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THE SENATE

Monday, November 9, 1981

The Senate met at 8 p.m., the Speaker in the Chair.

Prayers.

REGULATIONS AND OTHER STATUTORY
INSTRUMENTS

STANDING JOINT COMMITTEE-CHANGES IN COMMONS
MEMBERSHIP

The Hon. the Speaker informed the Senate that messages
had been received from the House of Commons to acquaint
the Senate with changes in the list of members appointed to
serve on the Standing Joint Committee on Regulations and
other Statutory Instruments.

(For text of messages, see today's Minutes of the Proceed-
ings of the Senate.)

DOCUMENTS TABLED

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government)
tabled:

Capital Budget of the National Capital Commission for
the fiscal year ending March 31, 1982, pursuant to sec-
tion 70(2) of the Financial Administration Act, Chapter
F-10, R.S.C., 1970, as approved by Order in Council P.C.
1981-2252, dated August 19, 198 1.

Interim Report by the Tariff Board, pursuant to the
lnquiry ordered by the Minister of Finance respecting
Tariff Items covering Goods made/not made in Cana-
da-Fire-Brick and related products-Reference No.
157, pursuant to section 6 of the Tariff Board Act,
Chapter T-1, R.S.C., 1970.

TRANSPORT AND COMMUNICATIONS
CHANGE IN COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

Hon. William J. Petten, with leave of the Senate and
notwithstanding rule 45(1 )(i), moved:

That the name of the Honourable Senator Lewis be
substituted for that of the Honourable Senator Graham
on the list of senators serving on the Standing Senate
Committee on Transport and Communications.

Motion agreed to.

[Translation]
QUESTION PERIOD

THE CONSTITUTION

AGREEMENT BETWEEN GOVERNMENT OF CANADA AND NINE
PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Honour-
able senators, I have a question for the Leader of the
Government.

From the events that took place last Thursday and what has
happened since, it has been possible to piece together some of
the circumstances which led the nine provincial premiers and
the federal Prime Minister to reach an agreement on a resolu-
tion to be submitted for patriation of the Constitution, on an
amending formula and on the partial and conditional
entrenchment of a Charter of Rights. Today, the Premier of
Quebec, in his speech at the opening session of the National
Assembly, indicated that this agreement, involving, as I said
before, the federal Prime Minister and nine of the ten provin-
cial premiers, appeared to have been negotiated through the
night of Wednesday to Thursday last week, while neither he
nor his representatives were in attendance and that he was
informed of this agreement Thursday morning, without having
had an opportunity to take part in the discussion.

I wonder if the Leader of the Government is able to confirm
this version or, if he cannot confirm it, could he tell me exactly
what happened?

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

Honourable senators, the question will be taken as notice.
e (2010)

As honourable senators are aware, the process of arriving at
a substantial consensus was a long one, and one which neces-
sitated several meetings involving federal and provincial minis-
ters, the Prime Minister and the premiers, as well as federal
and provincial officials and others. As to the exact chronology,
I think it would be best if I sought that information to make
certain that the exact record is presented to all honourable
senators.

I do have further information regarding the constitutional
agreement signed by the federal government and the nine
provincial governments. This information is in response to
questions asked a few days ago by the Leader of the Opposi-
tion and other honourable senators. At that time I noted the
questions asked and now have some information in reply to
them.

In response to certain of the Leader of the Opposition's
questions, I can confirm that the referendum clause in the
amending formula has, indeed, been deleted, and the veto of
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the Senate would become a 180-day suspensive veto on all
constitutional matters.

In response to Senator Flynn's third question, Premier
Lévesque also had reservations concerning mobility rights.
Quebec did not want to give up its right to control what it feels
is exclusively within its jurisdiction.

In response to the questions asked, I believe, by Senator
Manning as to which procedure relating to the Joint Address
from the Parliament of Canada will be adopted, and when the
matter will again come before Parliament, neither question has
been decided as yet. The Prime Minister would like to consult
fully with the leaders of the opposition parties on the first
point and, hopefully, reach an agreement. It is my understand-
ing that that meeting will probably take place this week.

