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Workshop Summary 
 
Welcome  
 
Phil Murray, a member of the Advisory Panel, welcomed the audience to Phase 2’s first 
research workshop on the legal and ethical implications of apologies.  
 
Before starting the program, Phil went over the workshop ground rules.  First, that we 
should treat each other with respect.  Second, that the workshop is part of Phase 2 of the 
Cornwall Public Inquiry.  As such, it does not deal with any issues in Phase 1.  He 
explained that the speakers would only be talking about the issues of apologies in a 
generic manner and not directly on any of the issues in Phase 1.  Third, he stated that 
some of the matters discussed may be difficult for some people and that there were 
helpers in the room who could assist in the case of difficulties.  He asked the helpers to 
raise their hands so that they could be identified.  Finally, he stated that while the 
presentations were going to be in English, that during the questions and discussion that 
people should feel free to speak in French or English.  
 
Introduction & Process 
 
Jan Handy, a member of the Advisory Panel, then introduced the evening’s two speakers, 
Leslie Macleod and Russell Getz. 
 
Leslie Macleod is the author of “A Time for Apology:  Legal and Ethical Implications of 
Apologies”, part of a series of workshops on topics relevant to the Phase 2 mandate of the 
Cornwall Public Inquiry, which focuses on healing and reconciliation.  Leslie is a lawyer 
whose practice area is the provision of alternative dispute resolution services to public 
and private sector clients.  Leslie is also an Adjunct Professor at Osgoode Law School 
where she co-directs the Master of Law Program in ADR.  She has mediated and 
investigated cases involving allegations of abuse and is particularly interested in the 
potential for conciliation and healing associated with statements of apology or 
expressions of regret in civil cases. 
 
Russell Getz is a lawyer working for the Government of British Columbia.  Russell is the 
B.C. representative on the Uniform Law Conference of Canada and the 2006 Civil 
Section Chair.  He is the author of uniform apologies legislation in the civil law context 
brought forward by the conference, an indication of growing interest in this topic by 
those involved in public policy and legislative development across Canada.  He is also 
the B.C. representative on the federal Department of Justice Advisory Committee on 
Private International Law and served on the Canadian delegation respecting The Hague 
Convention on Choice of Courts Agreement. 
 



 
Jan then explained the process that would be followed in the workshop.  She stated that 
both Leslie and Russell would present first.  There would then be a short break to allow 
people to look at the display on apologies.  There would then be a question and answer 
session for Leslie and Russell.  Finally, time permitting, there would be an interactive 
session following the question sheet on apologies that was handed out at registration.   
 
Leslie Macleod 
 
Leslie indicated in both her personal and professional experience when apologies are 
given and given well that they are effective in healing conflict. She then thanked the 
Cornwall Public Inquiry for the opportunity to conduct more research on this exciting 
topic.  She cautioned the audience that she does not have all of the answers with respect 
to apologies, but that her role is to present ideas and options and to allow the wisdom of 
the audience on the issue to come to the fore.  She stated that it is her hope that the ideas 
discussed tonight may be considered by the Commissioner in his recommendations. 
 
Leslie then stated that it is not her wish to go over the substance of her paper in great 
detail, but rather to touch on some of the high points of the paper and then open the floor 
up to discussion and debate on the ideas presented. 
 
As a starting point, Leslie asked the audience several questions.  Why are apologies 
worth studying?  What is their impact on civil cases?  In her view, apologies are worth 
studying because they have benefits for both victims, wrongdoers and for the justice 
system and society generally. 
 
Leslie then turned to the potential benefits of apologies for victims.  In her view, the most 
important benefit is the capacity of the apology to address the psychological needs of the 
victim.  An apology that addresses the psychological injuries of the victim can lead to 
healing and to reconciliation, with the self, with the wrongdoer and with organizations 
involved in any wrongdoing.  Indeed, she states that apologies may restore victims in a 
way that money alone cannot.  
 
According to the literature, the following psychological needs of the victim are served: 
 
1. The victim is empowered and the wrongdoer is shamed. 
 
This, in essence, restores a balance between the victim and the wrongdoer.  It is an 
exchange of shame and power.   
 
2. The victim is relieved of feelings of self-blame and criticism.  
 
The blame is placed squarely upon the wrongdoer when there is an apology. 
 
3. An apology may reduce the victim’s anger and may take focus away from the  
punishment of the wrongdoer. 
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There are also legal and strategic interests of the victim that are served by an apology. 
 
1. There is a sense of vindication for the victim when there is an apology.  It has the 
effect of clearing the reputation of the victim and emphasizes the harm done by the 
wrongdoer. 
 
2.  If the victim is motivated by punishment, an apology can also have the effect of 
punishing the wrongdoer as the apology may be used in civil court or in the court of 
public opinion. 
 
3. For some victims, the apology may be the only remedy they want.  Indeed, some 
victims only sue their wrongdoer because they were not able to get an apology.  If an 
apology is received, then victims may not sue at all or may claim less damages.  Whether 
or not litigation is pursued the victim may see an apology as conflict resolution in the 
litigation process, which can help to restore relationships. 
 
Leslie indicated the starting point in apologies are the needs of the victims.  But it is also 
important to see that there are also needs of the wrongdoer that are served through 
apologies. 
 
Psychological needs of the wrongdoer. 
 
1. Apologies help reduce the psychological pain of the wrongdoer. 
 
2.  Apologies allow wrongdoers to express regret, show remorse and take responsibility. 
 
3.  Helps the wrongdoer meet his/her own ethical code or societal expectations. 
 
4.  For those who have empathy for the victim, may want to relieve hurt by offering an 
apology.  They may also want to show that they have changed and will act differently in 
the future. 
 
Legal and strategic purposes of the wrongdoer: 
 
1. Co-operative wrongdoers may be motivated by their own financial purposes by 
apologizing.  This raises concerns about the exploitation of victims, especially if the 
apology is not authentic or sincere. 
 
2. There may also be a desire to reduce punishment or at least reduce damages. 
 
3. To obtain forgiveness.  Many wrongdoers see forgiveness as the quid pro quo of 
apologizing. 
 
4.  To protect their own image in society at large. 
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In addition to the needs of both victims and wrongdoers, apologies can also serve the 
needs of the justice system and society as a whole. 
 
1.  Apologies may help to reduce the overall amount of conflict in our society.  People 
may not have to resort to the justice system if conflict is resolved early, thus avoiding 
litigation. 
 
