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THE CHATIRMAN: Thank you. Well, at
this point, having listened attentively a5 we all have
to the remarks of the ten Preciers, I would like to
meke a few remarks, first as spokeman for the federal
gavern=ment, for the Government of Canada, and second
perhaps as your Chairman relating to the agenda since

there are a lot of people out there who are going to try
and fellow our discussions over the next few days and

who don't have the benefit of & program.

My first comments are to point out that
in listening to several of the Premiers, one might have
the impression that Canada ig a unitary state and that
we are faced with several regione fighting for some sort
of devolution, Scotland trying to get powers for itself
§0 it can have some form of local government away from
Westminster; Brittany tE¥ing to get soms powers. We
all know that that is not the case. In spite aof the
number of times we have heard the plea to respect
diversity in Canada, the plea to permit the governments
closer to the people to have the right to respond to
pecple's desires, we know that in Canada we are living
in the most decentralized federation in the world,

We alsc know that a much higher proportion
of public funds are spent in Canada by the provinces
and the municipalities that come under their jurisdiction

than by the federal gevernment and, in this we are far
and away the most decentralized in these Spending terms
of any ecountry in the world.

50, I think it is important that we keep
this in perspective in the days to come. What we are
fighting for here is a renewed federalism, an improved
division of powers and a few other things, but we are
not basically trying to create & faderal form of

government where the provinces have power, the provinces
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have enormous power now. They have, I repeat, more power
under our constitution than any of the component parts

of any other federal governsent in the warld., Wow ,
that is simply my first point as spokeman for the
Canadian Govermment.

How, locking at the ié;nda, I understand
that several of you did not like the division or dis-
tinction we tried to make in terms of the people's
package and division of powers. There may be some
more appropriate way of stating that and, if so I as
happy to accept a change iﬁ vocabulary. But, if we
look at the agenda, in whatever order we take it,
there are # dtemzs of 12 where the provinces are
either attempting to increase their powers or to reduce
the federal powers , and this, I repeat, in the most
decentralized federal form of government in the world.

How, &5 against these eight items, and
how they arrive on the agenda I don't think I have to
remind vou but perhaps I will in French a little bBit
later because Premier LEvesque said twice that this
list was imposed on the provinces. So, I will return
to that, but against these eight items where the
provinces are asking for more power for themselves there
is one item, the one called Fowers Over the Economy,
where respectfully weé are not asking for more powers
for ourselves, the federal Canadian Government, we are
just asking that the constitution reflect what all of us
wish and many of you said you wished, to have in Canada

a common economic market.
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As we will see when we discuss this
item later, it is worth noting that in Canada we don't
even have the protections against economic discrimina-
tion between provinces or economic mobkility between
provinces that exist mot only in the European Common
Market, but exist im the rules set up by the general
agreement on tarrifs and trade between sovereign
nations so in this sense we are not asking for more
powers. It is not a power grab for the Canadian
government. It is an attempt to have us &all recognize
that it is to the benefit of us all that people in
Canada can mowve, that capital can move, that
services can move and of course that goods can move
without hinderance between one province and another
5o that we c&n indeed be an economic union.

5o these are sight items where the
pravinces want more powers. One where you can say
the federal government wants more power but I think
in fairpess we can say this is just & matter of
putting it in the Constitution that there is a
common market. ¥hat are the three other items?
One is a charter of rights which doesn't give more
power to the Canadian governmment or the provincial
governments. The Charter of Rights which doesn't give
more power to the Canadian government or the
provincial governments, The Charter of Rights is
something I believe all of us have in our provincial
and federal constitutions and which is a way in
which we governments say to the people "We will respect
your basic freedoms of speech, .of religion, of thought
and that other freedom, to speak cne of the cfficial

languages and to send your children to school in one
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of the offigial languages wherever freesdom of movement

permits you to go or compels you TO g§o within
Canada."”

S50 once again we are not asking
for more power for ouselves and I realize that
by adopting Charters cf Rights in your own provinces
you haven't asked for more powers for yourselves.
You have just saidt There are some powers that shouldn't
be touched by govermment, that should belong to the
pecple and that is why we call it the pecple's
package because it isn't a guarrel or a guibbling
of who can exercise what jurisdiction. It is a
question of what basic fundamental rights of the
pecple are so sacred that none of us should have
jurisdiction in order to infringe those rights.

Mow I don't cringe at wsing the
word "pecple.® We may have a discussion in French
later on that but people's package is meant merely
to reflect that reality and I think thatwe all
in this room mow that the people are the basic
authority which we all cbey. I don't mean in an
electoral sense, I mean in the constitutional sense
and this in some way must come out of our
deliberations, that we are elected to govern under
the Constitution, but why must the Constitution
be obeyed? Because it expresses the will of the
pecple, not the parliament in Westminster, not even
the Queen, certainly not the Canadian government

or the ten provincial governments acting in uniscn



-

on a declaration or & press release. The pecple
are the basic autherity in this country and in
gome way the Constitution must say that and in
gome way our actions must reflect that.

S0 what then is the final item?
It is patriation, including the amending formula.