Honourable senators, may I say that, when the results of
that meeting are made known, I hope that we can then have
similar meetings involving the Senate leadership so that we
can discuss our procedure in this chamber.

On the second point, the government would like to give the.
Province of Quebec some time to discuss an accommodation in
areas that concern it, so that Quebec, too, can be a party to
patriating the Constitution.

Hon. Duff Roblin (Deputy Leader of the Opposition):
Would the leader mind repeating that last sentence? I did not
quite get it.

Senator Perrault: The government would like to give the
Province of Quebec some time to discuss an accommodation-
a mutually acceptable accommodation-in areas that concern
it, so that Quebec, too, can be a party to patriating the
Constitution.

Senator Roblin, in his questions, correctly interpreted the
changes in the Charter of Rights in relation to the "notwith-
standing" clause.

In response to Senator Flynn's question on this point, the
so-called "notwithstanding" clause, clause 33, would not apply
to all sections of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The
"notwithstanding" clause applies only to: Section 2, which
concerns fundamental freedoms; sections 7 to 15, which con-
cern legal and equality rights; and section 28, which provides
that rights be guaranteed equally to both sexes. The "notwith-
standing" clause, therefore, does not apply to: Democratic
rights, contained in sections 3 to 5; mobility rights, contained
in section 6; official languages rights, found in sections 16 to
22; minority language educational rights, found in section 23;
enforcement, found in section 24; and the general provisions of
the charter, found in sections 25 to 31-excepting section 28,
which I have already mentioned. Section 32, concerning the
application of the charter, is also not affected by clause 33.

In response to Senator Deschatelets' question as to whether
arrangements have been made to hold meetings at the minis-
terial level, the answer is that no meetings have been scheduled
as yet. It is, however, the intention of the national government
to try to reach an agreement with the Province of Quebec on
this accord. In fact, I can report, honourable senator, that last
Friday and again today, the Honourable Jean Chrétien pro-

posed that Quebec and the federal government meet on this
question. As yet, there has been no response from the Govern-
ment of Quebec.

In response to the question asked by Senator Buckwold,
section 3(c) refers to the section referring to the application of
minority language rights in each province. I would hesitate to
offer further interpretation on the marginal note the honour-
able senator referred to in his question.
0 (2015)

Senator Flynn: Honourable senators, with regard to the
three main dissenting points which Premier Lévesque men-
tioned at the end of the conferencce last Thursday, it seems
that he has the support, in principle, of the official opposition
in Quebec, Mr. Ryan having sent a telegram to Premier
Lévesque and Prime Minister Trudeau.

If I heard the leader correctly, he said that Mr. Chrétien
suggested that there should be a meeting, but he has had no
reply.

I would like to know what kind of invitation Mr. Chrétien
extended to Mr. Lévesque. Was it merely through his speech
in Calgary, or was it a direct invitation to the Premier of
Quebec in this connection? Was there any indication that Mr.
Ryan's suggestions were considered favourably?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, it is my understand-
ing that the communication was a private initiative by the
Honourable Jean Chétien, and that the offer to meet was not
merely stated in a public forum as part of a speech. However,
further information will be sought on that point.

As far as Mr. Ryan's views are concerned, I understand that
the entire Liberal caucus in the province of Quebec has
expressed its general support of the proposals which were
negotiated with the provinces.

Senator Flynn: Where did you get that information?

Senator Perrault: The information was provided to me this
afternoon, honourable senators, but the question will be taken
as notice.

Senator Flynn: I prefer that undertaking, because it seems
to me that it is hard to reconcile the affirmation of the Leader
of the Government that the Quebec caucus is in favour of the
entire position of the federal government when you have the
text of Mr. Ryan's telegram which says that something should
be done about Mr. Lévesque's three main objections.

