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President's message

You really had to be there

by Elaine Flis

PAAC President
It is an honour to serve as President of the Public Affairs Association of Canada,
and never more so than when we have our Annual Conference, The Art and
Science of Public Affairs. I'm quite certain that each year our Conference is
better than the last.
This year was exceptional, with many distinguished guest speakers from public
affairs, government relations, government service and more, thanks to creative
and hard-working Conference Committee members Guy Skipworth and Kim
Lynch, and to the efforts of Conference Chair Ruth Merskey, who worked very
hard for most of the year on this.Special thanks also to our Conference
sponsors:

With that said, I'd like to welcome readers to the biggest E-News of the year,
featuring written coverage and photographs from selected Conference sessions.
This year's was the best yet. Next year's will be even better. It always is. Yet, as
always, if you want to get the most out of our Annual Conference, you really
have to be there.
•••
Now it is my pleasure to welcome our newest members:
•
•

Kevin Powers, Ministry of Energy
Josh Colle, Greater Toronto Airports Authority

•

Ferdinando Longo, Bridgepoint Group Ltd.

•

Gary Malkowski, The Canadian Hearing Society

•

Steve Ellison, IMS Health Canada

•

Andy Stein, Ontario Realty Corporation

•

Michelle Saunders, Ontario Restaurant Hotel & Motel Association

•

Kelly Ouimet, Canadian Council on Learning

•

Kirk Fergusson, Canada Health Infoway

As always, I welcome your input. Feel free to email me with your comments,
suggestions and ideas. If you have comments about our Conference - I just
know they'll be positive comments - or our coverage of it, we'll consider letters
for posting in next month's E-news.

The AGM and Presidents' Reception

Your new PAAC Executive and Board
At the Annual General Meeting on the evening of October 23, voting members
assembled at Stop 33, on the 33rd floor of Toronto's Sutton Place Hotel, to
conduct AGM business and elect the new Board and Executive for 2006-2007.
The verdict: Elaine Flis continues as President, by acclamation. Our 2005-06
Events Chair, Ian Bacque, becomes Vice President. Mike Ras is now our
Secretary-Treasurer. New on the Board is Howard Brown, who becomes our
Events Chair. Past President Chris Benedetti and Ryerson Chair Joe
MacDonald remain in place. Ross Lamont and Lawrence Sereacki are new
Directors, joining Chris Churchill, Pierre Leduc and Guy Skipworth.
Following the AGM, members and distinguished guests had a chance to meet,
greet, munch on canapés and get geared up for the following day's Conference.

Meeting...

Above: (L-R) Former PAAC Vice President Anne Marie Males and former
PAAC Presidents Graham Murray and Joe MacDonald put their heads
together in advance of the AGM vote. Below: New Board member
and Events Chair Howard Brown gets a good look at Graham's spiffy
cobalt-blue spectacle frames.

And greeting...

Above: At the Presidents' Reception, freshly acclaimed PAAC President
Elaine Flis greets Michael Nelson, the Federal Registrar of Lobbyists.
Below: Elaine chats with former PAAC President Chris Ballard (foreground,
left) while just behind, Victoria Hunt of the Ontario English Catholic Teachers'
Association (on the left) and Cheryl Fullerton of OECTA (red jacket) talk
things up with Stew Kiff of Solstice Public Affairs, also known to our readers
as The Book Man.

The following morning, a throng of of PAAC members and guests gathered in
the same room bright and early for a buffet breakfast and the opening plenary

session of our Annual Conference, The Art and Science of Public Affairs.

Morning plenary session

Speaking of democratic renewal
There's a move afoot to update and modernize an Ontario democracy whose
electoral rules and traditions date from horse and buggy days, where only 20
per cent of young people bother to vote at all, and where records frequently
show that either vote fraud is occasionally taking place or some voters are the
risen dead. Indeed, democratic modernization is an idea whose time has come,
some might say, and Dr. Marie Bountrogianni, as Ontario's Minister
Responsible for Democratic Renewal, is one of them. She was at our 2006
Conference to tell us all about it. Her remarks at our opening plenary session
were titled, Progressive Democracy, Citizenship and Stability, but what they
were really about was the government's commitment to update democracy in
Ontario. If 103 average voters say it should.

Above: PAAC President Elaine Flis (right) welcomes Dr. Marie Bountrogianni
to our 2006 Conference, The Art and Science of Public Affairs. Below: PAAC
Directors Mike Ras (left) Chris Churchill (centre) and the Minister get seated
just before Elaine introduces Dr. Bountrogianni at the podium.

First, Conference guests fortified themselves with the Sutton Place Hotel's
hearty breakfast buffet and plenty of good strong coffee. Then Bountrogianni
took the podium, speaking mostly in English, with occasional outpourings in
skillful French, while an interpreter from the Canadian Hearing Society stood to
one side, energetically translating everything she said into American Sign
Language (AMSLAN).
Bountrogianni is of Greek heritage, and since Greece is said to be the birthplace
of democracy, it seemed somehow fitting that she was placed in charge of
democratic renewal. Yet Bountrogianni was quick to point out that ancient
Greece was not our idea of democracy. "The city state of Athens is often pointed
to as the first democracy," she said. "But if we were to look at Athens in the fifth
century B.C., we would see that only 20 per cent of the adult population was
eligible to vote." Ancient Greece was a slave-holding society, and slaves had no
vote. Neither did women, who were considered citizens no more than were the
slaves. The point: "Democracy is never a finished product." Not then, and not
now.
The Citizen's Assembly
With that in mind, Bountrogianni described how the Ontario government
embarked on a program this past spring to make our political institutions more
transparent, more accountable and more responsive to the public interest.
Among other things, it established the Citizen's Assembly on Electoral Reform, a
select panel of Ontarians culled from 12,000 people who responded to random
letters from Elections Ontario. From that group, in a series of selection