Leslie then stated that the fact that our civil justice system does not support apologies is 
in opposition to morality.  Apologies are something that we expect in our society.  We 
teach our children to apologize when they wrong someone.  But for some reason, there is 
a general resistance to apologize in situations of larger conflict. 
 
In Leslie’s view, people need to understand the wider benefits of apologies.  When 
people harm others, there is a sense of injustice created, social injustice if not legal 
injustice.  There is, then a “justice gap” between the victim and wrongdoer, a gap 
between the way things are and the way things should be.  The theory is that apologies 
can act as a filler for this gap.  Apologies do not erase the past, but fill the gap of injustice 
so that people can move forward. 
 
Leslie then turned to the definition of a ‘good apology’.  In her research, Leslie stated that 
7 components of a good apology continually came up. 
 
1. Recognition of the wrong. 
An apology should include saying that what you did was wrong.  Not, “I am sorry if what 
I did was wrong.” 
 
2. Remorse 
An apology should be humble and should express shame and regret.  It is a pushing down 
of the wrongdoer. 
 
3. Responsibility 
Not only should the wrongdoer say that what they did was wrong, but they should take 
responsibility for the wrongdoing.  There should be no excuse for the wrong. 
 
4. Repentance 
The wrongdoer should see their conduct as ethically inappropriate. 
 
5. Reasons 
Ideally, the wrongdoer should offer the victims reasons as to why the wrong happened, 
although this may not be possible in all cases. 
 
6. Reparation 
There should be some way of addressing the harm.  Some say that the apology itself is a 
reparation, to restore the victim as best as can be done.  Reparation may also include 
compensation to the victim, or having the wrongdoer undergo some kind of counselling 
or training. 
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7. Reform 
Reform may take place on several levels, there may be personal reform or systemic 
reform, to ensure the wrong does not happen again. 
 
Leslie called these 7 qualities of a good apology the 7 “R’s”. 
 
She then suggested that an apology that contains most of these elements may be more 
acceptable to the victim as a good apology, an authentic apology, a real, apology or a 
sincere apology.  Conversely, an apology that lacks one or more of the 7 R’s may be 
viewed as superficial, insincere, self-serving, manipulative, hollow, partial or as a non-
apology. 
 
When considering making an apology, Leslie stated that if we want to promote the 
making of good apologies we first need to know what the victim needs, expectations and 
what the victim wants to hear.  After considering the victim, then the needs of the 
wrongdoer should be considered.  To the extent that there is a mismatch of needs, there 
may need to be a mediation between the two parties.  In Leslie’s view, the mismatch of 
needs and expectations often results from a lack of communication between the victim 
and the wrongdoer. 
 
Leslie then moved on to consider the specific questions about the logistics of apologies.   
 
Who makes them? Who receives them? What do they contain?  She stated that these 
things will matter a lot.  An apology made indirectly by a representative of the wrongdoer 
may seem less sincere.  In addition, one should consider to whom the apology should be 
made. 
 
When do they take place? Leslie stated that there is a great deal of support for the idea 
that an apology should take place very soon after the wrong was committed.  But there is 
a competing view that often the victim is not ready to receive the apology right after the 
wrong was committed.  Sometimes the victim needs time to think.  The timing of the 
apology needs to take into consideration the dynamics of the parties.  
 
Leslie then provided the audience with a personal anecdote of an apology she recently 
received.  She stated that living in Toronto she usually travels by public transportation, 
but that one day she called for a taxi as she was running late.  After 25 minutes, no taxi 
had yet arrived.  After calling the dispatcher back, it was confirmed that the taxi was on 
its way. When she got into the taxi, she called the person she was meeting to apologize 
for being late.  After she got off the phone, the taxi driver apologized to Leslie for being 
late.  He said, “I am sorry I was late.  It was my fault, not the dispatcher’s.  Business has 
been slow and I took another fare before picking you up.  And I thought if I apologized to 
you, that you would forgive me.” 
 
Leslie then asked the audience whether this apology from the taxi driver was effective?  
The majority thought it was. 
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Leslie stated that she was conflicted about it, but admitted that it had some good 
elements, for example, recognizing the wrong, taking responsibility and providing 
reasons. Ultimately, she forgave the taxi driver. 
 
Leslie stated that one of the parts of the apology from the taxi driver that was intriguing 
was that he asked for forgiveness.  She stated that forgiveness may be for the benefit of 
both the wrongdoer or the victim.  However, in her view, forgiveness should not be 
expected.  It is the right of the victim to offer forgiveness and it is not earned just from 
apologizing.  There are some victims who forgive even if a substandard apology is 
provided and there are some victims who will not forgive even in the face of an excellent 
apology. 
 
Going back to one of her earlier statements, Leslie asked why apologies are usually given 
when the harm is relatively small, but often withheld when the harm is great?  She stated 
that perhaps people do not know how to give an effective apology and that they are afraid 
of apologizing wrong.  People may also hesitate as it could be seen as a sign of weakness 
or as a sign of guilt.  In addition, the wrongdoer may not be able to give an apology.  S/he 
may be deceased or inform.  Organizations may be unwilling to provide apologies as they 
feel that they lack the ability to provide meaningful apologies. And finally, lawyers often 
discourage their clients from providing apologies, even when their clients feel like they 
want to give an apology. 
 
Often, Leslie stated, concerns about legal liability are paramount in the failure to provide 
an apology.  She noted that there are at least 2 main concerns. 
 
1. The notion that an apology will lead to a finding of liability on the part of the 
wrongdoer. 
 
2. An apology may void insurance coverage. 
 
In most common law jurisdictions, apologies may be used to establish liability, but 
judges do to not often equate an apology with automatic liability. There is also protection 
in common law jurisdictions for “without prejudice” settlement discussions and rules of 
civil procedure that protect statements of apology.  However, spontaneous apologies are 
not protected.  Spontaneous apologies need to put them on equal footing with others. 
In reaching this goal, many jurisdictions have enacted apology legislation to protect these 
kinds of statements.  Russell will speak more specifically to this kind of legislation. 
 
Leslie noted, however, that even with legislation, apologies can be used in other contexts, 
perhaps in criminal setting, or for the purposes of assessing damages, which could still 
dissuade people from making them. 
 