Senator Perrault: Mr. Ryan obviously has not rejected this
accord outright.

Senator Flynn: I know that.

Senator Perrault: He says there is far more good than bad
in it, and he looks forward to good negotiations with the
Province of Quebec. I think honourable senators can draw
encouragement from the fact that Mr. Chrétien has been
endeavouring to contact the Government of Quebec to discuss
possible changes or accommodations.

A few weeks ago there were many in the opposition who felt
it would be impossible for the federal government to achieve
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any kind of agreement with the provinces, and a few days ago
we saw agreement reached with nine of the provinces. Surely,
it is not out of the question that the process will be completed?

Senator Flynn: I am glad to hear that, and I hope that the
Prime Minister will tell some of his ministers to assume the
conciliatory attitude adopted by the Leader of the Government
here. I am referring particularly to ministers like the Honour-
able Mr. Ouellet and some of his kind.

Hon. H. A. Oison (Minister of State for Economic Develop-
ment): That is an unfounded statement.

Senator Flynn: No; I heard him.

[Translation]
Hon. Fernand-E. Leblanc: Honourable senators, I have a

supplementary question for the Leader of the Government on
the Constitution. Honourable senators, today I read in Le
Journal de Montréal dated Monday, November 9, 1981, on
page 5, an article which refers to "a lie" by the federal
government,-I shall quote a few lines as a premise to my
question:

The Federal Government is "lying" when it says it is
prepared to negotiate with Quebec notwithstanding the
constitutional agreement signed last Thursday by Ottawa
and the nine other provinces, according to the Quebec
Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs.

And the article quotes:
"When they say they want to negotiate, it is a lie, it is

not truc, the agreement is already signed", said Mr.
Claude Morin yesterday afternoon a few hours before
leaving Quebec City to go to Paris.

Of course, the Prime Minister is often being criticized for
travelling outside the country. However, it seems that Quebec
ministers do travel outside their province too.

My question is this. I watched the televised closing of the
conference, and if I am correct, Prime Minister Trudeau
offered the Lévesque government the option of continuing
negotiations on certain clauses in order to reach a unanimous
agreement. Now here is Claude Morin, who was at the confer-
ence in Victoria in 1971, in similar circumstances, when Mr.
Bourassa said yes one evening and no the next day, here is
Claude Morin saying once more that the Prime Minister of
Canada is a liar, a patent liar.

Senator Flynn: That is not what you quoted!

Senator Leblanc: Sure, that is what he said, that it was a lie.
Senator Flynn: That is not what you quoted.
Senator Leblanc: He did not say "patent" but he said a

couple of times that it was a lie, that it was not truc. Now, I
want to know whether we really want to go on-

Senator Flynn: No!

Senator Leblanc: Please let me continue, Honourable
Leader of the Opposition.

Senator Flynn: I would let you ask a question but-
Senator Leblanc: But you are interrupting!

[Senator Perrault.]

Senator Flynn: I would let you ask a question, but a speech
is another thing.

Senator Leblanc: Well, I don't interrupt when you are
talking. I happen to have the floor right now and I would like
to keep it if you don't mind.

Senator Flynn: I object, Mr. Speaker. The Honourable
Senator Leblanc is trying to make a little speech. If he wants
to do that, he can, but there is a time and a place for
everything. Right now, this is the Question Period.

Senator Leblanc: Sure it's the Question Period. I am asking
a question! In fact, I am asking a question further to the
questions you asked about the Constitution and I think this is
entirely in accordance with the Rules of the Senate.

Senator Flynn: No.

Senator Leblanc: I want to know whether we really want to
negotiate, yes or no?

Senator Flynn: You should have asked that in the first
place; I have asked this question myself.
a (2020)

[English ]
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, during the course of

the prolonged constitutional discussions, the government
demonstrated a great deal of flexibility. The Prime Minister
has been most forthcoming in his attitude towards all of the
provinces--I believe events have borne that out-and stated,
on the final day of the Ottawa meetings, that he looked
forward to meeting with representatives of the Government of
Quebec to discuss clarification of the concerns of the Quebec
government. He also expressed the hope, as the honourable
senator has stated so correctly, that an accommodation could
be achieved. Clearly, at this point in time the situation requires
and suggests the need for more light and rather less heat.