meetings, they shook out 103 people; 52 women and 51 men - one person from
each riding.
The Citizen's Assembly is to consider changes to our system, such as an
change in our "first past the post" election rules, as well as other possible
changes. (There's more on the Assembly later in this newsletter, from the
Democracy In Action breakout session.) If the Assembly does recommend
change in its report, due next spring, the government is committed to putting
their recommendations to a public referendum at the same time as Ontarians hit
the polls in a 2007 provincial election. "If Ontarians choose the
recommendations, the government will put them in place for 2011,"
Bountrogianni said.
"The Assembly empowers citizens as never before," she enthused. With its
members split between women and men as the population itself is split, and with
visible minorities represented, those 103 ordinary people are thought to
represent a random sample, whose views are as accurate a window on public
attitudes as is any professional public opinion poll. The idea is for Ontarians to
make their views known to the Citizens' Assembly, who are learning about
electoral systems and deliberating possible electoral change.
No U.S. models need apply
The Assembly, Bountrogianni explained, is looking at other electoral systems
but is not permitted to consider U.S. type systems; only Westminster style
democratic systems. They are to report back to government by May 15, 2007.
Before then, a parallel Assembly for high school students will do its own
deliberation and report to the Citizens' Assembly in February 2007. The
involvement of young people in the work of the Citizens' Assembly is particularly
important, Bountrogianni said, because statistics show that only 20 per cent of
young people vote, and "that's scary," because adult voting patterns are set in
youth.
The process of renewal is intended to restore people's faith in democracy and
commitment to democratic participation. It's all part of the government's vision,
she said. When the McGuinty government set firm schedules for elections, that
was the first step toward electoral renewal. Political financing disclosure laws
were another step. Additional steps included extending the powers of the
Auditor General to conduct audits of public institutions, a ban on partisan
government advertising, and a requirement that Cabinet Ministers attend
Question Period at least two-thirds of the time. "All these measures are helping
to restore public faith in Ontario's democracy," she said.

The work of the Assembly is yet another step, although the Assembly is not
necessarily obliged to recommend change. "They have the option of keeping the
system we have," said Bountrogianni. Nor does she see it as her job to root for
any particular outcome, be it change or maintaining the status quo. "My job is to
be a cheerleader for the process." And the process is to be applauded for its
inclusiveness, its openness and its accessibility to all, she said. Then she threw
the session open to questions.
The silent minority
Comes a question from Gary Malkowski, who was the reason for the AMSLAN
interpreter at the front of the room. You may have heard of Malkowski. He made
history as Canada's first deaf parliamentarian - no, no, literally deaf, someone
who uses only sign language rather than spoken language - and as the first
person to address a legislature in sign language, when he represented York
East for the Ontario NDP from 1990 to 1995. Today he is Special Advisor to the
President, Public Affairs, at the Canadian Hearing Society, and a tireless
advocate for improved access for the deaf. "Our priority is access to
democracy," he said, and told how he has been to the Citizens' Assembly and
can authoritatively report that its process is not accessible to the deaf at all.
While the process bends over backward for visible minorities, there remains a
minority which is invisible because it is inaudible. The question: What is the
Minister going to do about that? Will the government push for democratic
renewal that includes improved access for those he represents? The answer
was that the Assembly is at arm's length from government. "The government
cannot look like it is interfering in the Citizen's Assembly," Bountrogianni said,
and suggested that Mr. George Thompson, a former family court judge and
former teacher appointed by the government to serve as Chair of the Assembly,
would be open to Mr. Malkowski's input, or to anyone's. Thompson has a
background in public policy, has served as a deputy minister both at the Ontario
and federal government levels, and is there to ensure that the Assembly
operates fairly and openly.

Audience input: Dr. Bountrogianni (foreground) reacts to an audience
question, as Lesley Roach (background, standing) of the Canadian Hearing
Society translates in AMSLAN.
Another audience member pointed out that lobbyists, whose role helping clients
make their case to government serves to "make democracy work as it should,"
might have some useful input to the process. Will their input be permitted? "I
have faith in George Thomson," she said. "I think he will do a good job to see
that everyone is involved."
The vote of the living dead
Yet another audience member wanted to know that in a general push toward
democratic modernization, will Internet voting ever be considered in Ontario?
That's tougher, she said, because no legislation covers it now. Which was not
surprising to hear, since our institutions were built when the flush toilet was
newfangled, never mind the world wide web. But her answer was surprisingly
blunt. She wasn't against it, she said, and although issues of potential fraud
would have to be resolved, "There's potential for fraud now," she noted. "Dead
people vote, for God's sake."
Good point. And in a province - and a country, for that matter - where the deaf
feel they have less democratic access than the dead, her declaration that
"democracy is never a finished product" could not ring more truly. If the
McGuinty government does indeed continue, and go on to preside over real
democratic reform, it could very well be remembered very well.

Democracy in action

The price of democracy is eternal engagement
The morning breakout session, Democracy in Action: Doing the Right Thing and
How Decisions Get Made, featured Dr. Graham White, Professor of Political
Science at the University of Toronto; Susan Pigott, Executive Lead for Citizen
Engagement at the Ontario Citizen's Assembly; and Christopher Bredt, a
partner with the law firm Borden Ladner Gervais and a Constitutional expert who
was there when both the Meech Lake and Charlottetown Accords hit the floor.
PAAC's new Vice President, Ian Bacque, moderated.

Democracy on the table: Above, (L-R) Before the session, Marie-Pierre
Guerin, Manager of Government Relations at Telus, session moderator
Ian Bacque and panelist Chris Bredt listen as Prof. White holds forth.
Below: The panel in action (L-R): Bredt, Susan Pigott of the Citizens'
Assembly, and a thoughtful Prof. White.

