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The Fly 

Where we almost, nay more than married are. 

—John Donne 

 
Pearl egg of fly intimates the curve of larva, its spine and claw-point. 

 The cellophane shell, 

brittle pupa-blanket where the almost fly 

lies like a spring. Coiled and tensile, its exertions will tear the sheet. 

 Six black legs flutter 

against the dry christening gown, I see his lambent eyes 

cloistered in these living walls of jet 

Small glider, his veined wings are sheer parasols, gauzy skirts that 

 admit the light. The orange 

down of his pelvis beneath this architecture, blood is the adhesive 

fastening flight, my sleek aviator presses his sucker feet to my lips 

 How little 

he denies me, the drone in my ear and he swarms my heart if one 

two light steps from the tips of my fingers he bows his head and 

 makes a violin, 

or hovers behind me when I circle the floor, lonely, he rests on 

 shoulder, elbow, to 

stare at me with swollen eyes, 



darkling, drop of ink. A current in the sugar dish, he models in the 

 painted flowers, black eye 

of Susan, blunt thorn — he delights in my decadence, 

the slippery floor, tiles, and stairs haunted with illness: my sensual life 

 and his intersect. 

He comes on the wing of another spring, in slicks of grey water, the 

 pendant sun. 

to navigate what is unknown to me, patiently, he regards the chrysalis of 

 skin that envelopes 

the arched veins. Incurious and constant, he is used to waiting for the 

 modest blush, the rustle of disrobing 

the hush. Of silks unfolding, of gossamer veils drawn as tenderly as 

 breath, from the fluent sea 

of one blood made of two, the sweetness of his pestilent kiss. 

—pearl: poems, Lynn Crosbie, 1996, pp. 33-4 
 
 
 Are Canadians like Americans? The answer is quite possibly: Similar, but not 

likely. 

Reading Lewis Lapham’s chilling account in Harper’s of how public opinion 
in the U.S. was dragged to the reactionary right… I gave thanks that the same 
mass brainwashing exercise in Canada has not (so far) been as successful. [In 
“CBC biased? Say it ain’t so!”, Rolf Auer, it’s argued that the process is 
underway but that generally Canadians aren’t persuaded.] It has converted 
many people in this country to neoliberalism. It has made Canada less fair 
and compassionate than it was in the 1960s and and early ‘70s. But it hasn’t 
transformed most Canadians into such narrow-minded dullards that they 
would accept the conversion of their country into a neocolonial bully abroad 
and an inequitable, militaristic, Orwellian plutocracy at home— much less 
elect—and then re-elect—a regime that verges on neo-fascism. As pollster 
Michael Adams documents in his insightful Penguin Canada book Fire and 
Ice (now available in paperback), most Canadians hold opinions and attitudes 
that are markedly different from those of Americans on a wide range of 
issues. As a nation, we not only still diverge from U.S. values and priorities—
we reject them. The continentalist view incessantly voiced by many of our 



journalists, politicians and academics that Canada is drifting inexorably into a 
greater economic and philosophical alliance with the United States is a myth, 
says Adams. 
—Monitor, “December 2004: The Right is Wrong and the Left is Right,” Ed 
Finn, periodical of the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (CCPA), 
December 2004 
 
 From the book: 
 
For a social researcher, particularly one like me who has for so long been 
fascinated by Canada’s quirks, virtues, neuroses, and supposedly (and 
endlessly) “endangered” status, it simply does not get much juicier than these 
two diverging lines: America’s down and left into a Blade Runner jungle (as 
in Ridley Scott’s 1982 classic dystopian fantasy of a future Los Angeles) and 
Canada’s down and right into a relative Eden—or more accurately, given our 
high rates of urbanization—a relative New Jerusalem…. It is astonishing (and 
I imagine heartening to many readers) that when we plot the average position 
of all Canadians on the American map—Canadians of all races, ages, 
genders, incomes, levels of education, political orientations, sexual 
orientations, religions, regions, and so on and so on—that average falls in 
almost the exact spot as the average position of the most progressive social 
values segment in America. 
—Fire and Ice: The United States, Canada and the Myth of Converging 
Values, Michael Adams, 2003, pp. 74-5 
 

 Prime Minister Stephen Harper is a supporter of the U.S. invasion of Iraq. 

