
CONTEMPT &
GOBBLEDEGOOK: ROBILLARD
FOBS OFF C-25 “RESPONSE”
TO DEPUTY MINISTER

The public purse supplies large staffs,
fast computers and spacious office facili-
ties, but it seems that Ministers of the
Crown are unable to reply in a timely
manner – say within a few days’s receipt
– to letters sent them on matters of poli-
cy for which they are responsible. More
galling still is the non-responsiveness of
the “response” when it does come. In a
w
defence – we should not be surprised.
These days, governance by spin doctors,
focus groups and public relation hacks
does not begin with a principle, and
clearly thought out justifications for a
policy; rather, it waits to see how the
winds of public opinion blow, consults
the central authorities in the PMO, and
then crafts the most vacuous possible
answer.

The latest evidence of this lamentable
state of affairs has been provided in the
way Mme Robillard, the President of the
Treasury Board, and the nabobs and lit-
tle-bobs surrounding her, have dealt with
the letters, faxes and e-mails of those
souls foolish enough to challenge the
provisions of Bill C-25 which seek to
remove taking the Oath of Allegiance as a
requirement for public servants.

It was on February 13, 2003, that the
Monarchist League of Canada alerted
members to the legislation by e-mail and
via the League’s Bulletin Board. Many,
kindly copying their views to the League,
wrote Mme Robillard and the Prime
Minister within a day or two of this com-
munication. Another raft of letters, again
many cc’d our way, followed the publica-
tion of Canadian Monarchist News which
began to reach subscribers in early April,
and which contained a front-page story
and follow-ons headlining the news
about Bill C-25 and giving information
about contacting the Minister and other
governmental officials. However it was
the third week of May before any replies
were received!

“Reply” may be too generous a term
for the letter in question, its only real
argument boiling down to “The UK and
Australia don’t require such an Oath.” Is
this a government that generally bases its
public policy decisions on what is done
at Westminster or Canberra? Or have we
been Rip Van Winkles, falling asleep only
to wake up and find that M. Chretien has
suddenly decided to adopt his friend
Lord Black’s vision of Commonwealth
unity? Are we being cynical to doubt this
to be the case?

And since when do Ministers of The
Crown have their Deputies – appointed,
not elected, officials – reply to mail sent
to them? The response to letters add-
ressed to Mme Robillard were not from
her, but from one Ranald Quail, a Deputy
Minister. His job should be to execute the
Minister’s policies, not to defend them.
Seems also to us that back in school we
were taught that if someone wrote you a
letter, it was only polite to answer it. The
nexus of the objections many have to the
dropping of the Oath of Allegiance lies
precisely in this sort of confusion
between serving their political masters
and their ultimate loyalty to something
greater, non-partisan and not ephemeral,
the Crown.

PASSION & LOYALTY:
REED and COOLS
PLACE PRINCIPLE
ABOVE PARTY

Those who read the account of the
debates on Bill C-25 in this issue of
Canadian Monarchist News will be struck
by the two Liberal Parliamentarians who
have placed loyalty over partisanship,
and alerted their colleagues to the dan-
gers inherent in this legislation’s drop-
ping the Oath of Allegiance hitherto
required of public servants. Julian Reed is
an old-time constituency politician; this
is a compliment, by which we mean he
serves people, cares about people – even
seems actually to like them – returns
phone calls, responds promptly to letters
and e-mails – and instils the same ethic
in his staff. Consistently loyal over many
years, his frankness and independence
have not won him promotion, but some-
thing far more important: respect, and a
reputation for integrity. Anne Cools,
idiosyncratic and occasionally diffuse,
has waged many a lonely battle in the
Senate, and frequently infuriated her col-
leagues. Of course the exercise of inde-
pendent judgement is precisely what the
Senate’s role was designed to be. In the
Senator’s ardent fealty, passion may
sometimes boil over; but of the strength
of her devotion to Crown and country
there can be no doubt. We salute both
these independent thinkers – and wish
both Chambers contained more of their
like.

THE FIGHT IS NOT
YET OVER

On Third Reading debate in the
Commons on Bill C-25, Bob Speller (Lib:
Haldimand-Norfolk-Brant), stated that
several MP’s “have heard over the last
couple of days from constituents who are
concerned with the fact that the oath of
allegiance would be taken out of the legis-
lation... I want to assure them, as I can
assure all Canadians, that we on this side
of the House have heard them. I have had
the opportunity to speak with the minister
on this issue, as have a number of my col-
leagues. We will be looking at this issue
further.” From our mailbox, we suspect
that many MP’s heard from Monarchist
League members and like-minded
Canadians. The final battle is now
delayed until September. The Senate
might yet amend the Bill to restore the
Oath, so challenging the Commons to do
likewise. Nor do we know at press time
precisely what the Minister told Mr
Speller, or what “looking at this issue fur-
ther” might mean. The legislation, if
passed, contains a provision dictating
review in five years. We will follow devel-
opments closely, and do our part to
encourage Allegiance to prevail over
Absolutism.

