Harper and his cronies get power from scaring 
The Day of Action StopC51.ca emergency protest is supported by:
· Amnesty International Canada

· BCGEU

· Free Dominion 

· ﻿GenWhy Media

· LeadNow

· ​NewMode

· OpenMedia

· ​ProtestCanada

· ​TunnelBear

· ​The Okanagan Directory

· Youth Vote Canada

· North American Association of Independent Journalists (NAAIJ)
Philosophical / inspirational Quotes

Benjamin Franklin warns us that “Those who sacrifice Liberty for Security deserve Neither.” Stephen Harper has gone one worse by sacrificing both Liberty and Security in the desire to cling to a transient seat of power.

Martin Niemoller,  a prominent Protestant pastor who emerged as an outspoken public foe of Adolf Hitler and spent the last seven years of Nazi rule in concentration camps, wrote afterwards:

"First they came for the Socialists, and I did not speak out --
Because I was not a Socialist.

Then they came for the Trade Unionists, and I did not speak out—
Because I was not a Trade Unionist.

Then they came for the Jews, and I did not speak out—
Because I was not a Jew.

Then they came for me—and there was no one left to speak for me."
Snippets and lists of issues of concern

C-51 is a sweeping security bill that violates many clauses of Canada’s Charter (see exerpts from Charter, on last page) and the rule of law, will affect internet censorship, democracy and freedom of speech,  border crossings, search and seizure, direct involvement of enforcement from CSIS that never before existed, CSIS oversight issues which are numerous, warrants, suspect holding timelines, and the definition of what terrorist acts are, which to date are quite vague.
Tom Mulcair in National Post:  http://news.nationalpost.com/2015/03/03/tom-mulcair-leading-the-charge-against-c-51/
More than a hundred of Canada’s brightest legal experts from institutions across the country sent an open letter to all members of Parliament expressing their “deep concern” about C-51. They call the Conservative bill a “dangerous piece of legislation in terms of its potential impacts on the rule of law, on constitutionally and internationally protected rights, and on the health of Canada’s democracy.”
See further down, for the open letter written by 4 ex PM's including Conservative Joe Clark, and ex Supreme Court Judges including ones inaugurated by previous Liberal and Mulroney Conservative govts, and a host of other Canadian lawyers and law school professors and ex Justice Ministers, listing their concerns about lack of oversight and sunset clauses etc, etc

Michael Nabert’s great list of and links to voices of opposition and analysis:  https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=10205507771709450&set=a.3170912827511.2152615.1106208090&type=1&theater
Me (Antoinette) :  C-51 threatens everyone's freedom and security opening the door to a secret police force that is a law unto itself, a runaway train, a shadow government.

I've lived under such a regime, in Apartheid South Africa, also done in the name of "preventing terrorism" and employing the Politics of Fear. The Special Branch was serving the Nationalist Party government of the time, but got very carried away in a spiral of spying and informers, false accusations, detentions without trial, murdering detainees, torture, and horrific murder even outside of jails

Without the clear definitions and oversight that Conrad and Tom Mulcair and the Toronto Star and many past Prime Ministers and Supreme Court Judges , etc etc are calling for, our Canadian so-called "protectors" could go the same way.

Tom Mulcair:  C-51 also lacks concrete measures to address the important issue of radicalization of youth. New Democrats, like all Canadians, have been shocked by recent atrocities perpetuated by terrorists. We have also witnessed outrageous acts of partisanship and Islamophobia by MPs who attack those who don’t share their narrow Conservative ideologies. Some in government circles even crassly considered the “strategic opportunity” of the October shooting attacks in Ottawa to advance political objectives.

The following, with links to Human Rights and Constitutional lawyers’ full analyses, and a link to the open letter from former PM’s and many former Supreme Court judges etc, attempts to break it down into “chapters” including:
· The politics of Fear
· Democracy and press freedom at risk; Vague, ambiguous wording, allowing the CRIMINALIZATION OF DISSENT;  Sweeping, vague, broad definitions of what constitutes a threat
· No Due Process, allowing warrantless detention and “disruption”