Chris Bredt went first. He was Ontario's Assistant Deputy Minister, Office of
Federal-Provincial Relations and also ADM for Constitutional Policy during the
latter days of Meech Lake. As such, he considers the Meech Lake Accord and
its offspring, the Charlottetown Accord, among the greatest failures of those who
worked on them, including himself.
Flashback: The Constitutional Accord reached at Meech Lake in 1987 featured
a three-year period for all provinces to ratify the deal, and was showing well
developed stress fractures by the time Bredt joined the Ontario arm-twisting
team in 1989. "Things were starting to unravel," he recalled. Indeed. Aboriginals
thought the Accord treated them like a bug on the Constitutional windshield.
Richard Hatfield had signed it, but New Brunswick hadn't passed it when Frank
McKenna came to power a few months later, opposing the special status of
Quebec. He later changed his mind when he decided his supporters included a
lot of anti-French bigots and he didn't want to stand with such. Then Manitoba
changed their minds in the other direction after Quebec strengthened its
infamous language laws. When Clyde Wells came to power in Newfoundland,
bringing with him a penchant for ringing oratory and a powerful distaste for the
Accord's 'distinct society' provisions, the writing was on the wall.
Lord Thunderin' Wells
"Clyde Wells had The Faith," Bredt recalled. "He was the Billy Graham of the
Constitutional chapel." Everybody in the room realized this after a tense
exchange between Brian Mulroney and Premier Wells, Bredt said. "It was clear
to everyone in the room that this would be a challenge." Which proved true.
Wells eventually agreed to have Newfoundland's House of Assembly vote on
the Accord, but changed his mind after Manitoba switched sides. Down went
Meech. "Meech Lake was the last gasp of executive constitution-making," Bredt
said. "There was no thought at the time that there would be a referendum or

other populist approach. That came later."
The Meech Lake Accord was widely perceived, Bredt said none too gently, as
"ten white guys in suits meeting in a closed room to decide the fate of the
country." The Ontario delegation had six Constitutional experts working the
room as roving ambassadors to other delegates, to smooth over the deal
making process. To no avail. "Frank McKenna doesn't generally get the credit
that he should for torpedoing the deal," Bredt said, yet most people will
remember Meech Lake for being nibbled to death by ducks because it was such
an obvious example of Guys In Suits trying to make a backroom deal the public
could not stomach. Even the politicians realized this in the aftermath, which was
why, after Meech hit the barroom floor, it was resolved that the next time - which
turned out to be Charlottetown - things would be different. At that time,
referenda were a rising item on the horizon, so the new idea was to have some
kind of public consultation.
Yet, Bredt told us, the main feature of all Constitutional talk was still horse
trading. You want distinct society? Gimme rep by pop...Oh, yeah? Nobody gets
rep by pop unless I get Senate reform...Now just a dang minute there - if you're
a distinct society, so are we...And so on. "If anybody saw anything they didn't
like," recalled Bredt, "they were opposed to the whole thing." Under those
conditions, the folks who fought Round Two in Charlottetown cobbled together a
deal, then sailed into an election-style ad campaign in which the Yes side
outspent the No side by a wide margin, but when the public finally had their vote
they spat out Charlottetown like a mouthful of sour milk. Said Bredt, ruefully:
"We were able to unite the country in opposition to something." The moral of the
story to him: If you want to get into negotiations, do it in a narrow area over
something that really engages the country but does not enrage it.
The Chosen Ones
With that in mind, up stood Susan Pigott to talk about the Ontario Citizens'
Assembly, in which a 103 chosen citizens are engaged in a narrow area of
discussion concerning electoral reform, which most people seem in favour of,
the way they are in favour of niceness. The Assembly will deliberate whether (or
not) to change our electoral system, but must exclude anything that isn't
Westminster style democracy, and must first be educated about the various
Westminster models by the experts provided to them. They will also consider
the input of a report by high school students who are themselves the product of
the Ontario educational system.
With parameters like that, might they come up with something contentious?
There are no examples against which to judge. Only British Columbia and

Ontario have chosen a Citizens' Assembly approach to considering electoral
reform. It's a new and improved way to ask the public if they want change, said
Pigott, whose full title is Executive Lead for Citizen Engagement on the
Secretariat supporting the Citizens' Assembly on Electoral Reform. The Chair of
the group is George Thompson. "Our primary role is to support this group,
ensuring they have as robust a consultation process as possible," she said. "We
are to support these citizens so that they come to their own judgment." As the
chosen citizens plumb the contents of their educational sessions they will also
consider input from Ontarians of all types, particularly visible minorities.

Democracy sounds good: With a look of patient forbearance that comes
from spending a lot of time watching others talk about access to democratic
institutions, Gary Malkowski of the Canadian Hearing Society studies the sign
language translation by Lesley Roach (off camera) while panel members
(reflected in the mirror) discuss democracy in action.
One thing came through clearly: The Assembly will receive all the input it needs
to decide either to leave things alone or suggest changes that don't include a
U.S.-style approach. Having set it in motion, the government will not ignore the
Citizens' Assembly. Said Pigott, echoing what Dr. Bountrogianni told the
morning plenary session: "If the Citizens' Assembly recommends a new system
to the Minister, that will go to a referendum in the fall." Should this happen, it will
be the first time Canadians have been allowed a referendum since voters got
their mitts on Charlottetown - and came up with what its architects considered
the wrong answer. These things happen. The next speaker, Prof. Graham White
of the University of Toronto's PolySci department, put the whole thing in

perspective.

Exchange of views: Susan Pigott and Prof. White in discussion.