Commentaire par René le Clère,
chroniqueur

Comme chacun sait, des élections se
sont tenues dans la province de Québec le
lundi 14 avril 2003. Les Québécois ont élu
un nouveau gouvernement « pour chang-
er les choses », aux dires du premier min-
istre élu. Au gouvernement dirigé par le
Parti québécois a succédé un gouverne-
ment dirigé par le Parti libéral du Québec.

C’est au cours d’un débat télévisé des
trois chefs des partis politiques, le lundi 31
mars, que M. Jean Charest, alors chef de
l’opposition officielle, à dévoilé publique-
ment que le Parti québécois avait un «
agenda caché » : celui de faire de la
province de Québec un État indépendant.
Les électeurs ont écouté et analysé, réfléchi
puis choisi. Et le Parti libéral du Québec a
remporté les élections.

Les députés du Parti québécois ont
prêté serment le jeudi 24 avril, les députés
du Parti libéral le mardi 29 avril, et les
députés de l’Action démocratique du
Québec, le jeudi 15 mai. En vertu de la
Constitution, tout nouvel élu doit pro-
noncer un serment d’allégeance au chef
d’État qui se lit de la manière suivante: « Je,
(prénom et nom du député), jure que je serai
fidèle et porterai une vraie allégeance à Sa
Majesté la Reine Élisabeth II. »

La « Loi sur l’Assemblée nationale »,
adoptée en 1982, a jouté un autre et sec-
ond serment d’allégeance qui se lit: « Je,
(prénom et nom du député), déclare sous
serment que je serai loyal envers le peuple du
Québec et que j’exercerai mes fonctions de
député avec honnêteté et justice dans le
respect de la Constitution du Québec. »

Lors du moment solennel d’assermen-
tation, quelques députés du Parti québé-
cois jugèrent pertinent d’ajouter des fan-
taisies oratoires irrespectueuses à l’égard
de l’Institution politique. Ainsi, M.
Stéphan Tremblay, député de Lac-Saint-
Jean, a prolongé son serment d’allégeance
à la Reine du Canada par: « et aussi au Roi
de France ». M. André Boulerice, député
de Sainte-Marie-Saint-Jacques, a renforcé
son serment par: « Vive la République ».
Mme Nicole Léger, députée de Pointe-
aux-Trembles, a chuchoté le passage: « Sa
Majesté la Reine Élisabeth II. », afin de ne
pas être entendue. « J’appelle cela avoir du
front », écrit-elle candidement dans La
Presse.

Certains décèleront plutôt un manque
de civisme, de savoir-vivre; d’autres
encore, plus pointilleux, parleront plutôt
de crime de lèse-majesté. D’autres dé-
putés, se lit-il, se sont aussi amusés à trav-
estir le serment d’allégeance à la Reine en
ajoutant quelques mots de leur propre
composition.

Quant à M. Bernard Landry, premier
ministre défait, député réélu de Verchères,
et maintenant chef de l’opposition offi-
cielle, il a enluminé son serment par: « tant
que durera le présent ordre constitution-
nel et en espérant que la démocratie le
change un jour. »

Beaux exemples de non-savoir-vivre

dans le cadre parlementaire d’une céré-
monie officielle au salon Rouge de
l’Assemblée nationale, cérémonie retrans-
mise d’un océan à l’autre. Ces improvisa-
tions ne sont que balbutiements d’écoliers.
Ces ajouts sont déplacés et désinvoltes.

Le Québec est l’une des parties d’un
ensemble politique, et cet ensemble est
une monarchie constitutionnelle dont le
chef d’État est Élisabeth II, Reine du
Canada, et cela, que la Reine soit aimée des
députés souverainistes ou pas, que les
députés indépendantistes le veuillent ou
pas.

Il est évident que si le Québec était un
pays souverain, ce « Serment d’allégeance
à la Reine du Canada » non seulement
serait inutile mais n’existerait pas.

Dans l’état actuel des choses, aucun
changement constitutionnel n’ayant été
fait, les députés sont tenus et doivent
montrer le bon exemple.

En vertu de ce laisser-aller (au nom de
« démocratie » invoquée et galvaudée par
tout le monde et que chacun prétend
défendre), il n’est donc pas étonnant que
les élèves prennent de plus en plus le pas
sur le corps professoral; que les religions
soit attaquées; que l’armée soit critiquée;
que la politique soit décriée; que la con-
naissance ne soit pas (ou plus) valorisée;
que la langue soit bafouée! Mais où sont
donc passées les vraies valeurs? Nous
sommes en pleine politique générale de
banalisation – par le bas, bien sûr!