[Author Chris Hedges] has been asked, of course, whether his excoriation of 
liberals as a class in the U.S. applies also to progressives and their institutions 
in Canada. He doesn’t go that far, but he does point out that Stephen Harper 
and Michael Ignatieff, leaders of the current federal government and official 
opposition, were both ardent supporters of the unjustified U.S. invasion and 
occupation of Iraq. 
—Monitor, “Liberal class is dead in the U.S. But what about Canada?” Ed 
Finn, CCPA, December 2010/January 2011, p. 4 
 

 However, most Canadians see Canada’s military role in the world as one of 

peacekeeping. 

“In 1991, Canada had almost 1,150 soldiers directly involved in UN 
peacekeeping operations. By the fall of 2006 we were down to only 55 out of 
a total of over 100,000 UN peacekeepers.” Nevertheless, “in a 2007 public 
opinion poll, two-thirds of Canadians mistakenly agreed that ‘Canada is an 
essential contributor to peacekeeping.’” 



—Monitor, “Some truly appalling things we should know about our country,” 
Review by Roy LaBerge, CCPA, May 2008, p. 28 
 

 Harper tries to hide his support for the invasion of Iraq, probably because he 

knows it won’t play well with voters. 

[Harper] won’t own up to his own stuff — such as his heartfelt support for 
the Iraq invasion — unless shoved up against the wall, and even then he 
mumbles. 
—“Anything but a Harper majority,” Margaret Atwood, The Globe and Mail, 
October 6, 2008 
 

 But, if one looks closely enough, the evidence is there. Obviously, from his 

actions, Harper would like to have most Canadians thinking Canada should play a bigger 

military role in the world. 

During his three decades of military service, Canada’s new Chief of 
Defense—L.Gen Walter Natynczyk [On June 6, 2008, the	  Government	  of	  
Canada	  named Natynczyk as the next Chief	  of	  the	  Defence	  Staff (CDS), 
replacing retiring General Rick	  Hillier. Natynczyk was promoted to General, 
and installed as CDS on July 2, 2008. (www.wikipedia.org) ]—has led 
soldiers in Bosnia, Croatia, Kosovo, and East Timor. But his fighting career 
reached a peak during his 2004 stint in Baghdad. In that year, while 
embedded in the highest levels of command of Multi-National Corps  
(MNC-I), Natynczyk led 35,000 troops fighting throughout Iraq…. 
Natynczyk—the new poster boy for Canada’s Armed Forces—exemplifies 
the incongruity between our peaceful self-image and the reality of Canada as 
warmonger in Iraq…. Canada’s government ordered Natynczyk to take his 
marching orders from the U.S. Then, while under U.S. “operational” control, 
Natynczyk commanded tens of thousands of American troops in Iraq. This 
underlines the fact that there is no ideological contradiction between the two 
countries’ basic military policies in Iraq. As Natynczyk said, the Canadian 
government used him in Iraq “to show in a tangible way the close affiliation 
between the U.S. and Canada.” This, he explain, was the “bottom line.” 
—Monitor, “Our new Defence Chief commanded U.S. troops in Iraq,” 
Richard Sanders, CCPA, September 2008, pp. 1, 6 
 

 In fact, anticipating just that reaction, the federal Tories have boosted military 

spending to unprecedented levels. 

The federal government is spending more on the military today than at any 
point since the end of the Second World War, according to a new study by the 



Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives that argues Canada isn’t getting 
enough bang for its buck…. The Afghanistan mission alone likely accounts 
for about half the additional $30.0 billion Canada has spent since the 2001 
terror attacks…. “Canada could make a much greater contribution to global 
security and humanitarian action by shifting resources to non-military 
security efforts and to peacekeeping operations,” argued the senior adviser 
with the Rideau Institute, a left-leaning public policy think-tank. Over the 
next 17 years, Canada will spend about $85 billion on equipment, including 
warships and the controversial F-35 Joint Strike Fighter jets. According to the 
study, by 2027 Canada likely will be spending only slightly less on defense 
than it is today – approximately $19.8 billion in 2010 dollars or about $31 
billion adjusted for inflation. That, however, doesn’t account for the cost of 
operations like the Afghan mission, [report author Bill] Robinson said, 
suggesting spending will be “significantly higher.” The study estimates the 
recommendations of the 20-year Canada First Defense Strategy unveiled in 
2008 will cost as much as $410 billion in 2010 dollars or up to $12,000 per 
Canadian. 
—“It’s about getting a big enough bang for our buck,” Tobi Cohen, 
Vancouver Sun, March 9, 2011 
 

 What could be Harper’s motivation for turning Canada into a militaristic state? 