A 1921 book which Prof. White likes to wave before his students, Canada: An
Actual Democracy, by British historian James Bryce, describes Canada as a
shining example of democracy in action. Yet by today's standards, the Canada
of 1921 was in many ways an example of anything but what we would consider
democracy. It may not have had the democratic failings of ancient Greece,
which Dr. Bountrogianni outlined in the morning plenary session, but women
had yet to win universal suffrage, employers frequently posted signs that said
No Jews or Irishmen Need Apply, and government secrecy was much, much
greater than what we worry about today. Anybody criticizing these things would
have been run out of town as a radical. An Access to Information Act? You jest.
Citizen's Assembly? "If somebody started a Citizen's Assembly in 1921," said
Prof. White, "it would have been denounced as a Bolshevik plot."
Indeed, referring to the morning plenary session, Prof. White said archly, "I was
very disconcerted with the Minister's speech. I am not used to agreeing with a
Cabinet Minister." Nevertheless, agree he must. Democracy is indeed a work in
progress - always. Paraphrasing Thomas Jefferson's famous remark about
liberty and vigilance, Prof. White said, "The price of democracy is eternal
engagement." Which in turn harkened back to the fall of Meech Lake and
Charlottetown. Because in the light of what we heard at the Conference, those
weren't failures after all. When millions of people have their direct say through a

referendum, even if it's to aggressively reject something ten white guys in suits
really, really want, that's not a failure. That is democracy in action.

The federal vs. provincial GR landscape

Lobbying more black and white; fewer shades of grey
The very title of the morning breakout session, Lobbying: Grey Areas in the New
Legislation - Federal and Provincial Distinctions, illustrated how much the GR
landscape has changed in recent years. Today we have black, white and a few
remaining grey areas where once lobbying was one big grey area. To discuss
the changes and reasons for them, the session featured Michael Nelson, the
federal Lobbyist Registrar; lawyer Guy Giorno, one of our foremost experts on
lobbying law; and Alain Madgin, Manager of GR for the drug company
AstraZeneca in Quebec. Ontario's Lobbyist Registrar, Lynn Morrison,
moderated.

Black, white and a touch of grey: Above, (L-R) Moderator Lynn Morrison,
Alain Madgin of AstraZeneca, and Federal Lobbyist Registrar Michael Nelson
get set for the session. Below: Lawyer Guy Giorno chats with Louise Harris
of the Ontario Bar Association.

With new restrictions on lobbyists bubbling and foaming from horizon to horizon
these days, there is no shortage of grumpiness among honest lobbyists who
weren't misbehaving to begin with - which was why Michael Nelson stood first,
to talk about why these laws are upon us. Speaking from the citizen's
perspective, he said, "We all have suspicions that some people have more
access to decision makers, and consequently, more ability to influence
decisions." Lobbying laws are therefore needed not just to paper over bad
behaviour, but to contribute to public confidence in government evenhandedness - and also the perception of it.
'It takes a scandal'
That perception, he added, has wider implications that simply salving the public
attitude. For example, when this country courts investment internationally, it's
damaging to allow the perception that Canada is a place where access to the
top is bought and sold, as in some third-world fiefdoms. There needs to be a
wide perception of government integrity and lawful, orderly access. And why
now? "Sometimes it takes a scandal to get laws enacted." In that regard, certain
Canadian politicians, government functionaries and a few lobbyists have been
equal to the task of providing the necessary impetus. Therefore, as of 2006 five
provinces have enabled lobbying legislation, there is an increasingly important
role for Nelson federally, and municipalities such as the City of Toronto are
considering their own rules for lobbyists.
Nelson took pains to recap the development of lobbying legislation in Canada, a
story with which most in the audience was familiar. His point: Bill C2 is only the
latest in a long line of changes brought about by Things That Really Happened.

Lobbyists are quick to point out they're mostly honest folk, but the existing
Lobbyists Registration Act already recognizes the fact in its preamble, which
stresses that:
•

Free and open access to government is part of democracy;

•

Lobbying is a legitimate activity;

•
•

People should know who is lobbying government; butThe system should not be so cumbersome as to impede the ability and
the incentive for lobbyists to register like the law abiding people they
truly want to be.

That's not exactly how the LRA is worded, but that's the gist of it. The themes of
accountability, disclosure and reporting to parliament flow through the body of
the Act, along with the essential need for enforcement, without which it's all just
a bunch of dead trees. Enforcement is where Nelson comes in. His office had
ten investigations going on at the time we heard him speak. Some offences, on
summary conviction, carry up to a $25,000 fine or six months in jail; others, on
indictment, could carry up to $100,000 fine and a year in the federal jug. Stay
tuned to press reports to discover who actually is penalized, and how, but
Nelson's message was not so much about those ten investigations. It was about
the more than 7,000 lawful registrations nationally, including 5,220 active
lobbyists. "There is a tremendous amount of compliance with the law in
Canada," he said. But he added, "There could be more."
Nuts and bolts
Then Guy Giorno took the podium, and it was nuts and bolts time. A partner in
the Fasken, Martineau DuMoulin law firm and frequent writer on lobbying laws,
Giorno is a recognized expert on the subject and an advocate of effective laws
governing GR. He pointed out that the right to take your case to government
goes all the way back some 800 years, to the Magna Carta. But since more
recent developments have caused the average person to view the term lobbyist
as the Mark of the Beast on someone's forehead, "We're moving away from a
statute dealing with registration to one involved with registration and regulation
of lobbyists." This is why what is today called the Lobbyists Registration Act is to
be reborn as the Lobbying Act, and why despite the name it does not define
lobbying, but imposes rules governing communication with anyone who holds
public office. Where once it spoke of "communication in an attempt to influence"
a government decision, the LRA now talks about "communication in respect of"
such a decision. That's to close loopholes.
Giorno went over the reporting rules governing acts of communication
committed by lobbyists. No reporting is required if communication takes place in