Senator Flynn: Yes.

Senator Perrault: We are looking forward to a constructive
discussion of the outstanding differences with the Province of
Quebec. The Prime Minister stated that publicly, and both
publicly and privately the same sentiment has been expressed
by the Honourable Jean Chrétien. Hopefully, in the next few
hours, some communication of a constructive nature can be
received from the Province of Quebec.

[Translation]
Senator Leblanc: Well then, that would mean that, in these

circumstances, if someone accuses the Prime Minister of being
a liar, the person who accuses the Prime Minister of being a
liar is a liar himself.

[English]
Senator Perrault: Perhaps Claude Morin was misquoted in

the newspaper.

[Translation]
Senator Flynn: It is very easy to accuse someone, as Senator

Leblanc is doing. But it is highly irregular, and I think it
certainly does not serve the cause of Canadian unity-the
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cause of the Liberal Party and the cause of the Prime Minis-
ter, perhaps, but not Canada's.

Hon. Azellus Denis: Senator Leblanc asked a question.

Senator Flynn: He offered his conclusion.

Senator Leblanc: I think-

Senator Flynn: Just listen to him. I do not think it is very
useful to listen to that kind of talk, but listen anyway if you
want to understand.

Senator Denis: Don't answer for him.

Senator Leblanc: I think it is important, at this point, to
point out that I was not espousing a cause, except that they are
accusing-

Senator Flynn: Come on-

Senator Leblanc: -except that in a newspaper they are
quoting Claude Morin, who is responsible for federal-provin-
cial relations in Quebec, and they are quoting him as having
said that the Prime Minister of Canada is a liar, because he
offered to negotiate. Mr. Morin said this was not true. I think
it is important to mention this point this evening, in spite of
what the Leader of the Opposition thinks-

Senator Denis: I agree.

Senator Flynn: I object most strenuously to the way Senator
Leblanc bas gone about this. First of all, he amputated the
text, because Claude Morin said that if negotiating was being
mentioned, it was a lie; he did not say that the Prime Minister
was a liar. Some people might like to say so, but he did not.

Furthermore, Senator Leblanc went on to say that if the
Prime Minister was not a liar, then Claude Morin was one.
There is no justification for this deduction either, and I must
say it is highly irregular and unworthy of Senator Leblanc to
proceed in this fashion.

Hon. Louis Robichaud: Is this a question?

Senator Flynn: i didn't mention the word question, I am
talking about clarification-there is a difference. Senator
Robichaud, who was premier for 10 years, should know the
difference between a point of order and a question. He ought
to know that. It seems to me he is big enough to understand.

Hon. Joseph-Philippe Guay: That was not very nice!

• (2025)

[En glish|
Senator Roblin: Honourable senators, may I continue with

the Leader of the Government on this point concerning the
negotiations between the federal government and Quebec, and
say that I heard him speak of the Minister of Justice's desire
to discuss with Quebec possible changes and accommodations.
I want to know if that is a limited proposal or not. I have
presumed all along that the negotiations, if there are to be any,
would be concentrated on the three points of difference that
the Province of Quebec has now stated, and I would like to
have the minister confirm that that indeed is what the meet-
ings are going to be about. If it is possible at some stage to

produce the correspondence, then that would, of course, clarify
the matter completely.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I will take the ques-
tion as notice. The official words provided for me to present to
the Senate on this question were in terms of discussion of an
accommodation in areas that concern Quebec, and there are
three areas of concern, as I recall. I would, therefore, presume
that those will be the three areas that were mentioned rather
prominently by the Premier of Quebec in last week's consulta-
tions. I will, however, take the question as notice.