A few years ago, award-winning journalist Marci McDonald wrote a long 
essay for The Walrus magazine on “the rising clout of Canada’s religious 
right.” Titled Stephen Harper and the Theo-Cons, it described how religious 
fundamentalists in this country have forged close links with Harper and many 
of his cabinet members and backbenchers…. McDonald thinks their ultimate 
goals is to transform Canada into a “stern, narrow-minded theocracy.” In 
other words, into a fascist state…. Ruling fascist élites always identified 
closely with their military, and with the “defence” industries that equipped 
their soldiers. A huge share of national resources was always allocated to the 
military, even at the expense of funding social programs. 
—Monitor, “Right-wing fanatics forge strong ties with Harper gov’t,” Ed 
Finn, CCPA, May 2008, p. 4 
 
Thank you for reviewing Chris Hedges’ disturbing book [the previous book 
Hedges was discussing was his newest, The Death of the Liberal Class], 
American Fascists: The Christian Right and the War on America. Although 
less pervasive, the trend explored in this book also flourishes in Canada. The 
push for Bill C-10, which proposed legislation that would deny tax benefits to 
film-makers who tackle “unhealthy” (progressive) themes, was proudly taken 
credit for by the Canada Action Coalition, a right-wing messianic group 
headed by the evangelical Charles McVety, who also considers gays to be an 
“abomination.” 
—Monitor, letter-to-the-editor excerpt, John Dirlik, CCPA, May 2008, p. 25 



 So, the Harper government has been very secretive about all this. But that’s not 

unusual; it has always been secretive (even though it was elected partially on a promise 

of transparency in government). Nothing different there. In fact: 

A scathing report released [February 25, 2011] reveals the contempt Stephen 
Harper’s government holds for the Canadian taxpayer. The Fiscal 
Transparency report from Parliamentary Budget Officer [PBO] Kevin Page 
says the federal government has withheld crucial information about crime 
legislation and the multibillion-dollar planned purchase of F-35 fighter jets, 
and has put out questionable forecasts on the impact of coming corporate tax 
cuts…. These three areas of legislation involve massive expenses to the 
Canadian taxpayer. By keeping us in the dark, the Tories seek to avoid the 
public outcry that would result should the true costs become known. 
—“Harper gov’t giving taxpayer silent treatment on spending,” Ethan Baron, 
The Province, February 27, 2011 
 

 How “silent” is silent? Read on: 

Canadians are being warned that the Harper government is underestimating 
the lifetime costs of new F-35 fighter jets by more than $12 billion – a third 
blow to a government already under fire for stonewalling in the Commons. A 
new report from [PBO] Kevin Page, whose post was established by the 
Conservatives to ensure “truth in budgeting,” says the total price tag for the 
jets is close to $30 billion – nearly 70 per cent more than government 
estimates…. [The Harper government] is being accused of low-balling the 
cost of one of the most expensive defence purchases in decades…. Mr. 
Harper told reporters on [March 10, 2011] that he refused to “get into a 
lengthy debate in numbers.” 
—“Tories forced to defend F-35 purchase amid damning report,” Stephen 
Chase, John Ibbitson, and Jane Taber, The Globe and Mail, March 11, 2011 
 

 So Harper refuses to get into a lengthy debate? Okay, here’s a short debate. 

Twelve-billion dollars would go a long way toward building social housing for the 

approximately 300,000 homeless people across Canada. It would also go a long way 

toward setting up a national child care program. Your rebuttal, please, Mr. Harper? 

 Predictably, in the corporate-controlled, Conservative-biased press, at least two 

editorials supported buying the jets at the higher cost. 



