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various stages of the debate and the processes he has
mentioned?

Senator Frith: Yes.

INTERPRETATION OF SECTION 44 OF PROPOSED CONSTITUTION
ACT, 1980

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Honour-
able senators, I would like the Leader of the Government to
put the following questions to the Minister of Justice, since he
himself does not appear qualified or willing to answer them.

The first question is: Is my interpretation of section 44
correct? Would this section, once Westminster has adopted the
resolution, entitle the House of Commons to abolish the
Senate without any concurrence by the Senate?

I want the Minister of Justice to tell me whether this
interpretation is correct or not.

The second matter is this-and I would like the opinion of
the Minister of Justice; not the honourable leader's opinion,
and certainly not that of Senator Frith. Would the Minister of
Justice tell me whether, if this proposed legislation, the
so-called act to amend the Constitution of Canada, were to be
passed unilaterally by Parliament, it would be contrary to the
decision handed down by the Supreme Court of Canada last
year in the reference concerning the Senate. If this be the case,
then are we not, by going the Westminster route, simply
showing contempt for the Supreme Court of Canada?

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government): As
is the case in ail instances, the comments of the Honourable
Leader of the Opposition will be duly noted and information
sought.
[Translation]

COMPOSITION OF CABINET DELEGATION TO GREAT BRITAIN

Hon. Martial Asselin: I should like to a put a question
further to those already asked about the visit of two ministers
of the Canadian government who are currently in London to
sell to the British government, or rather, to inform the British
government about the present constitutional situation in
Canada, a step which, like some other honourable senators, I
feel is premature and untimely because, once again, it shows
contempt for Parliament which has yet to reach a decision:
still, they are saying, "Here is what will be decided."

I should like to know why no one in the Canadian govern-
ment thought of sending a French-Canadian minister with the
two others now in London? That would have proved, first of
ail, that the strongest opposition to the unilateral patriation of
the constitution comes from Quebec, from ail political parties
in Quebec and from the Quebec population. It would also have
reaffirmed to the British the existence of the Canadian duality.

To my mind, the fact that no French Canadian member of
the federal cabinet was sent to represent the aspirations of
Quebec during those consultations constitutes another affront
to the French-Canadian people.

[Senator Smith.]

a (1500)

[En glish]
Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):

Honourable senators, the two ministers sent to London, one
the Honourable John Roberts and the other the Honourable
Mark MacGuigan, are both bilingual.

Senator Asselin: I am not talking about that.

Senator Perrault: Let me provide an explanation to you
about this matter, and you may or may not accept it. They had
meetings with ail the party leaders and, of course, Her Majes-
ty the Queen.

Mr. Roberts, of course, was co-chairman of the federal
negotiating team during this long process of negotiating with
the provinces. The other co-chairman was the Honourable
Jean Chrétien who remained behind in Canada to introduce
the motion in the other place. He has the important responsi-
bility of piloting this measure through the other place; so it
was a division of responsibility.

Senator Flynn: Mr. Pepin could have gone.

Senator Perrault: The Honourable Jean Chrétien was the
responsible minister in the other place.

[Translation]
Senator Asselin: The minister's answer is absolutely child-

ish. There were French-Canadian ministers other than Mr.
Chrétien. Mr. De Bané could have gone. There are nine of
them in the cabinet. I have difficulty understanding why the
minister could not answer my question. So I will ask him a
supplementary.

In the conclusion of the Pepin-Robarts report, it is said that
the authors were quite in favor of patriating the Constitution,
but not unilaterally. They insisted that the provinces had to be
consulted. Before the cabinet made its decision to patriate
unilaterally, Mr. Pepin said in a public statement that the
federal government could not patriate the Constitution without
the agreement of the provinces. Mr. Pepin was positively clear
about that. Can Mr. Pepin now remain a member of a cabinet
that says precisely the opposite of what he said just for the
sake of ministerial solidarity?

[English]
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, Mr. Pepin is cer-

tainly well equipped to speak for himself. He is an able,
intelligent, articulate, and dedicated parliamentary servant.

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Articulate,
agreed.

Senator Perrault: The second point to be made is that a
good deal has happened since the preparation of the Pepin-
Robarts report up to the present moment.

Senator Flynn: You can say that again.

Senator Perrault: The patriation dialogue has continued for
57 years in this country.