Senator Roblin: Obviously it becomes a matter of some
importance if it is decided to go beyond those. I presume that
the government has some understanding with the other nine
provinces with respect to these matters, because obviously they
are concerned in it. I would like to know what brief the Prime
Minister has from the other provinces in this respect.

Senator Perrault: That is a good question, honourable sena-
tors. It can be said, however, that most of the provincial first
ministers expressed their great desire to find some way to
accommodate the concerns of the Province of Quebec, and
many have issued public statements to that effect. They hope
that some accommodation can be achieved.

Senator Roblin: I was about to tell my honourable friend my
proposal as to how to solve the language question, but I will
save that until I find out if they can solve it themselves without
any help from me.

Honourable senators, I would like to ask another question.
This has to do with the situation of the native people-Métis,
Eskimo, and other groups.

I have in my hand the communiqué which refers to the
rights of aboriginal people. I am really not at all clear about
what it means, if anything at all. I presume from this that the
statement means that clause 36(2), under the heading "Par-
ticipation of Aboriginal People", is to be struck. This being so,
what takes its place, and what is the meaning of the item that
has been introduced to change the position of the aboriginal
people from that outlined in the original document?

Senator Perrault: Senator Austin, as a Privy Councillor, has
been assigned some responsibilities in the area of aboriginal
peoples, and perhaps he may like to reply on this point.

Hon. Jack Austin (Minister of State): Honourable senators,
Senator Roblin's question is rather general in nature, and I
may not be successful in reaching the nub of his inquiry by my
answer. I will make the effort, however. No doubt he will have
a supplementary question, if it turns out that I have not been
successful.

The negotiations that took place last week resulted in the
dropping of clause 34 of the joint resolution, which was a
general statement that aboriginal rights existed for the Indian,
Métis, and Inuit peoples. Section 34 was dropped at the
insistence of the provinces, and with the greatest reluctance on
the part of the federal government and the Prime Minister.
e (2030)

Senator Roblin: I know that it has been dropped, and I will
not enter into a debate with my honourable friend as to
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whether he agrees with the dropping of it. He obviously does,
or he would not be sitting where he is. He may agree with it
reluctantly, but he agrees with it, otherwise he would not bc
there. The question, therefore, of trying to spread the blame
around is a little superfluous.

I am asking my honourable friend this question: What is the
meaning of section 5 of the communiqué which was given to us
the other day?

Senator Austin: Honourable senators, of course I accept the
result of the negotiation. However, so far as the aboriginal
peoples are concerned, I do so with no pleasure whatever. I
would rather that the negotiations by the provinces did not
require the deletion of that section.

As Senator Roblin is suggesting, what remains is a first
ministers' conference, which will not be held by any constitu-
tional provision but by first ministers' agreement-an execu-
tive agreement, if you will-which will have on its agenda the
question of claims by the aboriginal peoples of Canada for
recognition of rights, and no doubt will canvass the nature of
those claims and hopefully end in providing some remedy.

Hon. Arthur Tremblay: Honourable senators, I have a sup-
plementary question. Do I understand from what Senator
Austin is saying that the conference at which aboriginal rights
will be defined or confirmed will not be included in the new
resolution?

Senator Austin: Honourable senators, Senator Tremblay is
correct. The matter is not one for inclusion in the joint
resolution which may be passed by the Senate and the other
place. The matter is one of executive agreement among most
of the first ministers, who have agreed that they will meet as
first ministers with the matter of aboriginal claims, or rights, if
you like, as a main item on their agenda. They have also
agreed, as you will no doubt see in the document which is
before you, that the aboriginal peoples will be present and will
be entitled to participate.

Senator Tremblay: If I remember correctly, honourable
senators, in the actual resolution which is before us, the
question of the aboriginal rights was mentioned. I do not
remember the number of the section, but I think it was there.
If it is no longer included in the new resolution-that is, if it
has no constitutional status-that is a new change which is not
mentioned in the agreement. Is there something of that kind in
the agreement? I do not think so. It would be a big change for
the aboriginal peoples, because it was mentioned in the actual
resolution under the heading "Constitutional Conference" that
this question would be on the agenda of that conference.
Perhaps I am wrong, because I am speaking from memory,
and if so I should like to be corrected.