Canada will clearly need to replace its fleet of aging tactical fighter jets. The 
[PBO] has raised some serious questions around the full cost of the F-35 Joint 
Strike Fighter program. Rather than wrapping itself in the Maple Leaf, as the 
Conservatives have done, or lobbing rhetorical bombs without a convincing 
alternative, as the opposition has done, all parties should consider the 
questions invited by the PBO’s report. 
—“F-35 report is a broadside, not a torpedo,” editorial excerpt, The Globe 
and Mail, March 10, 2011 
 

 Nowhere in the editorial did the words “national social housing program,” “solve 

Canada’s homelessness,” or “national childcare program” appear. Apparently, these 

aren’t the basis of the types of questions all parties should be considering. 

It’s now unclear exactly how much it will cost for Canada to purchase and 
maintain the 65 new F-35 fighter aircraft the Department of National Defense 
hopes to buy…. But make no mistake, Canada needs the new jets. There has 
been much yammering from the usual suspects questioning the decision to 
replace our country’s aging fleet of CF-18 Hornets. Some argue the money 
would be better spent addressing the domestic needs of Canadians. But that’s 
the old swords-versus-ploughshares debate that leads nowhere. The Canadian 
government, like the government of all nations, must tackle and balance a 
variety of needs. But not many Canadians would argue we shouldn’t be able 
to defend our sovereignty. 
—“Price of freedom is worth every cent,” editorial excerpt, The Province, 
March 11, 2011 
 
 Referencing the Gage Canadian Thesaurus, 1998: 

• Sovereignty: synonym—dominion 
• Nation: synonym—dominion 
• Patriotic: synonym—nationalistic 

 
 Cross-referencing the terms above, here’s an aphorism for Province editorial 

writers: “Patriotism is the last refuge of a scoundrel.”—Samuel Johnson, April 7, 1775. 

 In probably unrelated news, the Conservatives released another attack ad. (This is 

something they’re good at.) 

Michael Ignatieff is digesting some bad news on the eve of what could be a 
federal election. A new online poll has the Tories 16 points ahead of the 
Liberals, whose leader is described as “arrogant and out-of-touch.”…. [T]he 
online poll shows that both Mr. Harper and Mr. Layton’s ratings have 
increased in the first nine weeks of 2011…. [The pollster] sees two forces at 



work, here. “On the one hand the opposition parties appear to really be 
digging in to the trust issue with the Tories and are trying to create a narrative 
that links various scandals and disputes that have been cropping up… On the 
other hand, the Tories are continuing with their ad campaign, many of which 
target Ignatieff.” The pollster says that so far the “ad campaign is winning 
out.” 
—“Ignatieff’s numbers plummet as Tories unleash another attack ad,” Jane 
Taber, The Globe and Mail, March 10, 2011 
 

 Have you ever wondered about the effectiveness of attack ads? Here’s some 

commentary from a Globe and Mail regular. 

Why do Canadians have to suffer through political attack ads? Because “as 
long as they work, parties will use them, the only difference today being that 
the Harper party deploys more of them than any party in Canadian history,” 
national affairs columnist Jeffrey Simpson writes in his latest column…. This 
campaign, when it comes, will feature what is called social media as never 
before, and precise media targeting. 
—“Jeffrey Simpson on attack ads in Canadian politics,” Jeffrey Simpson, The 
Globe and Mail, March 8, 2011 
 
Of course, attack ads demean politics. Of course, they scare away potential 
entrants into politics. Of course, they prevent even a minimal understanding 
of issues. Of course, they induce greater public cynicism about politicians, 
thereby making everyone more skeptical about the role government plays in 
society. Of course, they reflect badly on those who use them. So why do we 
see them?.... [Conservatives] don’t need attack ads to solidify their… 
preferences. What attack ads do is stoke their anger and fear, heightening the 
chance they’ll vote and – of critical importance – reach for their chequebooks 
each time one of those “sky is falling” letters arrives from the Conservatives’ 
chief fundraiser…. Attack ads are part of the way the Harper party does 
politics and, as such, won’t disappear. They also work, the other reason they 
won’t disappear. 
—“The truth about attack ads: They work,” Jeffrey Simpson, The Globe and 
Mail, March 9, 2011 
 

 What about the Conservatives? Can they be attacked (even more than already has 

been done in this essay, that is)? 