In concluding her presentation, Leslie left the audience with the following conundrum:  if 
an apology is not protected by legislation, the party who gives a spontaneous apology 
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may have it used unwittingly against him/her in litigation.  This may lead to people not 
providing apologies at all.  So how then do we promote apologies? 
 
1. Promote general information sharing and education about apologies. 
 
The use and role of apologies is not talked about in law school or in other professional 
schools.  Nor are the average citizens educated about apologies.  There should be more 
professional training, as well as community training about the power of apologies. 
 
2. Conduct more research and provide more assistance to governments. 
 
3. Enact apologies legislation. 
 
4. Provide commemoration for apologies. 
 
For example, there is a national sorry day in Australia. 
 
In closing, Leslie stated that the benefits of healing and reconciliation through apology is 
real, and she suggested that it is a time for meaningful effective apologies to be given. 
The cartoonist Lynne Johnston stated that an apology is the superglue of life, it can repair 
just about anything.  It is Leslie’s hope that some of the research done here will move us 
in the direction of supporting apologies. 
 
Russell Getz 
 
Russell began his presentation by thanking the Cornwall Public Inquiry for inviting him.   
 
Russell stated that there has been some recent work done both in the provinces and by the 
Uniform Law Conference of Canada on apologies legislation.  Russell intended to present 
some of the public policy reasons for enacting apologies legislation. 
 
In Canada there is apologies legislation in BC, Saskatchewan and Manitoba.  The 
Uniform Law Conference of Canada has also drafted legislation for consideration of the 
whole country.  These acts provide that an apology is not an admission of liability and is 
not admissible in civil proceedings.  The origin of this kind of legislation is from law 
reform and civil justice efforts to help resolve disputes outside of the civil litigation 
system. 
 
Russell noted that research done has indicated the benefits of apologies in helping people 
to resolve disputes without resorting to litigation.  As Leslie noted, certain protections for 
apologies are already in place, such as the protection provided by the common law if 
made in without prejudice settlement discussions.  In addition, apologies may be 
protected in the mediation process.  However, in the absence of these protections the 
perception is that there will be detrimental legal consequences to wrongdoers.  Russell 
suggested that there may be reason to think that the consequences of providing an 
apology may not be as serious as we think they may be, as there is research to suggest 
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that an apology is not tantamount to an admission of liability.  However, he stated that it 
is understandable that legal counsel would advise their clients not to apologize if there is 
uncertainty. 
 
What ought the place of apologies to be in our society?  In the context of civil law, the 
focus of apologies is on their effects on civil liability.  Limiting the effects of apologies in 
civil actions would have to be effected through legislation to make them inadmissible. 
In Russell’s view, there are legal, social and moral policy reasons for making apologies 
inadmissible in civil litigation.  It encourages the resolution of disputes, promotes open 
and direct dialogue between the parties and encourages responsibility.  Apologizing 
encourages people to take responsibility for their actions, encourages reconciliation and 
lessens overall litigation. 
 
People often naturally want to apologize or receive apologies, and the law should support 
this.  There is also a growing recognition of apologies in individual well-being.  There are 
also benefits for tort law.  Money is often not adequate compensation for injury, 
especially in the case of non-pecuniary damages.  In fact, in many cases, such as in 
medical malpractice cases, an apology is often as equally, or even more important than 
monetary damages. 
 
Russell noted that some critics say that if we shift to a regime where apologies are 
excluded from evidence may preclude some plaintiffs from being able to establish their 
cases.  However, he stated that the role of an apology in the context of litigation should 
not be overstated.  Most claims today are proven without them. 
 
Critics also say that apologies legislation could also encourage insincere apologies and 
may make plaintiffs receive lower settlements, which will make victims more vulnerable.  
Russell noted, however, that a victim who detects insincerity is more likely to sue.  He 
also emphasized the need for proper legal advice. 
 
In addition, critics also argue that apologies legislation allows wrongdoers to evade the 
consequences of their actions.  They argue that apologies will lose moral force if they can 
no longer be used for litigation purposes.  They stated that people who are genuinely 
apologetic should be able and prepared to accept the consequences of their actions.  
 
Russell states that on the contrary, apologies legislation should encourage apologies to be 
given.  He stated that an apology is a form of compensation itself, and that worth and 
value should not be ignored.  He argued that the absence of apology legislation may in 
fact work to the disadvantage of victims, especially those who may also be disadvantaged 
by gender, socio-economic status etc. 
 
Russell stated that the current BC apologies legislation protects acknowledgments of 
fault, while the legislation in the US and Australia may only protect expressions of 
sympathy. 
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Russell argued against this latter type of legislation, as it does not really depart from the 
status quo.  Further, it may mislead people to think that expressions of fault will be 
excluded, when they are not.  In addition, Russell argued that there are no pressing policy 
reasons for limiting the scope of the legislation to expressions of sympathy only, and that 
it would likely just have the effect of having less apologies given in general, due to 
caution of crossing the line between an expression of sympathy and an expression of 
fault. 
 
In cases of intentional acts, as opposed to merely negligent acts, Russell argued that the 
need for apologies is likely even stronger.  In cases of intentional acts, the effect of 
excluding the apology from evidence is likely to be minimal.  Therefore an inclusive 
scope of application is advisable. 
 
In concluding his presentation, Russell noted that copies of the BC legislation are 
available at the back of the room for people to peruse.  The legislation states that 
apologies are not admissions of guilt and cannot be used as admissions of guilt in civil 
litigation. 
 
The Uniform Apologies Act is also available, and is the impetus of the Uniform Law 
Conference of Canada. In the ULCC’s view, harmonization of apologies legislation 
across Canada would be beneficial. 
 
In closing, Russell stated that in his view, apologies legislation is consistent with its 
underlying policies, the main one being to improve the resolution of disputes without 
resorting to litigation.  In his view, widespread apologies legislation is needed. - apology 
legislation is needed 
 
Break 
 
Questions & Answers for Leslie & Russell 
 
1. The first commentator thanked the panelists for their presentations.  He stated that the 
explanation of the elements of apologies was helpful.  He wondered, though, whether the 
recognition of wrongdoing could be qualified, or whether it has to be complete with 
respect to the transgression that took place.  For example, say an incident took place 
where one person was yelling at another, while also accusing the other person, 
threatening the other person and breaking things.  Does the apology need to explicitly 
address each of these elements individually?  Or is it enough to say, “Sorry for the way I 
acted before”? 
 