Senator Austin: Honourable senators, I will look into the
precise placement of the provision. I may stand to be correct-
ed, but I will report to the chamber tomorrow on the question.

Senator Roblin: I wonder if my honourable friend would
continue his clarification of this interesting matter, because he
has left me more puzzled than when he started. He tells me
that section 34 has been eliminated from the document. That

[Senator Roblin.

is the section which deals with the recognition of aboriginal
rights. That is out. If I understand my honourable friend
correctly, he is now telling me that the section dealing with the
conference on aboriginal rights is no longer part of the Consti-
tution. That is dealt with in clause 36(2), as my colleague
Senator Tremblay has outlined. That clause says that a confer-
ence shall be convened on the subject of aboriginal rights in
accordance with subclause (2) of clause 36 which refers to an
annual meeting of the first ministers.

e (2035)

Can the minister tell me if clause 36(2), which makes the
conference part of the mandatory proposal under the Constitu-
tion, is in or out? If it is out, what has become of the whole of
clause 36? Does that mean that the premiers' conference no
longer takes place? What happens to clause 36(3), by which
the representatives of the Governments of the Yukon Territory
and the Northwest Territories are to be invited to conferences
where they are affected?

There are three factors in clause 36. First of all, there is the
prime ministerial conference. Then that conference is to invite
them, on an annual basis, to discuss constitutional matters
affecting the aboriginal peoples under (2), and then, under (3),
to invite the representatives of the Yukon Territory and the
Northwest Territories. My question is: Where do we stand? Is
clause 36 in or out, or is it part in and part out?

Senator Austin: Honourable senators, although the question
is more detailed in nature, it is basically the same question
Senator Tremblay asked, and I will endeavour to satisfy both
Senator Tremblay and Senator Roblin tomorrow.

Senator Roblin: I wish to direct a question about the
Constitution to the Leader of the Government. In view of what
has been said about the new amending formula, I presume
Part V will be deleted completely. Part V deals with the
interim amendment procedure and the rules for its replace-
ment. I presume, too, that Part VI, which deals with the
permanent procedures pertaining to the Constitution, will be
altered to conform with the agreement that is announced. Are
those assumptions right?

Senator Perrault: I am sorry, honourable senators. It was
my understanding that the questions were being addressed to
my colleague. I must apologize to the honourable senator, and
I will take the question as notice.

Senator Roblin: I am happy with that. I wouldn't want to
say it all over again anyway.

Senator Flynn: May I ask the Leader of the Government if
as yet there is any official text of the new resolution?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, the text has not yet
been made public. When that information comes to hand it
will be communicated immediately to the Senate. A working
text has been prepared, but it is still being fine-tuned.

Senator Flynn: Has it been distributed to the agreeing
premiers?
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Senator Perrault: Yes, it is my understanding that the
premiers have a copy of this working text, but the document
needs retyping, with some alterations in some of the language,
and so on.

Senator Flynn: Has a copy been sent to Premier Lévesque?

Senator Perrault: I will take that question as notice, honour-
able senators.

Senator Roblin: Surely it must have been.

Hon. Stanley Haidasz: Can the Leader of the Government
in the Senate say whether section 27 of the Charter of Rights
and Freedoms relating to our multicultural heritage remains in
the Charter, and whether it is affected by the "notwithstand-
ing" provision?

Senator Perrault: That question will be taken as notice,
honourable senators.

Hon. Peter Bosa: Honourable senators, my question is for
the Leader of the Government in the Senate. Now that a
consensus has been reached for the patriation of the Constitu-
tion, has the leader had any intimation as to whether the
dissident senators, having had their fears allayed in this consti-
tutional confrontation, have now expressed the desire to
resume their original seats?

