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relates to adoption. It will be part of the report we shall be
releasing for discussion in the future.

Mr. Forrestall: Mr. Chairman, do I have time for a brief
question or two? I would like to return to my opening observa-
tions with respect to the programs the minister and his col-
leagues have in mind for the longer term. Can the minister tell
us what is the long-term strategy for correcting underemploy-
ment and unemployment in Atlantic Canada, apart from the
programs we heard mentioned ad nauseam on Friday and
today?

Mr. Axworthy: Mr. Chairman, I thought the member would
end his remarks with an easy question. It would be less than
forthcoming of me to say that at this point that work is being
donc in the government on the idea of a national industrial
strategy which would have its own regional breakdowns. The
Minister of Industry, Trade and Commerce is the lead minis-
ter in developing that program. What we are attempting to do
through our own work in the labour market is to determine
what the employment-unemployment situation might be over a
period of time. There have been some reasonably positive signs
as trends are measured, that is, in the last year or two, that the
unemployment rate in the maritimes has begun to fall. There
is an increase in economic growth in certain parts of that
region. There is obviously a great expectation that with new
discoveries in the offshore areas in oil and gas and the prosper-
ity of the fishing industry there will be an increased demand
for workers.

Right now we are trying to develop training programs in the
Atlantic provinces which are suitable for those new job
requirements and the new supply requirements which we see
forthcoming in the next four or five years. We have had some
very serious discussions with manpower and labour ministers
in the maritime provinces with respect to that. We shall be
negotiating with the provincial ministers during the coming
year as we renegotiate the occupational training legislation to
ensure that as far as our own department is concerned we shall
be in a position to work with them to put in place the right
kinds of programs to meet those new demands. There is a real
prospect for substantial changes in the maritimes in terms of
increased employment growth. It could be one of the faster
employment growth areas in the country.

Mr. Forrestall: I sec my time is running out but I would like
to ask the minister with respect to retraining whether there is a
retraining program in Atlantic Canada in the petrochemical
industry. The minister has a puzzled look on his face. I would
like to suggest to him that his colleague, the Minister of
Energy, Mines and Ressources, has told Canadians in Atlantic
Canada on two separate occasions, that we have a snowball's
chance in hell of getting a petrochemical industry in the Strait
of Canso-it is going to Gros Cacouna. The minister of energy
ducks these questions in the House, as does the minister
responsible for regional economie development. He will deny
that this was said and that was said. But members of the press
have overheard the comments and they are not, in my view,
fabricators or distortionists with respect to the truth. My

question is: what is going to replace this last opportunity to use
our provincial resources, for any practical purposes? I am
talking about our ability to derive economic benefit from those
resources by way of job opportunities and the possibility of
developing a viable petrochemical industry for the offshore
market, for the Third World-South America, Africa and
Asia. We have lost that opportunity in Atlantic Canada,
watching it slip through our fingers because of the overhwelm-
ing pressure of the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources,
who has the guts to go ahead and do what he believes in doing,
regardless of the effect it has on Atlantic Canada. But what is
going to replace it? I let the minister demonstrate to me why I
should have faith in the free due process. Let him tell me that
he is training people to work in the petrochemical industry
and then I will believe that the National Energy Board has thc
freedom to make a decision with respect to the location of the
LNG terminal, the regasification terminal. Tell me that and I
will believe it. But the minister cannot do that. What will we
do'? Are we to be hewers of wood for the rest of our lives?
Ministers over there talk about great opportunities but it takes
seven or eight years to put a pipeline in place and get oil and
gas through it. Do they know what we are? We are watchers
of a pipeline carrying our resources to Quebec and to central
Canada. Do something that demonstrates concern about us.
We hear about these ad hoc programs. They just drive us
further into isolation.

The Assistant Deputy Chairman: Order, please. I am sorry
to interrupt the hon. member but unless he wishes to seek the
unanimous consent of the committee I must interrupt him to
tell him his time has expired.

Miss Jewett: I would like to ask the minister who is
responsible for the status of women a few questions which I do
not believe have been touched on yet today. One of my grave
concerns, as the minister knows-and I hope it is one he
shares-is the protection of the equal rights of women in the
law, as well as before the law, in the government's constitu-
tional proposals. Perhaps I should clarify that by saying that
this lack of the protection of the equal rights of women in the
constitutional proposals has been brought out very vividly by
the National Action Committee on the Status of Women and
by his own Advisory Council on the Status of Women. Tomor-
row morning it will be brought out again. I do not know
whether the minister has yet had time to see the brief submit-
ted by the National Association of Women and the Law. It
was also one of the main points in the brief given by the
commissioner of the Canadian Human Rights Commission.
Was the minister simply relying on what the Minister of
Justice and the government's legal experts were saying about
section 15 and section 1 ? Did he at any time this summer
when the drafts were proposed take a look, as the minister
responsible for the status of women, at the actual wording to
see if it would in fact provide women and men equal rights
within the law? Did he ask the advisory council for their
opinion'? As the minister knows they were preparing many
papers for a conference which, unfortunately, could not be
held in the first week of September, including a brilliant paper
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to which I have referred before by Professor Beverley Baines
on women and the law and the constitution.
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i was quite amazed when i asked one of the vice-presidents
of the Advisory Council on the Status of Women, Madam
Lucie Pépin, whether she, the president, or any members of the
council had been asked by the minister if they were satisfied
with the protection of the equality of women, and she said that