· Democracy at risk
· Privacy, Surveillance

· Lack of Oversight

· Freedom of expression, Academic Freedom, Free speech, democracy
· The rights and freedoms enshrined in the Charter
· Link to Youtube video of journalist (and former constitutional lawyer)  Glenn Greenwald speaking at Univ of Toronto, and my precis of some of it. VERY relevant to C-51, Very worthwhile if you have the time. many brilliant dissections of what’s going on, great answers to some of the questions around C-51.  Glenn Greenwald In Canada,  Days After "Terrorists Attacks" In Their Country.  The very end of it is moving and uplifting, prompted by a question from the audience about what has all this to do with love, and relationships, and creativity, and spirituality!
Politics of fear

Tom Mulcair:  

On the night of the Parliament Hill attack, I spoke to the nation and said that violence should never make us more fearful of our neighbours or less confident in ourselves. The prime minister has chosen a very different approach by labelling those opposed to C-51 — including the NDP — as “extremists” and by making the Muslim community a scapegoat in political debates to divide Canadians.

CBC radio, The House, March 7th:  The Politics of Fear to distract us from the oil price crisis and to get votes.  A totally political move on his part.  Has nothing to do with curbing terrorism.

Democracy and press freedom at risk

Vague, ambiguous wording, allowing the CRIMINALIZATION OF DISSENT

Sweeping, vague, broad definitions of what constitutes a threat
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/globe-debate/editorials/anti-terrorism-bill-will-unleash-csis-on-a-lot-more-than-terrorists/article22821691/     Why does the bill do so much more than fight terrorism? One part of Bill C-51 creates a new definition of an “activity that undermines the sovereignty, security or territorial integrity of Canada” that includes “terrorism,” “interference with critical infrastructure” and “interference with the capability of the Government in relation to ... the economic or financial stability of Canada.”

....  its language reveals a broader goal of allowing government departments, as well as CSIS, to act whenever they believe limply defined security threats “may” – not “will” – occur.
Human Rights lawyer Clayton Ruby:

s. 12.1(1) of the proposed act states: 

If there are reasonable grounds to believe that a particular activity constitutes a threat to the security of Canada, the Service may take measures, within or outside Canada, to reduce the threat. 

The power under s. 12.1 is broadly defined, giving CSIS virtually unfettered authority to conduct any operation it thinks is in the interest of Canadian security. The definitions are so broad that they could apply to almost anything, including measures to disrupt or interfere with non-violent civil disobedience.
“Bill C-51 should be of concern to all Canadians as it has the potential to impact on all of our rights given its stunningly far-reaching definitions of what constitutes a threat to Canada’s security. . ..... Such limited time for study by the Committee offers scant opportunity for those views to be meaningfully shared with Parliamentarians.”   -Ihsaan Gardee, Executive Director, National Council of Canadian Muslims
Desmog article:   http://www.desmog.ca/2015/02/26/leaked-rcmp-report-fuels-fears-harper-s-anti-terrorism-bill-will-target-enviros-first-nations
clearly demonstrating sweeping, ambiguous wording:   “If Bill C-51 passes, CSIS will be able to disrupt anything its political masters believe might be a threat,” they write.       “a clear attempt to “criminalize dissent.””  “the legislation does “much more than fight terrorism.”

.....Craig Forcese, national security expert and associate professor of law at the University of Ottawa  “warns that where protests deemed ‘unlawful’ overlap with other security concerns, such as critical infrastructure including pipelines, “democratic protest movements with tactics that do not square in every way with even municipal law may properly be the subject of CSIS investigation and possibly even disruption.” “..strikes and unpermitted protests”

NDP ‘s Megan Leslie:  Because protests carried out without proper municipal permits can be deemed “unlawful” the proposed bill has serious implications for environmental and aboriginal groups, Leslie said.
“A lot hinges on that word ‘unlawful,’ ” she said during a recent question period in parliament.
“This is dangerous legislation, because if there is a wildcat strike or an occupy movement – an occupation of town property, such as the camps that we saw set up – that activity, under the eyes of CSIS or the current government, could potentially undermine the security of Canada without the right municipal permit, and it could all of a sudden be scooped up into this anti-terrorism legislation.”
Criminalizing Indigenous Dissent
NDP MP Niki Ashton said the bill is a clear attempt to “criminalize dissent.”
“As we know, indigenous peoples – First Nations, Métis, Inuit, or indigenous peoples in general – have often been at the forefront in fighting for what is important to them and, in many ways, what is important to all of us,” she said during question period.
“These activists, these leaders, these members of their communities are not terrorists and do not pose a danger to the lives of anyone.”
The problem with the legislation is clear, Ashton said, “it lumps legitimate dissent together with terrorism. Indigenous peoples have a right to seek environmental and social justice through protest, communication and activism. This bill would call that criminal. It would call that work terrorism.”
Ashton quoted Pam Palmater, a Mi’kmaq lawyer and activist with the Idle No More movement:   “Hundreds of thousands of people across Canada rose up against Bill C-45 – the large, unconstitutional omnibus bill pushed through Parliament without debate which threatened our lakes and rivers,” Palmater said.
“This time, the threat is personal – any one of us could go to jail for thinking or voicing our opinions. All of the rights, freedoms and liberties upon which Canadian democracy rests will be suspended with Bill C-51. This bill creates what has been described as Harper’s ‘Secret Police force’ with terrifying expanded powers.”
Ever since a draft of Bill C-51 became publicly available, law professors and terrorism experts Craig Forcese and Kent Roach have been putting 16 hour days into analysing the bill:   http://www.antiterrorlaw.ca/ 