Well, patriation as we Know
has been on the agenda of Pirst Ministers conferences
gince 1927, under six different Prime Ministers
in some 10 or 12 different attempts, some of them
invelving a whole series almost dozens of meetings
as the mestings between 15966 and 1571, but owver
this lerg period of 53 vears we have miserably
failed, we, the politicians, to patriste the
Constitubion and this again has nothing to do with
powers. I can guarantee you that the Constitution
shewld pot and would not be re-patriated in a way
that would increase the powers of the federal or
of the provincial goverrments. It is something
in a sense which is meutral. It is merely saying
that this vestige of colonialism which might hawve
been a guaint reminder im the early ¥ears has
become something of a national disgrace because we
have proved that we couldm't exercise the most basic,
the most elementary act of national will of saying
"Okay, let's bring the Constitution back and have

the same Constitution here and then continue our
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haggling if we have to in Canada. "

How wa will come te this item later
and perhaps we will have time to argue it it more
detail, but it is interesting to note why we have
failed., wWell,for the first forty-four years between
1927 and 1971 all these attempts failed because
there couldn't be agreement on amending formula
and heaven knows that many and every wariation
wags looked at.

I submit that if we don't want
to continue to fail again for another forty-four
or a hundred years we must either agree in the
next thres or four days orf we must agree to
change the rules of the game and what were the
rules of the game was that we couldn'i patriate
without unanimiey. Well, I submit once again
that unless we are prepared to change that rule
there will always be some province and probably
many which will say "I will be the one that doesn't
joim the unanimocus agreement because I will use
this legitimate desire of Canadians to get rid
of this last vestige of colonialism, I will use
this as leverage for me to increase my DOWErs
ag a provincial government" and that & what has
happen=d in the last nine years.

It began in Victoria where we had
after three years of hard work, we had agreed on
an amending forsula at last, unanimously. wWe
had agreed cn an amending formula and one province
said "Aha!l Mow that we have all agreed and now
that I have a vetoc and now that we can at last bring

the Constitution home I am going to sell my consent
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for & bit more power for me.* MNow was that shocking
or net? I don't suppose it was because in the nipe
years that followed just about every other province,
not every one, but the majority of provinces began
doing the same thing. They thought it was a great
game. "We need unanimity to bring the Constitution
back, we have an amending formula but we need
unanimity, therefore I will only give my consent

te this thing which is good for the pecple, which
doesn't give more power to the federal government,

I will only give my consent if I can get whatever
it is, cultural sovereignty or ficheries or the
offshaore or the power over trade and commerce ar
what have you, the items on the agenda,”

T say that scmehow if we are not
going to continue to fail for another forty -four
years we have to break this rule and I believe wWe
can do it. As many of you have said, there has been
progress. There has been a lot of study over the
gammer . There has been enormous goodwill on all
the items and when we come to the powers package
you will see the Govermment of Canada is prepared
to give some of its powers on ®VErY o of the items,
not as much I am sure as the provinces would like
but I repeat we are the most decentralized federal
goverrment in the world and at some point the Canadian
government has to say “Well, we must remain a

government able and with the powers to speak for all
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the Canadian people.® We will be giving on each
one of these items &nd I know that many of you
amdperhaps all of yvou would be prepared to
recognize the basic rules of the Canadian common
market, so¢ in that sense there will be some give
and take, some exchange. You get some powers and
we will get some and it will be a better balance
and after all the Constitution can be re-adjusted
after some hundred &nd whatever -- thirteen years
of existence, but the point I want to make and
it is & very basic one is that this haggling,this
bargaining between politicians of more power for
me of more power for you should not be brought
over into the people's packace, the package which
deesn't give power to elther of us, but which
gives power and hopefully satisfacticn to the people.
In cther words, within the powers
that we exercise -- well, T imagine it mey be sad
but we all think as governments and peliticians
we are elected to think that we cam do a better
job than the next guy and therefore we should have
the power to do it but the Canadian pecple are
really only asking themselves, you know, who spends
the dollar best? Hot really how is it best apent?
I what they want to know, not who spends it? And

how is the power best exercised and not who exercises

it?

g0 I repeat I think the guestion

of patriation, the guestion of fundamental rights
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must be judged on i1ts own merits amd it is in that
sense, though we were disappointed that the
conference €idn't accept the order of agenda
proposed by the co-chairmen, we have faith that
after we have gone throogh all the packages, all
the powers, even if we don't get what we want
on the economy and you don't get what you want
on resources and fisheries, we will still approach
the question of fundamental rights of Canadians
and the gquestion of patriation with a fresh,clean
mind and a clean slate and if people won't say
" Ahal Patriation is important for you and
you only get it if we can have cultural sovereignty
or jurisdiction over our £ish.” I hope we will
ask ourselves is patriation in itself a good thing
and can we manage it, we, the eleven First Ministers,
can we manage where everyone has failed sipnse 1927
and the same thing on rights.

I hope we will ask curselwves is it
a good thing that Canadians can move across Canada
and seek a job and earn a living and estabklish a
house in any province of Canada being full Canadians
or should we only give this permiszsion to put this
in the Constitution prowiding we get some authority
over international trade?