an open forum or where it's part of the public record, but most other episodes of
communication are reportable, regardless of who initiates them. The existing
legislation casts a very wide net. The proposed new legislation casts a wider
one, going after 'success fees' or contingency fees: "A consultant lobbyist
cannot receive payment that is in whole on in part contingent on the outcome of
the government decision that is the subject of the undertaking"- deep breath "or on success in arranging a meeting." That contentious provision does not
apply if there is already a contract in place before the Act comes into force, and
it does not include in-house lobbyists, who can presumably still get a monetary
attaboy comes Christmas bonus time. "In-house lobbyists are safe, as the bill is
drafted now," Giorno said. He also outlined the proposed five-year ban on
lobbying by those who leave government service. It does not cover those who
leave office before C2 takes effect. Could that cause people to flee down the
mooring-cables of the good ship Ottawa ahead of the coming of the Act? If C2
becomes law, we'll see. (For more insight from Guy Giorno, visit his web site,
www.guygiorno.com.)
Sunny Mexico and tough Quebec
Alain Madgin gave us the Quebec angle on things. There, as in the Rest Of
Canada, "It took a scandal to put something forward," but Quebec's Lobbying
Transparency and Ethics Act is bigger and more muscular than legislation in the
ROC. Years ago, when news reports revealed that Premier Bernard Landry's
former chief of staff, Raymond Bréard, was raking in big fees as a lobbyist, and
that Gilles Baril, a Cabinet Minister, had vacationed in sunny Mexico with an
executive of Bréard's lobbying firm, the bad press splattered on all Quebec
lobbyists. When Landry at first tried to protect Bréard, things looked even worse.
Today Quebec has extremely tough legislation, which covers everyone in the
National Assembly, all departments of government, corporations and
municipalities, all under the same law. "We have to tell the Registrar not only
who we lobby, but why," Madgin said. "It is very transparent."
Where the Federal Registrar of Lobbyists has 10 investigations on the go, in
2005-2006, almost 300 'monitoring activities' were initiated by Quebec, and one
lawyer has already been fined more than $3,000 for accepting a success fee.
Lawyers who work with government on behalf of clients must register too - no
solicitor-client privilege shield there. The message, said Madgin, is getting
through. So far 657 have registered as lobbyists in Quebec. "Now we are asked
by people if we are registered. I always introduce myself as a registered
lobbyist."
Changes proposed in Bill C2 will make the federal law nearly as tough as
Quebec's law, but it is not yet carved into stone tablets. The Tories brought it

forward to keep an election promise. The press sure supports it: When PAAC
President Elaine Flis made her October presentation to the Senate Committee
on the Accountability Act, she had constructive suggestions, including
comments about the rationality of banning success fees, which aren't
considered anything but a wonderful idea in other industries. How the Senate
Committee took her input we knoweth not. What we do know is that the national
press ignored it - the PAAC press release on her presentation sank without a
bubble. It was not reported and she received no follow-up inquiries from the
press, strongly suggesting that journalists like the proposed Act just fine and
aren't interested in what might be wrong with it in the eyes of those it regulates.
Meanwhile, politics marches on. The above-mentioned Senate Full Of Liberals
threw something like 100 amendments onto the Tories' prized legislation, and
NDP MP Pat Martin said in late October he expects that could shove the bill
clear over the edge of this Parliament. He estimated only a 10 per cent chance
of it being proclaimed before an election. In which case, said Treasury Board
President John Baird in published reports, it will become an election issue.

Award of Distinction

Heavy lies the crown
Actually, the proper quote is, 'Uneasy lies the head that wears a crown.'
Shakespeare meant King Henry IV. At our 2006 Conference luncheon, the man
with the crown and feeling uneasy about its weight was Allan Gregg, celebrated
pollster and social commentator, and recipient of the 2006 Public Affairs
Association of Canada Award of Distinction. Since 2001 PAAC has presented
the Award to someone in the profession who, in the course of an entire career,
advanced the profession itself. This year Allan Gregg joined earlier honourees
Dick Pound, Charles Coffey, Angus Reid, Bill Neville and Elyse Allan. He was
happy to accept the honour, but as for being treated like a modern mage, his
message was: Hold on a minute.

Kim Donaldson samples the wit and wisdom of Allan Gregg at
the 2006 Conference luncheon, just before Gregg speaks.
Gregg first came to wide attention as the official Tory pollster back in the days of
the Progressive Conservative Party. He went on to found The Strategic Counsel
research and communications consultancy, and became a pioneer in bringing
together public opinion research, communications and public affairs. He is
widely published, a fixture on CTV television, a man much sought after for his
political and social insight and analysis, and very careful about allowing people
to treat him as a repository of all wisdom just because they saw him on
television. "I'm struck by the sense of familiarity it breeds," he said. "It's
ridiculously superficial." How superficial? How about the fellow who buttonholed
him on the street one day, the light or recognition blooming in the man's eyes.
"He said, 'I saw you interview Stephen Jay Gould about disequilibrium in the
Jurassic period, and I have a question.'" Gregg braced himself for the question.
Which was: "What's with your hair?"
The superficiality of television, Gregg warned, leads people to believe anyone
who becomes familiar on TV must have the answers - all of them. And the
danger for someone in Gregg's position is that celebrity treatment can breed
conceit, if he buys into the theory that being on television makes him überwise.
"If I was the only public affairs practitioner ever to appear on television, it might
be because it was me who was truly exceptional." But in fact, all manner of
public affairs people are sought after as TV analysts and panelists. "We're not
there because we are so much more talented or gifted," he warned. "It's
because our profession makes us more newsworthy."
Gregg's address, The Privileges and Perils of being a Public Affairs Practitioner,