they had not been consulted at all. This struck me as extraor-
dinary considering that the Baines paper came out in August
and the council was preparing for this conference and prepar-
ing a lot of papers with some very sharp criticisms of the
government proposals as being totally inadequate, particularly
with regard to the before-the-law clause, but on many other
clauses as well.

i wonder why the minister did not consult with the advisory
council. Perhaps it is more important now to know whether he
has since read with some care their briefs and the briefs of
others including the one I just mentioned by the National
Association of Women and the Law? If the minister does see
the strength of their arguments, will he pursue them with his
colleagues in cabinet? In fact, it would be excellent if the
minister himself would pursue the necessary amendments to
the constitutional proposals because, as the human rights
commissioner has said, they are gravely flawed, before the
committee. Might he perhaps do that?

Mr. Axworthy: Mr. Chairman, the resolution containing the
charter of rights is presently being considered by a committee
of this House. As I said earlier today, as a member of this
House I look forward with interest to its deliberations and
recommendations. The reason for the committee is, as the hon.
member suggests, to receive representations from a wide varie-
ty of groups and organizations and to use its best judgment to
extract what they think is proper, effective, useful and helpful
from those representations. Obviously, it will not accept all of
them because in many cases the recommendations are
contradictory.

Miss Jewett: No, they are all the same.

Mr. Knowles: The women are united.

Mr. Axworthy: One reason why this committee of Parlia-
ment was established is to bring the judgment of our peers to
bear upon that issue. The inclusion of the non-discriminatory
rights in the charter was a major step forward for women in
this country on the ground that it entrenches their rights. This
has never occurred before and the history of our court cases
and our jurisprudence shows that we have suffered from the
lack of a clear, fundamental law which establishes basic rights
against which other rights passed by statutes of this Parlia-
ment or by legislative assemblies would have to be judged.

The difficulty encountered in past court cases in which
conflicting statutes are involved-for example, the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act versus the Canadian Bill of Rights-is
that the courts have clearly stated-and I would cite for the
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member's interest the judgment of Chief Justice Bora Laskin
in Curr versus The Queen-that where there are two statutes
passed by the same House the courts cannot judge which is of
more merit, simply because they have both been passed by the
same House with the same authority and the same mandate.
In many of the cases which have worked against women's
rights, it has been on these grounds. It was not because of a
superior law or a fundamental law. The hon. member is
disputing with the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.

Miss Jewett: That is not a case concerning women. You

have the wrong case.

Mr. Axworthy: I presume the hon. member can pit her

knowledge against that of the chief justice, and that is her

business.

Miss Jewett: You have the wrong case, Lloyd.

Mr. Axworthy: Mr. Chairman, I do not have the wrong
case. I have looked at this matter very carefully.

Miss Jewett: No, you haven't.

Mr. Axworthy: I know the hon. member is a fount of most
wisdom in this country, but i think she recognizes that there
are legitimate differences on the viewpoint and its interpreta-
tion.

Miss Jewett: Just facts.

Mr. Axworthy: Regardiess, Mr. Chairman-

Mr. Knowles: Can't you two professors get along better than
this?

Mr. Axworthy: Mr. Chairman, i am not attempting to
argue, I am attempting to explain, and I thought that the hon.
member wanted an explanation. That was one of the major
problems in our courts of law. There was not a fundamental
law which gave clear signals to the courts upon which they
could make decisions. It is on those grounds that many of the
cases were decided against the expansion of rights. The
entrenchment of a charter takes a major step forward in
providing that clear and abiding signal. That was not some-
thing that was analysed in the Baines paper, and while it was a
brilliant paper in some respects, it ignored some facts in law.

In the second case, I would point out to the hon. member
that the entrenchment of rights in the constitution would have
the immediate effect of requiring the legislative assemblies and
Parliament to go back and re-evaluate the various laws which
are available to determine in what ways they contradict or run
against the charter. So, without going to court at all, there is
an immediate cleansing of the act, a certain catharsis of the
law in terms of eliminating discriminatory clauses. This was
discussed in cabinet and this is why the three-year time lag
was imposed, so that this Parliament and the legislatures could
review the laws in their statute books to determine what would
have to be changed in accordance with the requirements to
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ensure equal rights for people, regardless of their background,
age, sex or whatever.