Senator Flynn: That's none of your business.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, there is no group of
senators here whom I would term "dissident" senators. I would
say that all senators are conscientiously trying to do the best
they can for the areas they represent.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Senator Flynn: I have a supplementary to the question put
by Senator Bosa. He says that a consensus has been reached.
Is it the opinion of the government that a consensus is reached
without the agreement of the Province of Quebec, which
represents one-third of the population, and one of the two
founding societies, of this country?

a (2040)

Senator Tremblay: One-fourth of the population.

Senator Flynn: Okay, I will settle for 25 per cent.

VETERANS AFFAIRS

HONG KONG VETERANS-POSSIBLE PARASITIC INFESTATION

Hon. Jack Marshall: Honourable senators, I have a question
which will require some preamble. It is with regard to veterans
and a front-page story in the Globe and Mail. In my opinion,
if the Globe and Mail had not run this story two days before
Armistice Day, the item would probably have been relegated
to the back page and not received any notice at all.

Evidently, the Americans have discovered that a parasite
may be prevalent today in Hong Kong prisoners of war.

A few years ago the Department of Veterans Affairs com-
missioned a very extensive study of the effects of incarceration
on the Hong Kong prisoners of war. The result of that study,

after a certain number of years, is that these veterans receive
increased benefits. I doubt very much that the Department of
Veterans Affairs would be interested in investigating whether
the more than 900 Hong Kong prisoners of war still living are
infested with this parasite. The only way to clear the matter up
is to have the minister make a statement. Statements have
been made by his staff, but it is my hope that the Minister of
Veterans Affairs can make a statement which can be brought
to this chamber, and which will clarify this situation. Certain-
ly, as the situation stands, it is a blight on the department and
on those who have supported veterans for so many years.

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I am sure that there are many among us
who read this article in today's Globe and Mail. As yet, I have
received no information from the Minister of Veterans Affairs.
The question will be taken as notice.

Senator Marshall: Honourable senators, I would just add
that if the Vice-President of the Hong Kong Veterans Associa-
tion of Canada has stated that there is some difficulty, then
there must be and he should be supported. There should be
some communication between the Leader of the Government
and the Minister of Veterans Affairs. I intend to refer this
matter to the committee which has just produced the report,
They served-We care.

THE ECONOMY

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

Hon. C. William Doody: Honourable senators, I have a
question for the Minister of State for Economic Development.
Can he give us his impression of the recent figures on unem-
ployment, and can he tell us what plans the government has
for dealing with this problem in the immediate future?

Hon. H. A. Oison (Minister of State for Economic Develop-
ment): Honourable senators, my impression is that the govern-
ment is distressed by the increase in the unemployment rate. I
expect the honourable senator can wait three more days, when
the Minister of Finance, who has that responsibility, will be
explaining a number of programs in his budget speech.

Senator Doody: Honourable senators, is the honourable
minister telling us that in three days we will have news to
comfort the nearly one million Canadians who are looking for
jobs at the present time?

Senator Oison: The honourable senator will have to accept
that I am not going to make the budget speech tonight.

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Or at any
other time.

Senator Oison: That's right.

TRANSPORT

PORT OF CHURCHILL-VOLUME OF SHIPMENTS

Hon. Joseph-Philippe Guay: Honourable senators, many
times in the past the federal government has been criticized for

2985
RFNATF DFRATFS;u--1-.n 1001



Novem ber 9, 1981 SENATE DEBATES 2987

e (2050)

Senator Roblin: Good idea.

Senator Argue: I guess the rule for provincial governments is
different from that for the federal government. Apparently,
the rule for the provinces is: If it pays, we will use it. The
provincial approach seems to be that no matter how much it
costs the federal government--even though it may be in the
tens of millions of dollars-to upgrade the lines and repair the
tracks at Churchill, that is ail right, even though the federal
government may go in the hole. They seem to feel that, no
matter how much it costs, it is the duty of the federal
government to support the Churchill line.

