingly every nationality. She does not hesitate to 

give negative press to those she personally would like to 
support. Hvistendahl is pro-choice and thinks abortion 
is a woman’s right. Yet, she does not hesitate to say that 
pro-choice feminists are one of the reasons this subject 
does not receive greater scrutiny – they simply cannot 
find the right talking points. A UNFPA (United Nations 
Population Fund) employee tells her: 

Privately, UNFPA officers say they are in a 
bind. ‘We have had a challenge making sure that 
when we communicate we are able to preserve 
women’s right to abortion but at the same time 
say that sex selection on the basis of the gender 
of the future child is incorrect because it amounts 
to discrimination. How do you hold on to this 
discrimination tag and at the same time talk about 
safe abortion and access to it? It has been a huge 
challenge for us.… We are walking a tightrope.’ 

To this day, the UNFPA has no position on sex-
selection abortion. 

Given the dangerous outcomes of the sex imbalance, 
which include the selling and buying of wives and 
increased prostitution and human trafficking, not to 
mention millions of lonely and bored men with no 
prospect of ever having a family, it is an issue that we 
ought to be more aware of. For now, the imbalance of 
gender ratio is likely to continue. Hvistendahl notes 
this is especially so as other developing societies, such 
as those in the Middle East, gain economic sufficiency 
and the technology necessary to make sex-selection 
abortion more frequent. 

Sadly, the fictitious scenario of the Hollywood star 
championing a woman’s right to life is unlikely to 
surface any time soon, because the motivation behind 
sex-selection abortion is the same as in every abortion: 
choice. Shuzhuo Li, a Chinese demographer interviewed 
in the book, sums it up nicely: “Everyone knows about 
[gender imbalance]. But they all think they can invest 
a lot in their son and have him grow up well and find 
a nice daughter-in-law. Other people’s sons aren’t their 
business. They know individual choice affects social 
benefit, but still they want choice.” 

Exposing sex selection for the evil it is creates a 
catch-22, because it pulls together the most politically 
correct of public causes – women’s rights, with the least 
– abortion. In the meantime, Hvistendahl does a great 
service in her first book by drawing some attention to 
the problem and its worldwide repercussions.♦
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