They found several scary provisions in the bill. In my opinion, the language in Bill C-51 describing who can be targeted is so vague that it covers a broad swath lot of what, in a democracy, is normally considered tolerable or even desireable journalism and political debate.
Fairly short Forcese video, with graphics, that explains how the parts work together dangerously, including to sweep up non-terrorists who are critics of govt.   https://vimeo.com/120103590
RCMP memo:  

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/anti-petroleum-movement-a-growing-security-threat-to-canada-rcmp-say/article23019252/
 The RCMP has labelled the “anti-petroleum” movement as a growing and violent threat to Canada’s security, raising fears among environmentalists that they face increased surveillance, and possibly worse, under the Harper government’s new terrorism legislation.

.. The legislation identifies “activity that undermines the security of Canada” as anything that interferes with the economic or financial stability of Canada or with the country’s critical infrastructure, though it excludes lawful protest or dissent. And it allows the Canadian Security and Intelligence Service to take measures to reduce what it perceives to be threats to the security of Canada.

“These kind of cases involving environmental groups – or anti-petroleum groups as the RCMP likes to frame them – are really the sharp end of the stick in terms of Bill C-51,” said Paul Champ, a civil liberties lawyer who is handling the BCCLA complaints. “With respect to Bill C-51, I and other groups have real concerns it is going to target not just terrorists who are involved in criminal activity, but people who are protesting against different Canadian government policies.”

Sgt. Cox said in an e-mailed statement. “There is no focus on environmental groups, but rather on the broader criminal threats to Canada’s critical infrastructure. The RCMP does not monitor any environmental protest group. Its mandate is to investigate individuals involved in criminality.”

http://rabble.ca/blogs/bloggers/karl-nerenberg/2015/02/opposition-objections-to-anti-terror-bill-go-far-beyond-lack-o
.... an important point, namely that all opposition parties would change what they call vague, dangerous and problematic "wording" in Bill C-51.

As we have written in this space over the past two weeks, the "wording" issue is not a minor one. It is not a matter of tinkering with a few details of the Bill and leaving its essence intact.

The "wording" all opposition parties are talking about includes the vast and dangerously all-inclusive "definition" of what might constitute "activity that undermines the security of Canada." 

The scope of such activity, the Bill says, does not only encompass what most of us would agree is violent and dangerous terrorism. It includes much that looks like legitimate, legal dissent or, at most, non-violent civil disobedience in the Gandhian tradition.

It is important to note that Liberal Leader Justin Trudeau made a point of saying, in the House, that like their NDP colleagues he and his fellow Liberals do not agree with this dangerously broad wording.

Liberal MP and former Justice Minister Irwin Cotler made the same point on CBC's Cross Country Checkup.

He pointed to provisions in Bill C-51 that would apply the "terrorist" label to "interfering" with critical infrastructure and to activities that undermine the "economic and financial stability of Canada."

Those provisions, the Liberal MP said, are contrary to basic notions of freedom of expression, and probably to the Canadian Charter of Rights.

Cotler also shares the concerns of the Green Party and the NDP about the new crime the Bill would create of "promoting terrorism in general."

Currently, it is a crime to promote terrorist acts, not some vaguely defined activity in general.  

Now the phrase "terrorism in general" might sound anodyne enough, at first blush.