Leslie stated that this is an excellent point.  In her view, a good apology will recognize all 
parts of the transgression.  If one does not apologize for all parts, then that indicates that 
the transgressor is not sorry for everything.  She stated that it is necessary for the victim 
to know and understand exactly to what the apology is referring.  She emphasized clear 
communication between the victim and the transgressor. 
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2. The second commentator stated that she appreciated the apologies display.  She stated 
that what she does not like, though, is the motivation to apologize, such as to get a plea 
bargain.  But she agreed that in her own personal situation, she liked that her apologizer 
took responsibility for his actions, and was also able to forgive himself, which is also 
important.  She also stated that she liked the McGuinty apology, to survivors of the 
training schools, because he acknowledged what the victim had to go through. 
 
Leslie stated that indeed the motivation of the person providing the apology is very 
important.  She stated that the commentator’s experience is supported by others.  If you 
feel that the motivation of the transgressor is strategic, the apology may not be as healing 
or the victim may not be able to forgive.  In her research, Leslie found that recipients of 
apologies tend to feel very strongly about whether an apology is sincere or not and that 
the motivations of the wrongdoer and the feeling you have in your heart are important. 
 
Leslie also recognized the need for transgressors to acknowledge the courage to heal, 
especially for invisible injuries. 
 
3. The next commentator stated that she was surprised to hear that there is no law in 
Ontario regarding apologies.  The commentator works in Québec with victims and there 
are centres where victims can go to find out about their rights and to tell about their own 
needs and the impact of the wrong.  In having this kind of system, the victim is already 
on the road to some kind of healing/reconcilation.  The aggressor has to be willing to 
recognize the harm done to the person and society as a whole and these centres give the 
aggressor the tools to do that. 
 
The commentator also questioned whether a public apology meets the needs of the 
victim, although she acknowledges that it would work in certain circumstances.  She 
stated that people should not move too fast with apologies as this may create more harm 
than good.  She stated that she was in favour of a more restorative justice idea, where 
healing circles are used. 
 
Russell agreed with some of this commentator’s points, but stated that the legislation is to 
promote civil dispute resolution, not criminal.  He noted that the provinces do not have 
constitutional jurisdiction to deal with criminal matters in provincial apologies 
legislation. 
 
4. The next commentator stated that he much enjoyed Leslie’s presentation, but noted 
that the problem in Cornwall is the length of time that we have been dealing with this 
problem in Cornwall.  He stated that in her view the continual denial in the community 
has only perpetuated the harm.  He thought that if we had victim centres like they do in 
Québec where victims can be informed of their rights and where they can be validated 
that this would be helpful himself.  Concluding, he stated that he was disappointed that 
the panelists did not talk about apologies in the context of historical sexual abuse. 
 
Leslie noted that tonight we are not focusing on the criminal context, but on the civil 
context, and cannot discuss Phase 1.  She stated that we do not have these victim centres 
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in Ontario that can help to facilitate apologies.  This will only happen if there it litigation 
and the lawyers get together and talk about the potential for an apology. 
 
The commentator noted that if these centres had been present here at the time the abuse 
was perpetrated then a lot of things could have been stopped.  Counselling could have 
started with this process, which is necessary.   
 
5. The next commentator asked what happens when apologies are forced, such as in the 
context of human rights legislation, when the tribunal forces a transgressor to apologize 
as part of the remedy.  How do we get a genuine apology from someone who has 
vigourously defended their interests in a case? 
 
There was a broad audience discussion about whether apologies were seen as sincere.  
Leslie wonders if sincerity may be likened to a situation where a parent forces a child to 
apologize for a wrong and the child does not actually have any empathy for the victim.  
An apology made in these circumstances may not have the same kind of impact as a 
genuine apology. 
 
In Ontario there have been a number of cases where hospitals have issued apologies in 
the face of litigation and often such an apology has been transformative in the case.  Also 
having young people think about and make apologies can be positive. 
 
Another commentator stated that as a victim part of her motivation to go to court was to 
have the wrongdoer accountable and for him to apologize.  The motivation was not to get 
money. 
 
Jan stated many institutions realize that their wrongs have been omissions in failing to act 
correctly.  She also stated that a forced apology may indeed be redemptive for some 
people, as it is the recognition of a wrong by society and that some healing can come as a 
result of that. 
 
6. The next commentator asked whether an omission can lead to an apology?  Can it be 
part of the recognition of wrongdoing? 
 
Russell thought an omission could most definitely lead to an apology. 
 
7. The next commentator stated that most victims are young children and that they are 
victimized by powerful people who have been trusted by parents.  He asked whether 
there is some mechanism that would allow children to bring this up, so that someone can 
help them before they reach adulthood.  Right now, he feels, kids don’t have any place to 
go. 
 
Colleen acknowledged that this is a good point.  She stated that in Phase 2 we hope to 
hear suggestions for a safe place where kids can come forward.  She recognized that harm 
magnifies over time and that early intervention is best.  However, she stated that it will 
likely be the case that we will need several solutions, as some solutions will be good for 
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some kids, but not others. But working on these kinds of solutions that Phase 2 wants to 
do. 
 
8.  A commentator stated that much of the talk about protecting insurance policies when 
apologizing was very harsh.  He stated that it was very difficult for victims to listen to. 
 
Russell stated that he understood that this difficult issue, but that this kind of 
consideration is one of the institutional barriers that keep people from apologizing. 
 
Phil stated that indeed it is a sad commentary on society that we need this kind of 
legislation to get people to do the right thing. 
 
9.  The next commentator stated that it should not be the victim who is contacting the 
institution for the apology, but that the institution should be contacting the victim to offer 
it’s apology. 
 
Leslie stated that there is often a lack of communication about what the victim wants to 
hear.  She noted that it is a systemic problem and that the needs of the victims need to be 
communicated to the wrongdoer to ensure proper follow through. 
 
10. The last commentator stated he feels a critical point is being missed.  We should be 
focusing on protecting children.  While he recognizes that apologies are important, 
protecting children from abuse is more important. 
 
Jan concluded the session by recognizing the moral core of apologies and stating that 
perhaps we as a society have moved away from this moral core.  She stated that we need 
to remove disincentives to making apologies.  She thanked the audience for coming out 
and for their excellent participation. 
 
