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Hong Kong -Viewpoint Apartments (5 units).

Appraised $2,330,000-units only, no land.
The above properties were appraised for purpose of sale as

surplus to use, except for the Hong Kong apartments which
were appraised to establish their value in anticipation of a
redevelopment proposal in partnership with other co-owners of
the apartment building.

2. The above properties are identified for the following uses:

Jakarta -residential (2 staff quarters duplex).
Paris -(a) Par ly II Apartments (11 units)-resi-

dential; staff accommodation
(b) 4 rue Ventadour-office accommoda-

tion

Hong Kong -Viewpoint Apartments (5 units) -
residential; staff accommodation. (b) None.

HEALTH AND WELFARE-STUDIES ON MARIJUANA

Question No. 821-Mr. Howie:
Since April 1, 1975, what amount was spent on studies related to marijuana

by the Department of National Health and Welfare?

Hon. Monique Begin (Minister of National Health and
Welfare): The amount spent on studies related to marijuana
since April 1, 1975 is as follows:

1975-76 $ 197,341
1976-77 83,432
1977-78 31,632
1978-79 89,627
1979-80 6,000

CR DEMONSTRATION ON PARLIAMENT HILL

Question No. 1,276-Mr. Baker (Nepean-Carleton):
Were employees of the Departments of National Revenue, National Health

and Welfare and Industry, Trade and Commerce granted an additional hour at
lunch time to participate in the CR demonstration on Parliament Hill on
Monday, May 28, 1980, at 12.00 noon and were employees of the Department of
Supply and Services refused additional time and, if so, for what reason were
different policies adopted?

Mr. D. M. Collenette (Parliamentary Secretary to Presi-
dent of the Privy Council): I am advised by the Ministers of
National Revenue, National Health and Welfare, Industry,
Trade and Commerce and Supply and Services that employees
of their departments were not granted additional lunch time on
Monday, May 28, 1980.

POST OFFICE-EXCESS OVERAGE

Question No. 1,454-Mr. Riis:
Is there a tabulated account of the accumulated money that occurs from the

excess overage of individual postal wicket clerks in the Post Office Department
and, if so, to what purpose is such money put to use?

Hon. Andre Ouel let (Minister of Consumer and Corporate
Affairs and Postmaster General): Yes. Overages of $20 or less
are credited to the postal wicket clerk's surplus cash fund to a
maximum balance of $75. The surplus cash fund is used to
cover shortages up to $20 that may occur in the clerk's credit.

Overages of more than $20 as well as amounts of $20 or less
when the clerk's surplus cash fund has attained its $75 max-
imum balance are credited to postal revenue if the reason for
the overage cannot be established in a current or subsequent
monthly accounting period. If the reason for the overage is
found, the overage would be returned to the clerk.

[Translation]
Mr. Collenette: I ask, Madam Speaker, that the remaining

questions be allowed to stand.

Madam Speaker: The questions enumerated by the hon.
parliamentary secretary have been answered. Shall the re-
maining questions be allowed to stand?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]
THE CONSTITUTION

ESTABLISHMENT OF A SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE OF THE
SENATE AND THE HOUSE OF COMMONS

The House resumed from Monday, October 20, consider-
ation of the motion of the Minister of Justice and Minister of
State for Social Development (Mr. Chretien):

That a Special Joint Committee of the Senate and of the House of Commons
be appointed to consider and report upon the document entitled "Proposed
Resolution for a Joint Address to Her Majesty the Queen respecting the
Constitution of Canada" published by the government on October 2, 1980, and
to recommend in their report whether or not such an address, with such
amendments as the committee considers necessary, should be presented by both
Houses of Parliament to Her Majesty the Queen;

That 15 members of the House of Commons to be designated no later than
three sitting days after the adoption of this motion be members on the part of
this House of the Special Joint Committee;

That the committee have power to appoint from among its members such
subcommittees as may be deemed advisable and necessary and to delegate to
such subcommittees all or any of their powers except the power to report directly
to the House;

That the committee have power to sit during sittings and adjournments of the
House of Commons;

That the committee have power to send for persons, papers and records, and to
examine witnesses and to print such papers and evidence from day to day as may
be ordered by the committee;

That the committee submit their report not later than December 9, 1980;
That the quorum of the committee be 12 members, whenever a vote, resolu-

tion or other decision is taken, so long as both Houses are represented and that
the joint chairmen be authorized to hold meetings, to receive evidence and
authorize the printing thereof, when six members are present so long as both
Houses are represented; and
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The Constitution
That a message be sent to the Senate requesting that House to unite with this

House for the above purpose, and to select, if the Senate deems it to be
advisable, members to act on the proposed Special Joint Committee.