But opposition parties and other critics argue that it potentially criminalizes people who merely advocate certain kinds of ideas, or even those who share such advocacy on social media, without there being in any way a direct link to actual or potential acts of violence.

No Due Process, allowing warrantless detention and “disruption”

There are many many law abiding people who could be swept up in this dragnet
No Due Process, allowing warrantless detention and “disruption”

Conrad Black: 

http://news.nationalpost.com/2015/02/28/conrad-black-alarm-bells-must-ring-in-response-to-the-governments-new-anti-terror-bill/
.....granting unspecified and scarcely limited powers of arbitrary, warrantless, detention.

As presented, Bill C-51 makes a Swiss cheese out of due process"

Globe Editorial Anti-terrorism bill will unleash CSIS on a lot more than terrorists    opens the door to abuse of power by law enforcement
The legislation represents a major rewrite of CSIS’s mandate, giving it the authority to act on terror plots rather than collecting intelligence and advising other agencies, such as the RCMP.

And now, if Bill C-51 passes, CSIS will be able to disrupt anything its political masters believe might be a threat. As the bill is currently written, that includes a lot more than terrorism.

P.S. (Antoinette): I’ve now lost the reference that points out more about their new power to “disrupt” (perhaps Clayton Ruby’s or Forcese’s full pieces, whose links are elsewhere in this document), which not only includes detention for up to 5 days without a court order, but also other things like freezing bank accounts, preventing travel (NoFly lists), disrupting electronic communications of people they say are “promoting terrorism” (which in this case is extremely broad) ... all things that would severely impact innocent people too.  

About detention:  I know how it can be used to torture innocent people to get info on suspects. C-51 only disallows torture that creates obvious injury, and since there’s no oversight what’s to stop them from even doing what the C-51 disallows??  
And in South Africa, whose “Terrorism Act” allowed up to 180 days of detention without appearing in court for a trial, I remember when a court found Winnie Mandela and about 19 other accused people Not Guilty, and the police simply rearrested them as they were going down the courthouse steps, detaining them then for another 180 days.    I don’t know if Bill C-51 has wording that would prevent that sort of abuse of the law.

Human Rights lawyer Clayton Ruby:

See the following for detailed legal opinion:   http://www.sott.net/article/293322-Canadas-State-Policemans-Bill-C-51-legal-opinion
The proposed amendments in Bill C-51 will further lower the threshold for preventive arrest and detention, increasing the risk that entirely innocent people will be swept up on mere suspicion. Under the current s. 83.3(2) of the Criminal Code, a peace officer is empowered to lay an information and bring an individual before a provincial court judge if the officer: 

(a) believes on reasonable grounds that a terrorist activity will be carried out; and 
(b) suspects on reasonable grounds that the imposition of a recognizance with conditions on a person, or the arrest of a person, is necessary to prevent the carrying out of the terrorist activity. 

Where exigent circumstances exist, or where laying the information would be impractical, the individual may be arrested without a warrant. 

The new measures would allow law enforcement agencies to arrest somebody if they suspect that a terrorist act "may be carried out," instead of the current standard of "will be carried out." 

Bill C-51 also substitutes "likely" for "necessary" such that s. 83.3(2) would now enable a peace officer to lay an information or effect a warrantless arrest if the officer: 

(a) believes on reasonable grounds that a terrorist activity will may be carried out; and 
(b) suspects on reasonable grounds that the imposition of a recognizance with conditions on a person, or the arrest of a person, is necessary likely to prevent the carrying out of the terrorist activity. 

Both changes result in a significant lowering of the standard for arrest and detention.
Privacy, Surveillance

Privacy Commissioner Daniel Therrien has done a thorough review of the government's anti-terrorism bill. His analysis has revealed several areas of concern. The Commissioner says under C-51, the threshold for sharing Canadians' personal data is far too low and he says the bill sets no clear limits on how long the information would be kept.

Therrien tells The House's Evan Solomon that he would be deeply concerned if the bill passed in its current form.

http://www.cbc.ca/radio/thehouse/rcmp-commissioner-bob-paulson-on-the-michael-zehaf-bibeau-video-1.2983261/privacy-commissioner-worries-about-the-impact-of-anti-terrorism-bill-1.2983297
Lack of Oversight

SIRC is not an oversight body - it is a review body. ....Reviews CSIS files once per year, and it was until recently headed up by a Harper appointee who is now in jail in Panama for fraud.  
Canada is the only member of the “Five Eyes” intelligence-sharing alliance, which includes the United States, United Kingdom, Australia and New Zealand, that does not call on legislators to oversee the work of its spy services.