was a cautionary tale about the evolution of the modern pollster to the status of
Foremost Authority, and about how much expertise pollsters should claim.
Quoting public affairs pioneer Bill Neville, Gregg said that once a pollster was a
humble soul who sat beside a telephone, "with a government directory at one
elbow and an invoice pad at the other." Today, they have at their command
powerful new tools, including sophisticated data collection and data handling
techniques not available to the pioneers of the profession. "There is no question
that university graduates and even community college grads come to the
profession far better prepared than their predecessors," he said, but warned to
watch out for hubris.
Polling is based on random probability theory; the assumption that you can use
that telephone to reach out and touch anyone. Yet that's no longer true. Before
the advent of answering machines, 60 to 70 per cent of those whose phone
rang, for a polling call or any other reason, answered it. "Today that's below 20
per cent, and our inability to contact that other 80 per cent does not occur on a
random basis." Many don't even have standard land line telephones, preferring
cell phone services which have not (yet) been thrown open to telemarketers.
Many others have no tendency to respond even if they do pick up a ringing
phone - not exactly unexpected when polling calls jostle with all manner of
marketing telepests for attention. Who is left? The residue of those who are not
too busy or too annoyed at telepests to risk running into one, and who are willing
to stay on the line to talk to a pollster. Representative of the greater public?
Probably not. "The accuracy of our work, and our ability to project survey results
as an accurate reflection of public opinion, has never been more in doubt."
Gregg called that the "dirty little secret" of pollsters, discussed only in private
and in professional papers. Publicly, however, "We have never been more
cavalier; more likely to make claims of virtual clairvoyance." Pollsters are even
asked to comment on things that go beyond their real expertise. "We are asked
to comment on all manner of events," he said, such as when Gille Duceppe,
coming on like a masked extremist waving a sword on Al Jazeera, announced in
late October that if Prime Minister Harper didn't address a 'fiscal imbalance' with
the provinces in his very next budget, it's off with the government's head. Gregg
was asked to appear on TV to predict what Mr. Harper would do about that, and
also to advise Mr. Harper, through the media, on what he should do. Gregg said
no. His reason: "I'm a pollster - not freaking Kreskin."
Gregg spoke out against wide-eyed faith in pollsters as modern day soothsayers
because he believes it causes leaders and followers to change places. "We
have come to the point where public opinion research has become the final
arbiter of what is good or bad politics, and good or bad public policy." So, for
example, if the Globe and Mail newspaper releases a poll that says the public is

against two-tier health care, that poll becomes the reason any politician who
takes a different stand can expect to be deemed incompetent and out of touch.
To avoid that, politicians avoid even discussing two-tiered health care, not
because it's wrong but because the poll makes it poison.
Meanwhile, health care continues to erode while politicians steer clear of options
that perhaps should at least be discussed, if not implemented. This amounts to
what Gregg called an "intellectual jihad" which stifles debate and works against
leaders leading. "Public opinion research used in this way turns us into
unthinking know-it-alls," he said. Better a poll should be used as a map, to show
where the public is on an issue, and perhaps to help chart a course - for any
leader inclined to lead rather than become a human wind-sock - to get where he
or she wants to go. Map-makers, that's what pollsters should be. "We are the
cartographers of current affairs," said Gregg, "and should not delude ourselves
that we are the drivers of policy."
Otherwise, as it said on those ancient maps where none knew what lurked,
there be dragons. Not only for public policy, but for the new mages themselves.
After all, the higher you fly, the further you can fall. "One day your brilliant insight
and advice will be proved faulty." Indeed, the privileges and perils of public
affairs, even as practiced by the most exalted of the profession, have never
been more closely intertwined, Gregg said. Then he thanked the audience and
posed for a photo holding his Award of Distinction. It must have seemed heavy.

A distinct honour: Allan Gregg, centre, hefts his Award of Distinction
flanked by PAAC President Elaine Flis (left) and Carolyn McGill, Senior

VP of Marketing at CNW Group, which sponsored the award.

The new lobbyists

Rehabilitating the L word
For a minute there, it must have seemed to Michael Ferrabee that his wellthought-out opening was about to fail. "Let me ask a question," Ferrabee had
just said, to get things rolling. "How many of you have the word lobbyist on your
business card?" He scanned the quiet room confidently, but then his head
snapped back in a double take. Somebody, incredibly, had his hand up. "Huh?"
Ferrabee was clearly surprised. "One person. All right, what exactly does it say
on your card?"
"Registrar of Lobbyists," said Michael Nelson. The room roared, and the point
was made: The only man in view willing to put the L word on his card was a
lobbyists' cop. At the afternoon breakout session, The New Lobbyists:
Understanding the Changing Role of the Communicator, Ferrabee, who is
Executive VP of Government Affairs for the Canadian Restaurant and
Foodservices Association, was on the panel along with Susan Phillips, Director
of the School of Public Policy and Administration at Carleton University. PAAC
Past President Chris Benedetti was the moderator. The session was about
new, emerging issues in the art and science of communicating with the public
sector and government. But the subtext was all about redeeming the public
image of the lobbyist.

Confronting the L word: (L-R, front) Panelists Michael Ferrabee and Susan
Phillips at their breakout session with moderator Chris Benedetti (standing).
As Chris Benedetti pointed out, the practice of lobbying is changing to look at it
in terms of the environment in which it takes place as well as in terms of public
policy and disclosure of the role of stakeholders in setting it. New lobbying laws
are appearing at all levels of government, and there's no denying it's because of
public distrust of lobbyists and what they do. "I have tried, at house parties, to
introduce myself as a lobbyist," Ferrabee said. "I got tired of talking to the house
plants."
The image of lobbyists is a holdover from other times; one of back room deals
with crooked politicians. The term itself was coined by former U.S. President
Ulysses S. Grant, who became annoyed at being accosted in the lobby of the
Willard Hotel down the street from the White House on his way to some quiet
time in the bar. "Those damn lobbyists," he'd say, and the name caught on - not
in a friendly way, either. Today, with legislation regulating lobbyists, Ferrabee
hopes "the brand" will over time be able to slough off those old images, and
come to be seen as the essential part of democracy that it really is. At the time
of Confederation, when people saw little more of government than a post office,
a land office, and a tax collector, perhaps we could have dispensed with
professional government relations practitioners. Not now.
Seeing the truth of that is easy for those who work in public policy. Convincing
the public of it is another matter. Susan Phillips pointed out that in Canada we
have never accorded associations a strong legitimate role in democracy.
Traditionally, associations have been seen as self-serving, self-interest groups,