Senator Asselin: It is just the same old story.
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Senator Perrault: There is a developing national consensus
that it is time to patriate this Constitution. There is substantial
public support in ail regions of Canada for this patriation
process. I think the support which has been expressed publicly
by the Premier of Ontario and other outstanding leaders of the
Conservative party in the province of Ontario indicates the
view that the Constitution be patriated crosses party lines.

Senator Flynn: Stick to the question. I rise on a point of
order.

Senator Perrault: That is not a point of order.

Senator Flynn: I rise on a point of order.

Senator Perrault: What is your point of order?

Senator Flynn: I say that you are not replying to the
question and that your remarks are entirely irrelevant. Senator
Frith made the same criticism just a moment ago. You should
try to answer the question, and if you cannot, just say that you
cannot.

Senator Perrault: Here again we have this unique double
standard which has been developed, almost as an art form, by
the Leader of the Opposition.

Senator Flynn: No.

Senator Perrault: When the situation is such that the
Leader of the Opposition wishes to debate at great length a
subject totally unrelated to the Question Period, he continues
along in his usual eloquent fashion, and a great degree of
tolerance is exercised by those on the government side.

Senator Flynn: Not me.

Senator Asselin: I rise on a point of order.

Senator Perrault: As soon as one of the opposition's pet
theories is challenged in any way, the Leader of the Opposition
jumps up and cries, "Foul!" It is almost like a wrestling match
when the champ who is engaged in ail sorts of unethical tactics
suddenly finds himself on the ropes, and he is the first one to
grab the ropes and say the referee must protect him.

Honourable senators, to get back to the matter at hand-

Senator Flynn: It is about time.

Senator Asselin: Please.

Senator Perrault: -a consensus has developed since the
Pepin-Robarts report.

Senator Asselin: Can you tell me why Mr. Pepin is a
member of the cabinet when he has expressed contrary views?

Senator Perrault: Let me assure the honourable senator that
Mr. Pepin is one of the most forthcoming ministers serving
Canada today, and ail the honourable senator has to do is
stride down the hall and ask the question himself.

CONSUMER AND CORPORATE AFFAIRS
ATTEMPTEDTAKEOVER OF ROYAL TRUSTCO BY CAM PEAU

CORPORATION

Hon. Stanley Haidasz: I should like to give the Leader of
the Government a little rest and direct my question to the

Minister of State for Economic Development. Could the minis-
ter tell us what conclusions have been reached as a result of
any investigation conducted by the federal Corporations
Branch and the Department of Insurance with regard to the
Royal Trustco takeover by the Campeau Corporation? Also,
are any investigations by these federal agencies being conduct-
ed into a proposed takeover bid of the National Trust
Company.

Hon. H. A. Oison (Minister of State for Economic Develop-
ment): Honourable senators, I will take the question as notice
since I do not have the necessary detailed reply on the tip of
my tongue.

Senator Haidasz: As a supplementary question, is the feder-
ai government giving consideration to introducing, on a priori-
ty basis in this session, a new Trust Companies Act and a new
Loan Companies Act, or at least some amendments to the
existing act prohibiting takeover bids of trust companies by
non-financial institutions or restricting block ownership of
trust company shares in order to protect federally-chartered
financial institutions from loss of independence resulting from
any concentration of ownership?

Senator Oison: I also take that question as notice.

FINANCE

SALE OF GOLD RESERVES

Hon. Jack Austin: Can the Minister of State for Economic
Development advise this chamber of the policy of the govern-
ment with respect to the sale of gold from our monetary
reserves? Why are we selling portions of our monetary reserves
as gold in the international market?

Hon. H. A. Oison (Minister of State for Economic Develop-
ment): Honourable senators, I will make inquiries of the
Minister of Finance who is responsible for this area, and
provide an answer as soon as I receive it.

INDUSTRY

GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE TO MASSEY-FERGUSON LIMITED

Hon. Jack Austin: Honourable senators, can the Minister of
State for Economic Development advise us whether the gov-
ernment has considered suggesting or has actually suggested to
its partially owned commercial corporation, Canada Develop-
ment Corporation, that it review the financial circumstances of
Massey-Ferguson with an end to providing, through that cor-
poration, appropriate commercial assistance to Massey-Fergu-
son?

Hon. H. A. Oison (Minister of State for Economic Develop-
ment): Honourable senators, the Minister of Industry, Trade
and Commerce made an announcement within the last few
days concerning a number of considerations which are now
being looked at with a view to finding a way of assisting
Massey-Ferguson in getting out of its present difficulties. I wili
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