NOTE:  The text from the Apologies display at the workshop follows, as does the 
Uniform Apologies legislation. 
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Appendix – Apologies Display 
 
Government Apologies 
 
CANADIAN GOVERNMENT APOLOGIZES TO JAPANESE-CANADIANS FOR 
INTERNMENT 
 
September 22, 1988 
 
Prime Minister Brian Mulroney offered an apology in the House of Commons to 
Japanese-Canadians who were interned in camps during the Second World War.  In 
addition to the apology, $300 million was offered in compensation. 
 
“I know that I speak for Members on all sides of the House today in offering to Japanese 
Canadians the formal and sincere apology of this Parliament for those past injustices 
against them, against their families, against their heritage, and our solemn commitment 
and undertaking to Canadians of every origin that such violations will never again in this 
country be countenanced or repeated.”  
 
 
CANADIAN GOVERNMENT APOLOGIZES TO RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL 
SURVIVORS 
 
January 7, 1998 
 
The Canadian Government issued a Statement of Reconciliation, which dealt with the 
relationship between Aboriginal peoples and the government.  In that statement, the 
government explicitly apologized to those who experienced physical and sexual abuse at 
Indian Residential Schools and acknowledged its role in the development and 
administration of residential schools. 
 
“The Government of Canada acknowledges the role it played in the development and 
administration of these schools.  Particularly to those individuals who experienced the 
tragedy of sexual and physical abuse at residential schools, and who have carried this 
burden believing that in some way they must be responsible, we wish to emphasize that 
what you experienced was not your fault and should never have happened.  To those of 
you who suffered this tragedy at residential schools, we are deeply sorry.” 
 
 
PREMIER McGUINTY APOLOGIZES TO TRAINING SCHOOL SURVIVORS 
 
June 2, 2004 
 
Ontario Premier Dalton McGuinty apologized publicly in the Ontario House of 
Commons to the survivors of abuse that took place at St. John’s Training School in 
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Uxbridge and St. Joseph’s Training School in Alfred.  Both schools were funded by the 
Government of Ontario. 
 
“As the Premier of Ontario, it is my duty and responsibility to apologize unreservedly 
today for the neglect and abuse suffered by the children in these schools many years ago.  
I say directly to the victims: You were failed when you needed us most, and for that your 
government is, and always will be, very sorry. 
 
I want to congratulate the victims for the courage they have shown in surviving the abuse, 
rebuilding their lives, raising awareness of what they endured and fighting for justice to 
be fully done. 
 
It is my hope that these words and the unanimous agreement of this House with these 
words will represent the final chapter in our determination to do what is right and what is 
just for the children of Alfred and Uxbridge.” 
 
 
CANADIAN GOVERNMENT APOLOGIZES FOR HEAD TAX ON CHINESE 
IMMIGRANTS 
 
June 22, 2006 
 
Prime Minister Stephen Harper offered an apology and compensation to Chinese 
immigrants who were forced to pay a head tax in order to immigrate to Canada.  The 
apology was offered in the House of Commons. 
 
“The Government of Canada recognizes the stigma and exclusion experienced by the 
Chinese as a result. We acknowledge the high cost of the head tax meant many family 
members were left behind in China, never to be reunited, or that families lived apart and, 
in some cases, in poverty, for many years.   
 
We also recognize that our failure to truly acknowledge these historical injustices has led 
many in the community from seeing themselves as fully Canadian. 
 
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, on behalf of all Canadians and the Government of Canada, we 
offer a full apology to Chinese Canadians for the head tax and express our deepest sorrow 
for the subsequent exclusion of Chinese immigrants.  Gar nar dai doe heem. 
 
This apology is not about liability today:  it is about reconciliation with those who 
endured such hardship, and the broader Chinese-Canadian community, one that continues 
to make such an invaluable contribution to our great country.   
 
And while Canadian courts have ruled that the head tax, and immigration prohibition, 
were legally authorized, we fully accept the moral responsibility to acknowledge these 
shameful polices of our past.   
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For over six decades, these race-based financial measures, aimed solely at the Chinese, 
were implemented with deliberation by the Canadian state.  This was a grave injustice, 
and one we are morally obligated to acknowledge.     
 
To give substantial meaning to today’s apology, the Government of Canada will offer 
symbolic payments to living head tax payers and living spouses of deceased payers.  
 
In addition, we will establish funds to help finance community projects aimed at 
acknowledging the impact of past wartime measures and immigration restrictions on 
ethno-cultural communities.”  
 
 
PRIME MINISTER BLAIR APOLOGIZES FOR IRISH POTATO FAMINE 
 
June 2, 1997 
 
Britain’s Prime Minister Tony Blair accepted British blame for the Irish potato famine 
that occurred 150 years ago in the written statement below that was read at an Irish rock 
festival. 
 
“Those who governed in London at the time failed their people through standing by while 
a crop failure turned into a massive human tragedy.  We must not forget such a dreadful 
event. 
 
The famine was a defining event in the history of Ireland and of Britain.  It has left deep 
scars. 
 
That one million people should have died in what was then part of the richest and most 
powerful nation in the world is still something that causes pain as we reflect on it today. 
 
It is also right that we should pay tribute to the ways in which the Irish people have 
triumphed in the face of this catastrophe. 
 
Britain in particular has benefited immeasurably from the skills and talents of Irish 
people, not only in areas such as music, the arts and the caring professions but across the 
wide spectrum of our political, economic and social life. 
 
Let us therefore today not only remember those who died, but also celebrate the 
resilience and courage of those Irish men and women who were able to forge another life 
outside Ireland, and the rich culture and vitality they brought with them,.  Britain, the 
United States and many Commonwealth countries are richer for their presence.” 
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PRESIDENT BUSH APOLOGIZES FOR FEDERAL FAILURES AFTER 
KATRINA 
 
September 14, 2005 
 
President George W. Bush said that he accepted responsibility for the extent to which the 
U.S. government failed to deal with Hurricane Katrina. 
 
"Katrina exposed serious problems in our response capability at all levels of government. 
And to the extent that the federal government didn't fully do its job right, I take 
responsibility. 
 
I want to know what went right and what went wrong. I want to know how to better 
cooperate with state and local government, to be able to answer that very question that 
you asked: Are we capable of dealing with a severe attack or another severe storm?" 
 