Tom Mulcair in National Post: http://news.nationalpost.com/2015/03/03/tom-mulcair-leading-the-charge-against-c-51/   

It is also hard to understand why the minister would object to Canada’s elected officials providing security oversight, when you consider how one of their appointments to head the Security Intelligence Review Committee is now sitting in a Panamanian jail.

In Canada, SIRC “reviews” CSIS operations once they are finished, while a single commissioner oversees the work of the Communications Security Establishment. In its latest annual report, SIRC complained about delays in obtaining information from CSIS.

Human Rights lawyer Clayton Ruby:

 It is also troubling for the additional reason that there is very little oversight of CSIS activities. At present, CSIS is accountable only to the SIRC. CSIS has a budget of over $500 million annually. SIRC has an annual budget of $3 million and is staffed by four part-time committee members. It no longer has a director general who watches the watchers. By contrast, spy agencies in other countries are supervised by powerful parliamentary or congressional committees. The sweeping new powers, coupled with the woeful lack of oversight, risks turning CSIS into a dangerous "secret police force."
...
If there are reasonable grounds to believe that a particular activity constitutes a threat to the security of Canada, the Service may take measures, within or outside Canada, to reduce the threat. 
The power under s. 12.1 is broadly defined, giving CSIS virtually UNFETTERED authority to conduct any operation it thinks is in the interest of Canadian security. The definitions are so broad that they could apply to almost anything, including measures to disrupt or interfere with non-violent civil disobedience.
In an open letter published by The Globe and Mail, former prime ministers Joe Clark (Conservative) , Jean Chretien, John Turner and Paul Martin called for more accountability and independent oversight for the country’s security agencies.

Open Letter:   Former justices, PMs express concern over lack of anti-terror oversight      http://www.ctvnews.ca/politics/former-justices-pms-express-concern-over-lack-of-anti-terror-oversight-1.2247595
Not all the PM's who have spoken against this bill are former Liberals, in case you forgot Joe Clark was a conservative

4 former PM's and 18 Supreme Court justices come out against bill 
(Not all the PM's who have spoken against this bill are former Liberals, let us remember Joe Clark was a Conservative)

Retired Justice John Major was appointed by conservative PM Mulroney on 13November 1992. Retired Justice Bastarache was appointed to the SCC by PM Chrétien in 1997; previously Mr. Bastarache was under Mulroney)

In an open letter published last week by The Globe and Mail, former prime ministers Joe Clark, Jean Chretien, John Turner and Paul Martin called for more accountability and independent oversight for the country’s security agencies.

The prime ministers said that a “lack of a robust and integrated accountability regime” makes it difficult to “meaningfully assess the efficacy and legality” of the country’s security activities. This absence, they said, could ultimately lead to problems around public safety and human rights.

Former Supreme Court Justice John Major, one of the letter’s signatories, t

HYPERLINK "http://www.ctvnews.ca/video?clipId=556473&playlistId=1.2247661&binId=1.810401&playlistPageNum=1&binPageNum=1"old CTV’s Question Period that he’s “puzzled” at the government’s “reluctance” to ensure oversight.

“When we speak of oversight, I don’t think any of us think the agencies are going to deliberately extend their reach. But the fact is they have a job to do, they think it’s important, they get over-enthusiastic when they think they’re hot on the trail of something, and it’s very easy to slip over the edge,” Major said. “We’ve seen it with police forces, we’ve seen it in the past with CSIS.”

Former Supreme Court Justice Michel Bastarache, who also added his name to the open letter, says there are models that experts feel are superior to Canada’s system.
March 7th:  on cbc radio The House, much about C-51,  talking about The Politics of fear. And full interview about "Judicial Oversight" with retired Supreme Court justice John Major  http://www.cbc.ca/radio/thehouse/rcmp-commissioner-bob-paulson-on-the-michael-zehaf-bibeau-video-1.2983261/john-major-dissects-judicial-oversight-aspect-of-c-51-1.2985221
As we have learned from past and recent experiences, without robust oversight, review and redress mechanisms security agencies have abused the powers ceded to them. Given the disproportionate impact of anti-terrorism legislation in recent years on Canadian Muslims, these new proposals are of particular interest in our community.      -Ihsaan Gardee, Executive Director, National Council of Canadian Muslims
Sacrificing liberty for “security”, with approval in secret:  http://www.thestar.com/opinion/commentary/2015/02/24/bill-c-51-threatens-to-sacrifice-liberty-for-security.html
Errol Mendes is a professor of constitutional and international law at the University of Ottawa.
...   the danger of security agencies taking excessive actions that undermine the rights of Canadians.