De nouvelles valeurs? Et pourquoi pas!
Les dirigeants doivent faire des pro-
positions constructives! Bâtissons, con-
struisons haut, et sans cesse, et cessons
enfin les éternels pleurnichages.

Comme écrivait Lysiane Gagnon dans
La Presse (le samedi 26 avril 2003, p. A15):
« La monarchie constitutionnelle est un
cadre abstrait qui n’est pas contraignant. »
Voilà qui est juste. Nous pourrions cepen-
dant en faire une analyse, à tête reposée,
un peu plus exhaustive.

Le Parlement du Québec n’est pas un
Centre sportif. De la dignité, de l’élégance,
de l’élévation d’esprit. Respectons le déco-
rum. De la « claÂasse », que diable!
N’oubliez pas, mesdames et messieurs les
élus et réélus, que si le pouvoir vous vient
démocratiquement du peuple, ce pouvoir
n’est que temporairement entre vos mains,
et ne peut être plus grand que l’Institution
politique qui vous autorise à l’exercer.

« L’histoire nous enseigne ceci: toutes
les sociétés se sont fondées par la force des
vertus familiales, par elles toutes se sont
maintenues, et c’est en donnant à ces ver-
tus le plus d’extension, qu’elles ont atteint
l’apogée de leur grandeur. La famille est
fondée sur l’union des efforts et des affec-
tions. Quand cette union se dissout,
comme la famille, la société tombe en
ruine! » – écrivit un analyste du début du
siècle.

Mesdames et messieurs les députés, le
menu « peuple » vous regarde, et ce menu
« peuple » vous juge. Que cela soit dit et
répété!

Serment d’allégeance à la Reine dénaturé
par des députés souverainistes du Québec!

In a judgement released June 26, Ontario Superior Court
dismissed an application for standing to apply for a declara-
tion that certain provisions of the Act of Settlement, 1710,
are of no force or effect as they discriminate against Roman
Catholics in violation of the equality provisions of the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

In his published reasons, Rouleau J. concluded: “...the
court is being asked to apply the Charter... to disrupt the core of

how the monarchy functions, namely the rules by which succes-
sion is determined. To do this would... defeat a manifest inten-
tion expressed in the preamble of our Constitution, and would
have the courts overstep their role in our democratic structure...
the issue raised in the present application is not justiciable and
there is no serious issue to be tried...”

CMN will present full coverage of this important ruling
in its next issue.

STOP PRESS

ONTARIO COURT DISMISSES CHALLENGE TO ACT OF SUCCESSION
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PASSION & LOYALTY:
REED and COOLS
PLACE PRINCIPLE
ABOVE PARTY
Those who read the account of the
debates on Bill C-25 in this issue of
Canadian Monarchist News will be struck
by the two Liberal Parliamentarians who
have placed loyalty over partisanship,
and alerted their colleagues to the dangers
inherent in this legislation’s dropping
the Oath of Allegiance hitherto
required of public servants. Julian Reed is
an old-time constituency politician; this
is a compliment, by which we mean he
serves people, cares about people – even
seems actually to like them – returns
phone calls, responds promptly to letters
and e-mails – and instils the same ethic
in his staff. Consistently loyal over many
years, his frankness and independence
have not won him promotion, but something
far more important: respect, and a
reputation for integrity. Anne Cools,
idiosyncratic and occasionally diffuse,
has waged many a lonely battle in the
Senate, and frequently infuriated her colleagues.
Of course the exercise of independent
judgement is precisely what the
Senate’s role was designed to be. In the
Senator’s ardent fealty, passion may
sometimes boil over; but of the strength
of her devotion to Crown and country
there can be no doubt. We salute both
these independent thinkers – and wish
both Chambers contained more of their
like.
THE FIGHT IS NOT
YET OVER
On Third Reading debate in the
Commons on Bill C-25, Bob Speller (Lib:
Haldimand-Norfolk-Brant), stated that
several MP’s “have heard over the last
couple of days from constituents who are
concerned with the fact that the oath of
allegiance would be taken out of the legislation...
I want to assure them, as I can
assure all Canadians, that we on this side
of the House have heard them. I have had
the opportunity to speak with the minister
on this issue, as have a number of my colleagues.
We will be looking at this issue
further.” From our mailbox, we suspect
that many MP’s heard from Monarchist
League members and like-minded
Canadians. The final battle is now
delayed until September. The Senate
might yet amend the Bill to restore the
Oath, so challenging the Commons to do
likewise. Nor do we know at press time
precisely what the Minister told Mr
Speller, or what “looking at this issue further”
might mean. The legislation, if
passed, contains a provision dictating
review in five years. We will follow developments
closely, and do our part to
encourage Allegiance to prevail over
Absolutism.
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