not part of the proper democratic process. "Our system has always had narrow
view of what represents political participation," she said. Rather than being seen
as part of the democratic function, organized advocacy has been portrayed as
an attempt to circumvent democracy. Even today, although policy discussion is
permeable to many players, she said, "there are more players but fewer with
real influence."
It gets worse. Governments today are increasingly risk-averse, preferring to rely
on blue-ribbon panels for input while the government itself works on staying onmessage, centralized and controlled. "Does this present challenges to
advocacy? It think it does," she said. This current federal government in
particular, she added, has a small list of priorities and seems only interested in
hearing about practical solutions for those particular priorities. This is more the
case now than at any time in recent memory. The only way to cope with it, she
said, is to stress the use of strong external research in making your case to
government.
Ferrabee agreed. "There is no substitute for solid research," he said, and he had
an example from personal experience. The now-defunct Liberal government
some years ago hatched the idea of applying sales tax to meals costing less
than four dollars, which were formerly exempt. The rationale for it was a view of
fast-food indulgences that were anything but healthful. It was left to Ferrabee
and his colleagues to make a case against it. The flip side of the issue was that
the Liberals were launching a tax attack on students, people visiting hospital
patients, the impoverished elderly and a host of other victims of collateral
damage whose existence had to be pointed out to the government of the day.
Ferrabee's Association did so. Their Stop The Meal Tax campaign was multilayered and included an Internet petition that spread so quickly it reminded him
of those self-replicating computer programs the sometimes run loose. "We went
viral," he said. "We turned it around in five days."
On behalf of the average person, too. Not a bad job for a bunch of damn
lobbyists. "What we do is important," Ferrabee said. "It is worthy of scrutiny and
celebration." To that end, he supports the Accountability Act and the calls for
transparency, because these things will give lobbyists a chance to enhance their
'brand' and counter the negative associations. "Some people believe a lobbyist
is a barnacle on the system," he said. "They believe only public action groups
should have access to government." Those people are misinformed. The ability
to make a case to government is part of what makes the system work. The task
before the new lobbyists is to convince the public of that.

Emergency preparedness

Pandemic planning and the spectre of SARS
One of the most unforgiving challenges a public affairs professional can face is
crisis communication, particularly when a crisis of public health becomes an
exercise in fear control. How to proceed in such a pressure cooker was the topic
of the afternoon session, The Sky is Falling: Preparing for a Pandemic. Tony
Woolgar, CEO of the Southwest Local Health Integration Network in London,
Ontario, moderated. The panelists included Dr. Michael Gardam, Director of
Infection Prevention and Control, University Health Network; Prof. Tom
Phillips, an economist at Sir Sandford Fleming College and Trent University;
and Allison Stuart, Director, Emergency Management Unit at the Ministry of
Health. Looming over the discussion was the SARS experience - the lessons it
taught, and the fear it engendered.

The Sky is Not Falling: Still, the audience had concerned questions about
planning for a pandemic. Here (L-R) moderator Tony Woolgar and panelists
Dr. Michael Gardam, Allison Stuart and Prof. Tom Phillips, consider audience
input.
Pandemic flu is coming. There is no if about it; it's a matter of when. To deal with
it, Dr. Gardam said our experience with the 2003 outbreak of Severe Acute

Respiratory Syndrome (SARS) is a useful example. "People watched closely to
see how it was handled," he said. "Especially in Ontario." Here, as elsewhere,
the news media don't often get a medical story in proper perspective. They tend
to seek out Noted Experts on a medical story, but since they lack the
background to evaluate scientific information, they tend to wind up with experts
at one extreme or the other - saying either the sky is falling or that it's nothing;
don't worry, be happy. Neither extreme is correct. The truth lies in the middle.
Pandemic means widespread
Pandemic does not mean Armageddon, Dr. Gardam pointed out. It only means
the disease is everywhere; the word says nothing about how dangerous the
disease in question really is. In the case of influenza, the virus mutates readily,
giving rise to new strains and occasionally one that is sufficiently robust to
spread widely, in multiple waves over a two to three month period, making a lot
of people sick. How sick? There have been four flu pandemics in the last
century, the severity of each depending on the state of medical science at the
time. The Spanish flu of 1918 killed 20 million people worldwide, and is still
widely referenced by journalists who wish to be dramatic. This is not the kind of
pandemic most likely to happen now.
In 1957 there was pandemic Asian flu, which was not so bad - no bodies in the
streets. In 1968 a Hong Kong strain caused a pandemic of milder proportions,
and then in 1977 the Russian flu made many children sick, but adults had
resistance. In each successive case people did die, but not as extensively as in
the 1918 pandemic, which is unlikely to be repeated despite what you read.
"People are freaked out about pandemic flu," said Dr. Gardam. "If this is what it
takes to think about emergency preparedness, then so be it," he added. "But
don't think flu is going to mutate and kill us all." While the news media report that
avian (bird-borne) flu is about to fall from the sky, doctors know flu in birds
cannot necessarily cross the species barrier to cause a human pandemic. Still,
when pandemic human flu does return, from avian or other strains, it is likely to
resemble what happened when SARS came to town. While that was alarming
enough, it did not become the Black Death of the 21st century. We coped. (For
more details on flu pandemics, visit the Toronto Academic Health Science
Network.)
Crisis communication advice
The panelists had solid advice for any public affairs professional who winds up
on a pandemic crisis management team. In a medical emergency like SARS,
which will also exist when a flu pandemic arrives, communication is the key to
keeping people informed about how to minimize their risk, and how to gain

access to needed care. It is also the key to keeping the panic down. "The single
biggest problem in communication is the illusion that it has taken place,"
Gardam warned. Allison Stuart of the Ministry of Health agreed: "In any
emergency, the primary complaint will always be about communication," she
said. "It is the greatest vulnerability." Daily media briefings, she recalled, were
very useful in handling the SARS crisis, but she added an important caveat.
"Using the media as a partner, when that partner can reach out at any time and
give you a whack, is interesting."
Reporters can turn and bite you because they are conditioned to look for hidden
agendas, official incompetence and drama. To involve the media constructively,
Stuart said:
•

Any suggestion of secrecy or different messages coming from different
officials can cause trouble. Be sure to put out consistent messages.