Should measures that violate rights of Canadians — stopping short of bodily harm, yet still violating key Charter rights — be approved in secret? There will also be no judicial supervision of the warrants once they are granted

In their own words criticizing his anti-terrorism legislation, Bill C-51, they warn: “Protecting human rights and protecting public safety are complementary objectives, but experience has shown that serious human rights abuses can occur in the name of maintaining national security.”

it warns that key security agency review bodies will not have enough power to provide critical oversight of new government security activities.

Harper alleges that the under-resourced review body SIRC, which oversees CSIS, can provide sufficient oversight.   SIRC will continue to have limited powers of review but will not be able to oversee the vastly enhanced powers CSIS will have under C-51. 

Indeed, three former members of SIRC joined the former prime ministers and Supreme Court justices in stressing that fact. Harper and his cabinet ministers have since asserted that there is no need for additional oversight because there will be rigorous judicial oversight.

Wrong again. The judges will only be involved if CSIS chooses to seek warrants in secret hearings at the Federal Court to disrupt threats to a very, very loosely defined threat to national security. They will only do so if CSIS feels that the measures may “contravene a right or freedom guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms” — though the warrants may also be for measures that are “contrary to other Canadian law.”

http://news.nationalpost.com/2015/02/13/former-csis-officer-warns-new-federal-anti-terror-bill-will-lead-to-lawsuits-embarrassment/
Mr. Lavigne, who went from the Mounties to CSIS and later worked overseeing spies in the solicitor general’s office, likes CSIS’s design. It was set up as an intelligence-gathering body, not an enforcement agency, actively overseen by an inspector general and reviewed by the Security Intelligence Review Committee.

Mr. Lavigne, 55, left government in 1999, but follows intelligence news closely.

He spent years tracking dangerous radicals without the powers the government wants to give to CSIS.

“In 2012, the government shut down the office of the CSIS inspector general, which provided active oversight. Since then, after-the-fact review is provided by the Security Intelligence Review Committee, a part-time committee formerly headed by an accused fraudster.

Mr. Forcese and Mr. Roach said expanding CSIS’s powers without improving oversight is “breathtakingly irresponsible.”

Mr. Lavigne agrees. He said that CSIS “sanitizes its files” before handing them to SIRC.

“To say that SIRC is any kind of oversight body is really misleading and the government knows that.”

Freedom of expression, Free speech, democracy
a U of T paper acknowledging it threatens academic freedom.

http://thevarsity.ca/2015/03/02/anti-terror-laws-threaten-academic-freedom/
Clayton Ruby

Bill C-51: A Legal Primer   https://www.policyalternatives.ca/publications/monitor/bill-c-51-legal-primer
Overly broad and unnecessary anti-terrorism reforms could criminalize free speech

The Monitor
- See more at: https://www.policyalternatives.ca/authors/clayton-ruby#sthash.aN504vZm.dpuf
http://www.sott.net/article/293322-Canadas-State-Policemans-Bill-C-51-legal-opinion
Another truly bizarre aspect of the new offence is the use of the term "terrorism offences in general—other than an offence under this section." The Criminal Code already contains 14 broadly worded terrorism-related offences. "Terrorism activity" is a defined term under s. 83.01 of the Criminal Code, but this is broader. It applies to more speech than speech advocating or promoting terrorist activity, or the 14 terrorism offences in the Criminal Code. The new offence is meant to include speech promoting and advocating "terrorism in general," a deliberately opaque and unknowable term. 

Even if the government exercises restraint in laying charges and arresting people, the result is an inevitable chill on speech. Students will think twice before posting an article on Facebook questioning military action against insurgents overseas. Journalists will be wary of questioning government decisions to add groups to Canada's list of terrorist entities.