Mr. George Henderson (Parliamentary Secretary to Minis-
ter of Fisheries and Oceans): Madam Speaker, I have listened
intently and with a very open mind and heart to the speeches

t,; made by hon. members on both sides of the House in reference
to the resolution pertaining to the constitution, and I believe
there is no question that most hon. members attempted to
speak with sincerity. We are all aware that constitutional

tr proposals of historic importance are involved.
I must say that on a number of occasions I have been

somewhat disturbed by the personal attacks launched by some
members of this chamber. We find ourselves engaged in a
debate over the constitution of our country, a debate which, in
the final analysis, overflows from these chambers and touches
the hearts and souls of each and every Canadian. It is my
contention that there is no place for personal attacks and
attempts to make political hay in this historic debate.

Hon. members of the House must understand that, above all
else, we must be cognizant of the fact that our performance in
this House determines to a very large degree the level of
respectability afforded this House of Commons. I personally
have no intention of launching a personal attack on any
member of the House concerning remarks already made in the
debate, although there are some points of view upon which I
would like to comment. Instead, I would like to speak on this
resolution with simplicity and sincerity. As members of this
Thirty-second Parliament we have the opportunity now to
accomplish what other Parliaments had been unable to accom-
plish for the last 53 years. Parliament has the opportunity of
bringing our constitution home, and after 113 years we will
finally have a constitution which is completely our own.

When we were in the embryonic stages as a nation the
Fathers of Confederation could have freely decided to sever
the ties with Britain, but instead they unanimously chose to
bring the resolutions into effect by an act of the British
parliament. Now we have grown from that embryonic stage,
we are a mature adult nation, and what may have been
appropriate in 1867 is no longer appropriate in 1980.

 (1540)

The constitution of 1867 no longer meets the needs and
aspirations of Canadians because many of our needs and
aspirations have changed. It therefore must be rethought,
remodelled, and rewritten to reflect these changes. And it must
be done in Canada by Canadians. The constitution of 1867
contains a number of good points that can be modernized and
complemented with new elements and incorporated into a truly
Canadian document tailored to meet the needs of all Canadi-
ans. It is now the time to patriate the constitution, provide for
an amending formula, and to entrench a Canadian charter of
rights and freedoms and the principle of equalization in that
constitution.

I would like to speak very briefly on the Canadian charter of
rights and freedoms. At one time it was believed that these

rights and freedoms could be adequately protected simply by
the ordinary process of parliamentary democracy. But it has
been increasingly recognized that more protection is required.
The international community has expressed this need through
such instruments as the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights in 1948 and the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights and on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
in 1966. The Canadian government, after consultation with
the provinces, joined many other nations in subscribing to
these international commitments, which were commitments to
foster and protect the basic rights of people.

In Canada there has also been a growing recognition that
legislatures should provide more positive protection for basic
human rights. In 1960 Parliament adopted the Canadian Bill
of Rights. Saskatchewan, Alberta and Quebec have provincial
bills of rights. In addition there are federal and provincial laws
which prohibit discriminatory practices in a broad range of
social and economic activities. While these various statutes
afford some measure of protection, it is by its very nature
limited and sometimes inconsistent. For instance, the legisla-
ture which passed a law yesterday could decide to repeal or
restrict it tomorrow. An individual's only immediate redress
would be to try to convince the same government which had
restricted the rights to reinstate them. In a country as large
and diverse as Canada, with its two official languages and
many cultural and ethnic groups, basic rights and freedoms
require more protection than this.

Rights, by their very nature, pertain to individuals and
minorities and their protection should not be left simply to the
good will of the majority or of the government of the day.
Those rights must be guaranteed in the constitution so as to
protect them from change by any single government, parlia-
ment or legislature. I believe entrenchment in the constitution
is the only way of ensuring Canadians their basic rights and
freedoms for all time.

I would like to single out just one of the basic rights and
freedoms which concerns me greatly as a Canadian and a
member of this Parliament. I refer to the right of mobility, the
right to work and live in my part of this great country. We
have heard overtures from at least one provincial premier in
the last short while to enact provincial legislation which would
prohibit Canadians from working in his province. I submit this
is the kind of legislation which is extremely dangerous to every
Canadian. I bring this point up because I may be the only
member of the House of Commons who has had an opportu-
nity to work in every province in this great country.

I know what it is like to hitchhike from coast to coast. I
know what it is like to pawn my watch in Edmonton in order
to buy breakfast. I know what it is like to sleep in a culvert in
northern New Brunswick in November. I know what it is like
to drive railway spikes for the northern Alberta railway. So I
have some general idea of Canada. And I know what it is like,
as a Prince Edward Islander, to work in Toronto and shuffle
my way onto tramcars at 7.30 in the morning to make my way
to an assembly line. But, if I had my life to live over again, I
would want to do the same thing because that was how I came
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to know Canada, and that is why I love Canada and the people
of all ethnic backgrounds who make up this great country.
That is why we should not allow provincial barriers in any part
of this country.