•

Make your Internet web sites open rather than password-protected.
Password protection sends the message that you're keeping secrets; in
the meantime, you're giving the password to so many people, many of
whom share it around, that the media will gain access anyway.

•

Hire a professional writer to ensure that all releases and documents are
user-friendly and clearly written. The person should be someone who
simultaneously understands the science and also has the ability to make
it understandable to reporters.

Beyond human sickness
The damage a pandemic can cause goes beyond human sickness. Prof. Tom
Phillips talked about the need to understand the economic impact of a
pandemic, which is not trivial. If, for example, a flu pandemic hit which was ten
times as severe as the normal seasonal flu, you could expect the economy to
lose 200,000 jobs and 1.2 per cent of the labour force. While those numbers are
frightening, they don't even approach a 1918 Spanish flu scenario - yet it's
something officials must plan to deal with. Said Prof. Phillips: "An economy
doing poorly will be hit harder than one doing well to start with." Economic
resiliency will therefore be as important as medical and public health
preparedness. Pandemic flu will indeed pay the world another visit, but
Canada's doctors, public health officials and economists will be able to cope,
with help from public affairs people. The sky will not fall, but we must be ready.
Said Gardam: "Don't assume someone is going to come over the hill on a white
charger to save you."

Closing plenary session

Accountability lessons from the health care front
Our guest speaker at the final plenary session was Michael Decter, a 25-year
veteran of the health care trenches in Canadian public policy. He has been
Ontario's Deputy Minister of Health, a Cabinet Secretary in Manitoba, and Chair
of the Canadian Institute for Health Information and the Health Council of
Canada. Health care, he knows, is the area of public policy that concerns
Canadians most, and therefore the area where accountability is most in
demand. And he is not pleased with the current tone of public discussion
pertaining to accountability. It's focused on assigning blame for failures. "It's
focused on trying to find out who took what from whom, when," Decter said.
Instead, it should be focused on improving the way we do things.

Michael Decter gets organized to address to the
closing plenary session at our 2006 Conference.

His talk, often funny and occasionally downright ribald, took a sidelong look at
the current focus on imposing ever-increasing rules of accountability. He
recalled a revelation, years ago, concerning the extensive, complicated forms
Ottawa required Aboriginal groups to complete when seeking government
funding. The forms put an onerous burden on those groups - yet when the
papers arrived in Ottawa, nobody so much as looked at them. They served no
function except to impose a burden. His point: If new accountability rules for GR
people follow that pattern, they help nobody.
Yet even as Decter spoke, the vaunted Accountability Act was being worked
over in Committee and gathering amendments as a dog gathers fleas, perhaps
to return to the House in the lifetime of this government, perhaps not. And if it
does become law in the fullness of time? "I can't help but wonder," said Decter
with twinkling eye, "what rough beast, its hour come round at last, slouches
toward Rideau Hall to be proclaimed." His was a warning against reaction-based
rule-making that focuses on extreme behaviour, launching wave after wave of
rules trying to cover the most outrageous and rare misdeeds, rather than
working to develop what is really needed for everyday work.
Good to get the facts right
Useful debates require current information, and health care is the example
Decter chose. Debates about what sort of hospitals to build in Ontario once took
so long that stale information led to the building of outdated hospitals. Those
who recognized this phrased it as a joke advertising slogan: "Building
yesterday's hospitals tomorrow," was the gag line Decter recalled. "But debate is
happening in a more thoughtful way across the country now, because better
data is available," he added. Having good, timely information upon which to
base actions leads to real accountability in the sense that what is being done is
based on what is actually needed. "It's good to have the facts right."
Crises can lead to better institutions, but only when the changes made reflect
lessons learned. The failure of the Canadian blood system under the Red Cross,
for example led to the establishment of a new blood agency, the Canadian
Blood Service, which has better safeguards. That's accountability, Decter
suggested, because it did more than assign blame and fix punishment. "When
you have a failure, what do you do about it?" That, said Decter, is the question
that leads to accountability reflected in improvement. "If you learn from what
goes wrong, the character of government will be stronger."

Michael Decter, centre, with PAAC President Elaine Flis (right) and our
outgoing Vice President Ruth Merskey, who was the prime organizing
force behind our 2006 Conference, The Art and Science of Public Affairs.

Stew Kiff returns next month

A note from the Book Man
It has been another great month for new political book releases, and I'll have
new book reviews for next month's E-news. In the meantime, some excellent
political TV is out there: I was able to catch the first two episodes of October
1970, which is an eight episode mini-series airing Thursday evenings at 9:00 on
English CBC. There is a tone and flavour to the series that political junkies will
find very compelling.
This series is based on the real events of the October 1970 crisis, events which
for many current PAAC members have no direct experience with (I was only six
years old at the time.) Yet now, with Canada's engagement in the Campaign on
Terror (as is noted on the new war memorial on the front lawn of Queen's Park),
and the arrest this summer of 17 Muslim Canadians who are alleged to have
been preparing a terrorist plot to blow up buildings in the heart of Toronto's
financial district, this is a very relevant time to look at Canada's history dealing
with home-grown terrorism. To its credit (and my surprise) the CBC has
produced a highly watchable program with a surprising attention to authenticity

and historical detail. There are some great scenes, for example, that involve
Cabinet Minister Pierre Laporte and his executive assistant. I was very
impressed and recommend it. Catch the remaining episodes, and watch for
future repeats of any you miss.
- S.K.
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