(reader comment:  Means posting something like, "Gee...I wonder if someone will bomb parliment?" is enough to get you 5 years less a day in prison as your reckless statement gave the idea to some nutbar. )

Antoinette Halberstadt March 7th.  Right now on cbc radio much about C-51. At present they're talking about The Politics of fear. Full interview about "Judicial Oversight" with retired Supreme Court justice John Major  http://www.cbc.ca/radio/thehouse/rcmp-commissioner-bob-paulson-on-the-michael-zehaf-bibeau-video-1.2983261/john-major-dissects-judicial-oversight-aspect-of-c-51-1.2985221
(Antoinett’es commentary while listening to it):  now they're talking about how the existing laws are adequate BUT the agencies are under-resourced. (my editorial: so instead of providing more resources, use the politics of fear to loosen up the definition of security risk, giving power to shut down legitimate debate and freedom of speech and freedom to protest)

& they're talking about Harper introducing the Politics of Fear to distract us from the oil price crisis and to get votes. A totally political move on his part. Has nothing to do with curbing terrorism. 

The rights and freedoms enshrined in the Charter include:

Fundamental freedoms 

Section 2: which lists what the Charter calls "fundamental freedoms" namely freedom of conscience, freedom of religion, freedom of thought, freedom of belief, freedom of expression, freedom of the press and of other media of communication, freedom of peaceful assembly, and freedom of association.

Democratic rights: generally, the right to participate in political activities and the right to a democratic form of government: 

Section 3: the right to vote and to be eligible to serve as member of a legislature.

Section 4: the maximum duration of legislatures is set at five years.

Section 5: an annual sitting of legislatures is required as a minimum.

Mobility rights: 

Section 6: protects the mobility rights of Canadian citizens, and to a lesser extent that of permanent residents which include the right to enter and leave Canada, and to move to and take up residence in any province, or to reside outside of Canada.

Legal rights: rights of people in dealing with the justice system and law enforcement, namely: 

Section 7: right to life, liberty, and security of the person.

Section 8: freedom from unreasonable search and seizure.

Section 9: freedom from arbitrary detention or imprisonment.

Section 10: right to legal counsel and the guarantee of habeas corpus.

Section 11: rights in criminal and penal matters such as the right to be presumed innocent until proven guilty.

Section 12: right not to be subject to cruel and unusual punishment.

Section 13: rights against self-incrimination

Section 14: rights to an interpreter in a court proceeding.

Equality rights: 

Section 15: equal treatment before and under the law, and equal protection and benefit of the law without discrimination.

MUST SEE! Glenn Greenwald In Canada,  Days After "Terrorists Attacks" In Their Country
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iq2Hi_SD8pQ
including:  mass surveillance a threat to democracy.  Not a whiff of holding agencies accountable.  Security/ Intelligence agencies' partnerships across the world continue to exist regardless of changes in govts in those countries.   A state within a state.  

We are Propagandized

Renditions -- sending people to other countries to be tortured/ imprisoned

Blowback:  if a govt engages in military intervention in a different country, it is inevitable that violence will be brought back to that country.   2004 report commissioned by Rumsfeld:  "the key cause of terrorism aimed at Americans, is American direct intervention in the Muslim world.."  (@43 mins, 3 examples: propping up dictators,  ..... ,  wars.)   Conclusion: " Muslims do not hate our freedoms.  Rather, they hate our policies."

at about 45:  pending Canadian legislation criminalizing speech that would be characterized as promoting violence

at about 48:  endless war since 9-11. Generates rage and fury.  a percentage of enraged people want to bring that violence back to us.  Our reaction: intensify war.  Never ending spiral.

You can not have a society in which absolute safety is the goal. Trying to achieve it will create so many worse harms than the failure to have it in the first place.   Like cars:  don't demand lower speed limit each time there's an accident.  We accept that in exchange for the benefits of having automobiles, we are going to have deaths.  

Govts' use of the word TErrorism.  (to justify policies).   The word has no fixed meaning, but, if anything, terrorism is the targeting of civilians to achieve/ towards a political end.   But Quebec & Ottawa shootings targeted soldiers in uniform.   But govts are using the word to mean "violence engaged in by Muslims, against the West"

about 55:  Edward Snowden's conscience.  "would cause me more pain, to not (reveal this injustice) than anything they could do to me.

The very end of it is very uplifting, prompted by a question from the audience about what has all this to do with love, and relationships, and creativity, and spirituality!

a politically-driven police force with a close eye on what the government of the day considers its enemies. Now, how could that possibly go wrong? 
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