The hon. member would have to admit that this is a major
step forward. Even the wording of the act can be changed to
strengthen it and it is certainly the intention of members of
this government and this caucus to support such cases. That is
the reason the committee was established and why it was
mandated by this Parliament to use its judgment to see how
the resolution and the charter could be improved upon.

The government, the Prime Minister, the Minister of Justice
and I have all indicated this to organizations with which we
have met. I have met with the advisory council and the
national action committee, and perhaps more women's groups
than the hon. member over the last two months, to discuss this
matter and I indicated, that we are prepared to look at any
proposed changes which would improve upon the law. But we
do want to see the committee's considerations because 1, for
one, would not want to impose my judgment on that commit-
tee. It has a mandate from this Parliament which I respect,
and I assume that it will follow through, listen to briefs put
before it, then act and use its judgment accordingly. It is very
important that we recognize and respect the due procedures of
this House.

It would be wrong for the hon. member to try to create false
confrontation where there is none because we have already
indicated our interest in improving upon the charter and our
interest in looking with favour upon the recommendations of
the committee.

Miss Jewett: Mr. Chairman, the reason I was so conciliato-
ry is because I am so concerned about this matter that I want
the minister to give it serious attention. That is why I have
been trying to talk about it in a non-confrontational way. The
fact is, the minister has not read the briefs very carefully or, if
he has, he has not understood them.

0 (2130)

They are not contradictory. I am speaking now of the
Human Rights Commission brief, the NAC brief and his own
advisory council brief as well as the National Association of
Women and the Law brief. AIl hone in on the same point so it
is wrong to say that they are contradictory. They all point out
very carefully that the matter is complex and that entrench-
ment of the same words will not do any good at all. The most
recent brief points out that an examination of the two leading
sex inequality cases, Lavell and Bliss, reveals that the decisions
did not turn on a difference between a statutory and a
constitutional standard for equality. It says that they are not at
aIl confident that the Supreme Court will begin to interpret
this clause, which is worded exactly the same as it is in the
Canadian Bill of Rights, in a broader way simply because it is
entrenched and that in their view these words are likely to
receive exactly the same interpretation after entrenchment as
before. That is the view of all of the constitutional experts who
have helped these groups to prepare briefs. There is no contra-
diction whatsoever.

The Curr case that the minister mentioned is irrelevant. The
Baines paper did discuss it very briefly because it is not
relevant to the equality of women.

As to the three-year time period, Mr. Chairman, they have
all said the same. The only part of the constitutional document
that says this clause does not have to be enforced for three
years will prevent a good deal of the inequality that now exists
from being adjudicated. This is a very serious question. I am
glad the minister has talked to these groups but I am sorry
that he did not consult them ahead of time, particularly the
advisory council. I think they would have been helpful in
drawing up the constitutional proposals in a more reasonable
fashion in the first place.

I am sorry that the minister has not taken up the cause more
vigorously than he has to date. I would have thought that one
way to do that would be to use his influence with the Minister
of Justice and his department to ensure that the changes
unanimously agreed upon will be made. I hope he will recon-
sider his rather laissez-faire attitude on a matter that I am sure
concerns him as much as it does all the women for whom, in a
way, he speaks as the minister responsible for women.

I have a few other questions that I should like to address to
the minister, Mr. Chairman. As he knows, I have been very
interested in the Outreach program particularly the Outreach
program for women. I am having difficulty finding out what is
happening with the program. I cannot even find out the total
number of Outreach programs in existence or how many are
designated as women's Outreach project. I cannot find out
what the total budget is and what part of it is designated for
women's Outreach projects. I am speaking now of the projects
for the current fiscal year. I cannot find out what percentage
increase will be forthcoming to ensure they keep pace with
inflation. I have not yet heard what plans the minister has for
the next fiscal year nor have any of the regional directors
heard. Will they be cut back or will he be adding to them? Is
he concerned or is he impressed with what they have donc? I
think he must be impressed.

There is a project in my constituency called "Aware" and at
a meeting this summer in Vancouver which a board member
attended the minister encouraged them to submit a proposal to
him to expand Aware services from New Westminster to Port
Coquitlam, Coquitlam, Maple Ridge and Surrey.

The minister made the request in June. In July, Aware sent
a draft proposa outlining the suggested expansion. At the end
of August they received a letter from the minister acknowledg-
ing the draft and stating that he would be in touch. The next
word they got was to the effect that there was no ioney
available. I wrote to the minister about this on October 16 and
only today received a reply dated December 5 from the
minister, stating that unfortunately the British Columbia and
Yukon region and all other regional funds for the fiscal year
1980-81 are fully committed to existing projects. Yet they had
got the impression that they had donc so well that funds would
be made available; that it would not be a matter of taking
them out of the program for some other region. I wonder if the
minister could answer these general questions about the
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