I can't believe that after hearing
speeches mn%e this morning, I can't believe that
we wouldn't all agres with that approach, that there
will be no bargaining between packages, that w; won't
trade powers for us governments or politicians against
something that the pecple really want, the right toc have

a Canadian Constitution made in Canada and which protects

all their fundamental rights.
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Ceci dit, il faut gue je revienne &
guelgue chése que lé premier ministre Lévesgue a dit
& deux reprises dans ses remargues d'introeduction.

Il a dit gue l'agenda avait, l'ordre
du jour avait &t& guelgue peu dictE par le gouver-
nement canadien. L& chose pourrait peut-8tre passer
sans comnentaires, i le premier ministre L&vesgue
n'en avait pas profité pour indiquer gQue justement
13 g'talt une autre preuve de l1l'unilatéralisme du
gouvernement cenadien 3 1l'endroit des provinces,

J&8 Veux Simplement wous répéter et vous
reppeler & tous gue les sujets gul apparaissent
4 l'ordre du jour sont exactement les sujets gul
apparaissaient & la conférence de février mil neuf cent
soixante-dix-nevf (1379}, Il ¥ én avait guéldgues=-uns
en plus, nous avons réduit la liste et nous avons
enlevé par exemple le sujet de la monarchie,
mais nous avons repris exactement les mEmes Sujets
B une exception: les pouvoirs sur l'économie.

Or, ces pouvoirs sur l'€conomie &taient
sur la deuxi®me liste, celle qui a &té approuvEe par
le Comité des ministres et nous l'avons simplement
ajoutée & la premidre liste, et je ne pense pas gue
ni le gouvernement de la province de Qufbec, ni les
gufbfcois trouvent cbjection 3 cela, parce gu'en
somme e gue nous demandons sous l'item: pouvoirs sur
1'gcaonomie, c'est d'8tablir une sorte de, de
rétablir, si je peux dire, le marché commun canadien,
la sorte d'asscociation dont le parti guébfcois nous

& beaucoup parlé ofl justement les biens, les périnnntl.
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les marchandises, les services pourraient voyager
librement & travers tout le pays. Donrc, ce n'est pas
une liste gue le gouvernement canadien a imposée,

c'est la liste méme gqui a EtE faite enm fEvrier mil meuf

" eent solxante-dix-neuf (1979) A la suite de toutes

les rEclamations des provinces pour des pouvoirs
asgrus, &t c'est pour ¢a gu'en trouve dans cette
liste que huit sur douze des item sont sur des pouvolrs
accrus powr les provinces. MEme la preuve c'est gu'd
la réunion gue nous avons tenue Bu mois de juin, le
neuf (%) juin, il ¥ avait cette liste gue j'ai
produite et une province a demands gu'on ajoute les
pecheries. Nous avons ajoutd les pécheries.

Il s'agissalt donc pas 4'imposer une
ligte & nous, il s'"agiesait de trouver la liste
qui Etait issue des discussions des provinces depuis
plusieurs anndes et d'ajouter encore une fols gquelgue
chose == pas d'ajouter == parce gu'il &'y trouvait
dEjl, mais le sujet gui est discuté au Canada depuis
mil meuf cent vingt-sept (1927), cest-B-dire le
rapatriement, la canadianisation de la constitution

canadienne.
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Gentlemen, those are some of the remarks
i wanted to make at the outset. We have all had our
round and I think if we could break and adjourn for
lunch we will come back with the new order, and I
would put it to you that you might just bear with me
a couple of minutes and I will distribute this if it
is of any help, but Lf we want to cover all of the
gubiects over the next four half days, Monday
afternoon, all day and Wedneszday morning;
wi should attermpt to deal with three subjects at least
per half day. This afterncon we would begin with
Resource Ownership and Inter-Provincial Trade, we would
go on to  Communications, then we would take the Senate.
After that the list follows in the order which was the
ordered discussed followed by the Continuing Committes
through the susmer but beginning this afterncen on Rescurces we
will have a cholice of procedures, and ohe would be that
the federal govermment briefly indicate, since thess
are powers asked by the provinces, briefly indicate
what powers We are prepared to give to the provinces
and then we could have the provinces indicate their
feelings about this or we could have, if you so prefer,
a statement by one of the Premiers indicating why the
Resources section in the Constitution should ke changed
and why the federal government should be limiting its
jipter=-provincial trade power, but that might be a bit
longer. I will let you think of that and we will try

and find the guickest way to proceed.
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Eince we took this forencon to make our

cpening statements I suggest we just take as tabled

The Continuing Committee of Ministers on the Constitution
Report to First Ministers, we have all had it in our hands
for some week or two I guess and it might save time if we
didn't begin each item with having either Mr. Romanow

or Mr. Cretien read the report to us, Bo, let's just

take it as tabled and then begin  the discussion as so00

as the gawvel pounds away.

A guelle heure, & guelle heure on &tait
conveny de revenir, & guelle heure? Deux heures (Zh00},
two fifteen (2:15) maybe, deux heures quinze (2hl3); guatorze

heures guinze (l4hl5). Ajourné.

——— Lancheon Adjourmment (12:45)