 
Religious Institution Apologies 
 
UNITED CHURCH APOLOGIZES TO FIRST NATIONS PEOPLES 
 
1986 
 
The United Church of Canada apologized to Canadian First National Peoples for their 
part in the assimilation of First Nations peoples.  No explicit reference was made to 
sexual abuse that took place in residential schools, and no apology was offered for such 
abuse. 
 
“Long before my people journeyed to this land your people were here, and you received 
from your Elders an understanding of creation and of the Mystery that surrounds us all 
that was deep, and rich, and to be treasured. 
 
We did not hear you when you shared your vision. In our zeal to tell you of the good 
news of Jesus Christ we were closed to the value of your spirituality. 
We confused Western ways and culture with the depth and breadth and length and height 
of the gospel of Christ. We imposed our civilization as a condition for accepting the 
gospel. 
 
We tried to make you be like us and in so doing we helped to destroy the vision that 
made you what you were. As a result you, and we, are poorer and the image of the 
Creator in us is twisted, blurred, and we are not what we are meant by God to be. 
 
We ask you to forgive us and to walk together with us in the Spirit of Christ so that our 
peoples may be blessed and God's creation healed.” 
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UNITED CHURCH APOLOGIZES TO FIRST NATIONS PEOPLES 
 
October 22, 1998 
 
After the refusal of the First Nations Peoples to accept the apology of the United Church 
in 1986, the United Church committed to offer a more substantial apology, with specific 
reference to the abuse suffered by those who attended residential schools, their families 
and communities. 
 
"As Moderator of The United Church of Canada, I wish to speak the words that many 
people have wanted to hear for a very long time. On behalf of The United Church of 
Canada, I apologize for the pain and suffering that our church's involvement in the Indian 
Residential School system has caused. We are aware of some of the damage that this 
cruel and ill-conceived system of assimilation has perpetrated on Canada's First Nations 
peoples. For this we are truly and most humbly sorry. 
 
To those individuals who were physically, sexually, and mentally abused as students of 
the Indian Residential Schools in which The United Church of Canada was involved, I 
offer you our most sincere apology. You did nothing wrong. You were and are the 
victims of evil acts that cannot under any circumstances be justified or excused.” 
 
 
DIOCESE OF LONDON APOLOGIZES TO VICTIMS OF FATHER 
SYLVESTRE  
 
August 6, 2006 
 
Bishop Ronald Fabbro of London, Ontario offered an apology to those who suffered 
sexual abuse at the hands of Father Sylvestre, a former priest in London. 
 
“My homily today comes in the aftermath of the guilty plea of Fr. Charles Sylvestre to 
many counts of sexual assault spanning many years… 
 
I acknowledge that it may be difficult for victims to hear people like me speak on the 
subject of priestly abuse. In their pain and anger, what I say can seem insincere, defensive 
and self-serving. I am here to tell you that I am saying what I mean, and that I mean what 
I say... 
 
I sincerely apologize to the victims and their families for the abuse they endured at the 
hands of Fr. Sylvestre, and for suffering the consequences of that abuse over the years. I 
apologize as well for the failure of the Church to protect the victims and their families 
from Fr. Sylvestre. 
 
In hearing the stories of the victims, I knew right away that their hearts had been broken, 
and it was heartbreaking for me to hear of their experiences. Love, and time, and 
reconciliation can help to heal broken hearts. For my part, I am ready to meet personally 
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with any victim and any victim’s family. Real healing can only happen after real 
reconciliation.” 
 
 
CARDINAL OUELLET APOLOGIZES TO QUEBEC FOR SINS OF CHURCH 
LEADERS 
 
November 21, 2007 
 
The Archbisop of Quebec City sought forgiveness for the Catholic Church’s mishandling 
of sex scandals and the treatment of minorities. 
 
“As Archbishop of Quebec and Primate of Canada, I recognize that the narrow attitudes 
of certain Catholics, prior to 1960, favoured anti-Semitism, racism, indifference toward 
First Nations and discrimination against women and homosexuals. The behaviour of 
Catholics and certain episcopal authorities with regards to the right to vote, access to 
work and promotion of women, hasn’t always been up to par with society’s needs or 
conformed to the social doctrine of the church.  
 
I also recognize that abuses of power and cover-ups have, for many, tarnished the image 
of the clergy and its moral authority: mothers have been rebuffed by priests without 
concern for their family obligations; youngsters were subject to sexual aggression by 
priests and religious figures, causing great injury and traumatism which have broken their 
lives! These scandals have shaken popular confidence toward religious authorities and we 
understand this! Sorry for all this sin!”  
 
“Comme Archevêque de Québec et Primat du Canada, je reconnais que des attitudes 
étroites de certains catholiques, avant 1960, ont favorisé l’antisémitisme, le racisme, 
l’indifférence envers les premières nations et la discrimination à l’égard des femmes et 
des homosexuels. Le comportement des catholiques et de certaines autorités épiscopales 
relativement au droit de vote, à l’accès au travail et à la promotion de la femme n’a pas 
toujours été à la hauteur des besoins de la société ni même conforme à la doctrine 
sociale de l’Église. 
 
Je reconnais aussi que des abus de pouvoir et des contre-témoignages ont terni chez 
plusieurs l’image du clergé, et nui à son autorité morale: des mères de famille ont été 
rabrouées par des curés sans égard pour les obligations familiales qu’elles avaient déjà 
assumées; des jeunes ont subi des agressions sexuelles par des prêtres et des religieux, 
leur causant de graves dommages et traumatismes qui ont brisé leur vie! Ces scandales 
ont ébranlé la confiance du peuple envers les autorités religieuses, et nous le comprenons! 
Pardon pour tout ce mal!” 
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THE ANGLICAN CHURCH OF AUSTRALIA APOLOGIZES FOR ABUSE 
AGAINST CHILDREN IN INSTITUTIONAL CARE 
 
October 6, 2004 
 
The Anglican Church of Australia apologized to those who were victimized by abuse 
while in institutional care. 
 
“With deep sadness and regret, this Church acknowledges that many of these children 
suffered abuse and neglect, and a lack of appropriate care and nurture while in 
institutional care; and a significant number also suffered physical and sexual assault. 
 
The Church deeply regrets that its institutions and personnel did not always provide 
environments in which these children were protected and nurtured.” 
 