Stephen Harper faces not just the prospect of being found in contempt of 
Parliament. He faces a new challenge: to fight an election not simply on 
economic issues, but on the charge his government abuses. House of 
Commons Speaker Peter Milliken ruled on [March 9, 2011] that, “on its 
face,” the government withheld information from a parliamentary committee, 



and that International Cooperation Minister Bev Oda may have misled the 
House…. Mr. Milliken’s rulings, however, give the political equivalent of a 
judicial decision affirming that, at least in two of the cases, the Conservatives 
may have flouted the rights and will of Parliament. They would hand a 
weapon to the opposition parties to use in a campaign against the Tories, who 
came to office in 2006 promising to clean up government after the Liberals’ 
sponsorship scandal. “There is no doubt” that the government had failed to 
comply with a parliamentary committee’s demand for costs related to the 
Conservatives’ crime bills, Mr. Milliken concluded. “This is a serious matter 
that goes to the heart of the House’s undoubted role in holding the 
government to account.” Mr. Milliken was less emphatic on whether 
International Development Minister Bev Oda had misled Parliament when 
she said she did not know who had ordered funding to a foreign-aid charity 
cut, only to later tell Parliament that she had ordered the change. 
—“Speaker’s contempt rulings add ammunition to election-minded 
opposition,” John Ibbitson, The Globe and Mail, March 10, 2011 
 
Suddenly the opposition parties have a chance to knock Harper off stride and 
change the ballot-box question in an election that could come as soon as May 
2. Harper wants it to be about the economy. The Liberals want it to be about 
Conservative ethics and trust in Harper. 
—“Two important weeks for Harper—Contempt rulings: Prime Minister 
faces an opposition that scents political blood,” Mark Kennedy, The 
Province, March 11, 2011 
 
This is the third time Peter Milliken has found the Conservatives to have 
breached parliamentary privilege. No government in Canadian history has 
been cited so many times for ignoring the rights of Parliament. If this is the 
“Harper Government,” which the Conservatives envision, then I’d prefer we 
get back the government of Canada that respected Parliament. 
—“Time’s up for Harper,” letter to the editor, Tim Cheung, The Province, 
March 11, 2011 
 

 What if the election was decided by the economy? Then consider the following 

two excerpts (and the articles, if you can find them). 

Harper is extremely vulnerable on the economy…. [H]arper and Co. played 
with financial deregulation in the mortgage industry (allowing 40-year, no-
down-payment mortgages), and created a bubble that has yet to burst. In 
virtually every other aspect of economic policy, the Harper government can 
be shown to be incompetent or recklessly irresponsible. (my italics) 
—Monitor, “Harper’s planned austerity program can and must be fought,” 
Murray Dobbin, December 2010/January 2011, p. 16 



There is no denying we have seen a “recovery” of the financial markets, with 
commodity prices and banker bonuses bouncing back to comfortable levels. 
That’s good news for some, like the oil and mining industries, but these small 
pockets of gain fall far short of warranting the celebration of an overall 
economic recovery. They certainly don’t justify the Harper government’s 
termination of its “stimulus” measures (my italics) or the refusal to restore 
employment insurance benefits to the thousands of jobless Canadians now 
denied them. Clearly, far from recovering from the “great recession,” 
Canada’s economy is now dangerously close to falling off the edge and 
plunging into an even deeper recession. The more than 300,000 
manufacturing jobs lost in the recession so far are still missing. So are the 
100,000 jobs that were eliminated in the forestry sector. In fact, since 2003, 
the manufacturing sector — our main supplier of the income workers need for 
a decent living standard — has had a net loss of over 600,000 jobs, or close to 
30% of the employment level this vital export-based sector previously 
provided. 
—Monitor, “Loss of 600,000 manufacturing jobs negates recovery claims,” 
Paul Tulloch, December 2010/January 2011, p. 34 
 

 So, Mr. Harper, go ahead and fight the election on the election on the economy. 

Or on trust. “Any way you look at it, you lose.”—Mrs. Robinson, Simon and Garfunkel, 

1968 

  