Senator Flynn: You never said those things when you were a
member of the CCF.

Senator Argue: I am not even arguing against that. It would
be really nice if one or more provinces would attempt to utilize
Churchill even though money may be lost in the effort.
Probably the greatest offender in this regard is the Province of
Saskatchewan. The Government of Saskatchewan and others
are great supporters of the concept of making better use of
Churchill.

Senator Flynn: Saskatchewan bas a socialist government.

Senator Argue: It costs the Saskatchewan government
$20,000 a year to support the port authority. Port authority
officiais make great speeches and receive a lot of publicity.
Therefore, the Saskatchewan effort, in terms of supporting
Churchill, amounts to $20,000 to pay for very important and
learned propaganda, but that's ail it does.

When you ask governmental officiais about the possibility of
hauling potash along that line, they say that the line will not
take potash in hopper cars or any other kinds of cars. If you
point out that the line is good enough to take wheat hopper
cars and that perhaps hopper cars carrying potash could be
hauled in the same fashion, they tell you that they must study
the whole question in terms of exports.

A couple of months ago I had the opportunity personally to
interview Mr. MacMurchy, and he said, "Well, you know,
Hazen, aIl this talk about potash through Churchill probably
won't lead anywhere because we don't have markets in
Europe." Perhaps the provincial governments should be
innovative enough to develop some markets in Europe for
exports such as potash and then try to use Churchill and put
their money where their mouths are.

The Province of Saskatchewan spends $20,000 a year in an
effort to prove its friendship with Churchill, whereas the
federal government has, by way of grants, lost an investment
of something approaching $100 million.

Senator Flynn: Is that why you left the CCF?

Senator Roblin: I am impressed by my honourable friend's
remarks because he is well qualified to develop this theme
since he has been on both sides of the argument. However, I
want to make note of the fact that I doubt that he bas heard
me make any of those extravagant claims for the development
of Churchill which he has just suggested.

My suggestion is that we should get a little closer to what
traffic studies of the area will show to be practical, and that
includes what kind of investment they will support. If the
honourable senator has any information along that line, I
would certainly welcome it.

Senator Argue: I will look into the matter.

Hon. Charles McElman: Honourable senators, I would
advise Senator Argue not to push too hard for the sale of
Saskatchewan potash in Europe, since we will look after that
in New Brunswick.

THE CONSTITUTION

AGREEMENT BETWEEN GOVERNMENT OF CANADA AND NINE
PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS

Hon. Charles McElman: My question is to the Minister of
State who has some responsibility with respect to the native
peoples. In his reply to Senator Roblin I believe he said that
part of the constitutional resolution, which is still before
Parliament, would be removed at the request of the provinces.
Would he inform this chamber whether this would be done at
the request of aIl the provinces, or some of the provinces; and
if it is only some of the provinces, which ones?

Hon. Jack Austin (Minister of State): I thank the honour-
able senator for giving me the opportunity to clarify my
answer.

The provisions contained in section 34 were removed at the
request of seven provinces; not at the request of the Province of
Ontario, the Province of New Brunswick or, so far as I know,
the Province of Quebec.

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): It was not
there during the fateful night.

THE ECONOMY
EXTENSION OF SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT BOND

PROGRAM

Hon. H. A. Oison (Minister of State for Economic Develop-
ment): Honourable senators, I should like to respond to a
question raised during my absence on November 3 by Senator
Muir. I believe that is the only day I have been absent since we
reconvened.

The question concerned the extension of the Small Business
Development Bond Program. This program is one of the many
issues the Minister of Finance could include in his budget on
November 12. The honourable senator will understand that I
cannot speculate on any announcements which may be part of
that budget.

INDUSTRY
TEXTILES-MEMBERSHIP OF TASK FORCE

Hon. H. A. Oison (Minister of State for Economic Develop-
ment): Honourable senators, I should like to respond to a
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