 
THE UNITING CHURCH OF AUSTRALIA APOLOGIZES FOR ABUSE 
AGAINST CHILDREN IN INSTITUTIONAL CARE 
 
September 27, 2004 
 
The Uniting Church of Australia apologized to those who were victimized by abuse while 
in institutional care.  The apology was given by National President, the Reverend Dr. 
Dean Drayton. 
 
“On behalf of the Uniting Church and our agencies, I apologise unreservedly for any 
physical, psychological or social harm that might have occurred.  I deeply regret that 
some children were let down while in the care of the Uniting Church and former 
Methodist, Presbyterian and Congregational Churches.” 
 
 
AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC BISHOPS CONFERENCE APOLOGIZES FOR 
ABUSE AGAINST CHILDREN IN INSTITUTIONAL CARE 
 
December 14, 2004 
 
The Catholic Church in Australia apologized to those who were victimized by abuse 
while in institutional care. 
 
“We have been moved by the courage of those who have laid bare their experiences 
before the Committee.  An apology was first made in the 1996 document “Towards 
Healing”, and we formally renew our apology to those whose abuse was perpetrated by 
Catholic Church personnel. 
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The revelations contained in the report are the very opposite of all that we could wish to 
stand for. 
 
We are also deeply regretful for the hurt caused whenever the Church’s response has 
denied or minimized the pain that victims have experienced.  And we regret the hurt and 
distress caused to the many good people who have worked in this area.” 
 
 
POPE APOLOGIZES FOR OFFENDING MUSLIMS 
 
September 16, 2006 
 
Pope Benedict XVI apologized for causing any offence to Muslims amid growing fury 
across the Islamic world over a speech he made implicitly linking Islam and violence. 
The apology was delivered by the Vatican’s Secretary of State  
Tarcisio Bertone. 
 
“The Holy Father is extremely sorry that certain passages of his speech appeared 
offensive to Muslim believers and were interpreted in a way that does not correspond in 
any way to his intentions.  The Pope is unequivocally in favour of dialogue between 
religions and cultures.” 
 
 
Other Notable Apologies 
 
ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER APOLOGIZES FOR BEHAVIOUR TOWARDS 
WOMEN 
 
October 3, 2003 
 
California governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued an apology in response to published 
allegations of sexual improprieties made against women who worked with him on movie 
sets between 1970 and 2000. 
 
"Yes it is true that I was on rowdy movie sets and I have done things that were not right 
that I thought were playful.  
 
I now recognize that I have offended people and to those people that I offended, I want to 
say that I am deeply sorry and I apologize.” 
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ERNST AUGUST APOLOGIZES FOR URINATING ON TURKISH PAVILION 
AT EXPO 2000 
 
June 30, 2000 
 
Princess Caroline of Monaco’s husband, Ernst August, apologized to the Turkish public 
for urinating on the side of the Turkish pavilion at the Expo 2000 World’s Fair in 
Hanover, Germany.  The apology was published as a full page advertisement in a national 
Turkish newspaper. 
  
“It is my duty to express to the Turkish public that relieving myself during my visit to the 
Expo 2000 was definitely not a conscious act.  I and my family would like to express 
with our whole hearts that we are fans of Turkish culture and are friends of the Turkish 
people.” 
 
 
PRESIDENT CLINTON APOLOGIZES FOR MISLEADING AMERICAN 
PEOPLE 
 
December 11, 1998 
 
President Bill Clinton made the following statement in the White House Rose Garden 
prior to the impeachment vote by the House Judiciary Committee.  In the statement he 
apologizes for misleading the American people with respect to his relationship with 
Monica Lewinsky. 
 
“Good afternoon. As anyone close to me knows, for months I have been grappling with 
how best to reconcile myself to the American people, to acknowledge my own 
wrongdoing and still to maintain my focus on the work of the presidency. 
 
Others are presenting my defense on the facts, the law, and the Constitution. Nothing I 
can say now can add to that. 
 
What I want the American people to know, what I want the Congress to know, is that I 
am profoundly sorry for all I have done wrong in words and deeds. I never should have 
misled the country, the Congress, my friends, or my family. Quite simply, I gave in to my 
shame. I have been condemned by my accusers with harsh words. And while it's hard to 
hear yourself called deceitful and manipulative, I remember Ben Franklin's admonition 
that our critics are our friends, for they do show us our faults. 
 
Mere words cannot fully express the profound remorse I feel for what our country is 
going through and for what members of both parties in Congress are now forced to deal 
with. These past months have been a torturous process of coming to terms with what I 
did. I understand that accountability demands consequences, and I'm prepared to accept 
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them. Painful as the condemnation of the Congress would be, it would pale in comparison 
to the consequences of the pain I have caused my family. There is no greater agony. 
 
Like anyone who honestly faces the shame of wrongful conduct, I would give anything to 
go back and undo what I did. But one of the painful truths I have to live with is the reality 
that that is simply not possible. An old and dear friend of mine recently sent me the 
wisdom of a poet who wrote, "The moving finger writes and having writ, moves on. Nor 
all your piety nor wit shall lure it back to cancel half a line. Nor all your tears wash out a 
word of it." 
 
So nothing, not piety, nor tears, nor wit, nor torment can alter what I have done. I must 
make my peace with that. I must also be at peace with the fact that the public 
consequences of my actions are in the hands of the American people and their 
representatives in the Congress. Should they determine that my errors of word and deed 
require their rebuke and censure, I am ready to accept that. 
 
Meanwhile, I will continue to do all I can to reclaim the trust of the American people and 
to serve them well. We must all return to the work, the vital work, of strengthening our 
nation for the new century. Our country has wonderful opportunities and daunting 
challenges ahead. I intend to seize those opportunities and meet those challenges with all 
the energy and ability and strength God has given me. That is simply all I can do-the 
work of the American people. 
 
Thank you very much.” 
 
 
DECLARATION OF REGRET  
SALEM JURORS 
 
The jurors of the infamous Salem witch trials issued the following declaration of regret. 
 
“We whose names are underwritten, being in the year 1692 called to serve as jurors in 
court at Salem, on trial of many who were by some suspected guilty of doing acts of 
witchcraft upon the bodies of sundry persons, we confess that we ourselves were not 
capable to understand, nor able to withstand, the mysterious delusions of the powers of 
darkness and Prince of the air, but were, for want of knowledge in ourselves and better 
information from others, prevailed with to take with such evidence against the accused, 
as, on further consideration and better information, we justly fear was insufficient for the 
touching the lives of any (Deut. xvii) whereby we fear we have been instrumental, with 
others, though ignorantly and unwittingly, to bring upon ourselves and this people of the 
Lord the guilt of innocent blood; which sin the Lord saith in Scripture he would not 
pardon (2 Kings xxiv.4) - that is, we suppose, in regard to his temporal judgments. We do 
therefore hereby signify to all in general, and to the surviving sufferers in special, our 
deep sense of, and sorrow for, our errors in acting on such evidence to the condemning of 
any person; and do hereby declare, that we justly fear that we were sadly deluded and 
mistaken - for which we are much disquieted and distressed in our minds, and do 
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therefore humbly beg forgiveness, first of God, for Christ's sake, for this our error, and 
pray that God would impute the guilt of it to ourselves nor others, and we also pray that 
we may be considered candidly and aright by the living sufferers, as being then under a 
strong and general delusion, utterly unacquainted with, and not experienced in, matters of 
that nature. 
 
We do hereby ask forgiveness of you all, whom we have justly offended, and do declare, 
according to our present minds, we would none of us do such things again, on such 
grounds, for the whole world - praying you to accept of this in way of satisfaction for our 
offense, and that you would bless the inheritance of the Lord, that he may be entreated for 
the land.” 
 
Thomas Fisk, Foreman 
William Fisk 
John Bacheler 
Thomas Fisk 
John Dane 
Joseph Evelith  
Thomas Pearly, Sr. 
John Peabody 
Thomas Perkins 
Samuel Sayer 
Andrew Eliot 
Henry Herrick, Sr. 
 
 
FORENSIC PATHOLOGIST APOLOGIES TO THE PUBLIC 
 
November 12, 2007 
 
Dr. Charles Smith, a pediatric forensic pathologist, offered an apology to the public for 
mistakes that he made during 20 years of performing autopsies on children.  These 
autopsies led to at least one wrongful conviction for the death of a child.  The apology 
was read by his lawyer at the opening of an inquiry into pediatric forensic pathology in 
Ontario, which Dr. Smith did not attend. 
 
“As this inquiry commences and before any testimony is heard, Dr. Smith wishes to 
publicly acknowledge to the Commission that in the 20 years that he performed autopsies 
at the direction of the Office of the Chief Coroner of Ontario, he made a number of 
mistakes for which he is truly sorry. 
 
Dr. Smith sincerely regrets these mistakes and apologizes to all who may have been 
affected by his errors. Dr. Smith wishes to emphasize that any such mistakes were made 
honestly and without any intention to harm or obstruct the pediatric death investigations 
in which he was involved. 
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At all times, Dr. Smith endeavoured to use whatever knowledge and expertise he 
possessed to render accurate pathologic opinions. In retrospect, he understands that in 
some 20 cases which form the basis of this inquiry, his work, while to the best of his 
ability at the time, was simply not good enough in certain circumstances.” 
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UNIFORM APOLOGY ACT  
 
 
The Resolution on this topic as adopted by the Conference at the Annual meeting 2007:  
 
That the Uniform Apology Act and commentaries be adopted and recommended to the 
jurisdictions for enactment as a stand alone statute or as an amendment to the 
jurisdiction’s Evidence Act.  
 
Contents  
 
Section  
 
1. Definitions  
 
2. Effect of apology on liability  
 
Comment: As an alternative to a separate statute, a jurisdiction may wish to enact the 
provisions of the Uniform Apology Act as an amendment to its Evidence Act.  
 
Definitions  
 
In this Act:  
 
“apology” means an expression of sympathy or regret, a statement that one is sorry or any 
other words or actions indicating contrition or commiseration, whether or not the words 
or actions admit or imply an admission of fault in connection with the matter to which the 
words or actions relate;  
 
Comment: “Apology” is defined to include admissions of fault, as distinct from being 
limited to expressions of sympathy. The breadth of the definition is intended to 
strengthen the usefulness of apologies in the resolution of disputes and in the furtherance 
of inter-personal reconciliation.  
 
[“court” includes a tribunal, an arbitrator and any other person who is acting in a judicial 
or quasi-judicial capacity.]  
 
Comment: “Court” is given an extended definition to encompass administrative tribunals, 
arbitrators, and persons acting in a judicial or quasi-judicial capacity.  The definition is 
square bracketed in order to indicate that, for reasons of local policy or statutory 
interpretation, it may vary among individual jurisdictions.  
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UNIFORM APOLOGY ACT  
 
 
Effect of apology on liability  
 
2 (1) An apology made by or on behalf of a person in connection with any matter  
 
(a) does not constitute an express or implied admission of fault or liability by the person 
in connection with that matter,  
 
(b) does not constitute [a confirmation of a cause of action or acknowledgment of a 
claim] in relation to that matter for the purposes of [appropriate section of the applicable 
limitation statute],  
 
(c) does not, despite any wording to the contrary in any contract of insurance and despite 
any other enactment or law, void, impair or otherwise affect any insurance coverage that 
is available, or that would, but for the apology, be available, to the person in connection  
with that matter, and  
 
(d) may not be taken into account in any determination of fault or liability in connection 
with that matter.  
 
Comment: Subsection 2(1) sets out the scope and substance of the protection accorded to 
apologies. The Act applies to all persons, natural and corporate. The application of the 
Act is not limited to certain types of wrongdoing such as negligence.  
 
Subsection 2(1) declares that an apology, whether express or implied, is not an admission 
of fault or liability, and accordingly must not be taken into account in any determination 
thereof. To ensure the general efficacy of the Act, it is also provided that an apology 
cannot be used as confirmation or acknowledgment of a cause of action to extend a 
limitation period; and that an apology does not void or injure any insurance coverage 
available to the person making the apology. The square brackets in paragraph (b) indicate 
that the particular terminology may vary among individual jurisdictions.  
 
(2) Despite any other enactment or law, evidence of an apology made by or on behalf of a 
person in connection with any matter is not admissible in any court as evidence of the 
fault or liability of the person in connection with that matter.  
 
Comment: Subsection 2(2) expressly addresses and clarifies the status and scope of an 
apology for evidentiary purposes by providing that, despite any other law, an apology is 
not admissible in court as evidence of the fault or liability of the person apologizing. The 
Act does not prevent an apology from being admitted for other purposes, such as the 
determination of damages.  
 
 