When I travel back to my constituency at the weekends and
return to Ottawa on Monday, hardly a week goes by without
my meeting on the plane five or six young Prince Edward
Islanders who are on their way to Calgary or Toronto seeking
jobs, a plane ticket in their pocket and a few dollars. That is
quite an experience. I can relate to it because I went through
that myself 26 years ago. The only thing different was that I
did not have the money for the plane ticket-I used my thumb
to get me across this great country. I do not believe we in this
Parliament can deny young people from all corners of this
great country that privilege and that opportunity if they so
desire.

I believe the third main objective of this resolution is to
entrench the principle of equalization into the constitution. It
is an absolute necessity for the very survival of my province,
the province of Prince Edward Island. I was looking over the
speech made yesterday by the hon. member for Hillsborough
(Mr. McMillan) and he quite correctly pointed out what the
federal government means to Prince Edward Island. He point-
ed out that of the $505 million expenditures in 1978 $426
million was in the form of transfer payments or other pay-
ments from Ottawa. That is why it is very essential to my
province that equalization be written into the new constitution.

When the Fathers of Confederation convened in Charlotte-
town in 1864, Prince Edward Island was in a very favourable
economic position-a "have" area, if you will. I am quite sad
to say that since confederation the fair isle of Prince Edward
Island has eroded, not only has the sea eroded our beaches but
there has also been economic erosion over the last 113 years.
Without guaranteed equalization payments, a sharing of the
almost limitless wealth of this great country, Prince Edward
Island, along with other provinces, would find itself in very
difficult circumstances.

A feeling of concern and willingness to share is nothing new
to Canadians. The desire to share and help others less well
blessed than ourselves has always been an ingredient to be
admired in the over-all character of Canadians. But there are
many millions of people in underdeveloped countries around
the world who would readily admit that their lot is a better one
because of Canada's willingness to share. It is that willingness
to share in this country which draws us closer together as
Canadians.

I believe it is absolutely essential to settle the question of the
amending formula. The provinces and the federal government
will be involved in studying all constitutional revisions or
changes which will affect all Canadians. But the prospect of
gaining unanimity on an amending formula is very dim. This
being the case, and I believe that hon. members would agree,
in order for my province of Prince Edward Island to be
afforded meaningful input, I will be suggesting an amendment
to section 42 to the committee. I hope that the Premier of
Prince Edward Island will join forces with me in submitting

that amendment and, indeed, that the two hon. members for
the ridings of Malpeque (Mr. Gass) and Hillsborough in P.E.I.
will join with us.

 055o)
I believe that it is necessary to have an amendment because

the population of the Atlantic provinces as of July, 1980, if my
figures are correct, was 2,265,600 people. Prince Edward
Island comprises only 124,000 of this total, or 5.4 per cent of
the population of the Atlantic region. Therefore it would be
impossible for Prince Edward Island in concert with any other
singular province of the Atlantic region to be representative of
50 per cent of the population of that region.

My suggested amendment would be that at least two of the
Atlantic provinces be in agreement with no reference made to
specific percentages of the population of the Atlantic region.
The hon. member for Hillsborough brought up this point
yesterday, but I was surprised that he did not suggest an
alternative, and I am very surprised that the Premier of Prince
Edward Island, Mr. MacLean, whom I admire and who sat in
these chambers for many years, did not approach the situation
in a little different light.

The hon. member for Hillsborough mentioned that this
government was taking the matter on in a partisan fashion. I
do not believe that. He also went on to say that he believed
that this government could learn a lesson from history, in
particular from the Fathers of Confederation who, over a
century ago, set aside their often bitter partisanship for a
greater cause which was the union of the British North
American colonies. He went on to say that at the Charlotte-
town conference the P.E.I, delegation was comprised of three
government members and two opposition members. I would
suggest to the premier of the province that rather than take the
matter to the courts, perhaps he could learn that same lesson
from history. Perhaps, instead of going back to his ten col-
leagues and making the decision that they would go to the
courts, the premier could do something which is more repre-
sentative of the people.

If the premier were interested in what the hon, member for
Hillsborough suggested should be our interest, then he should.
have used another alternative. The premier could have called
the House of Assembly in Prince Edward Island into session to
obtain the views of the opposition. Or, indeed, in a province as
small as Prince Edward Island, he could have called an
election-and I think that it would have been welcomed-to
let the people decide. But he has not done that. The premier
has not even called a byelection in my old riding of Second
Prince. Perhaps this would have given him an indication as to
how the people of Prince Edward Island feel about this
amendment to the constitution.

These are a number of points which I wanted to bring up
because I believe that there are all kinds of room to make
specific points in this debate. I do not believe that this govern-
ment or, indeed, this Parliament, is out to shaft any one area
or province of this country. I believe that every one of us
sitting here today loves our country too much to do such a
thing.
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Although Prince Edward Island is small geographically and

is limited in population, it is the very cradle of confederation
and it must be afforded equal opportunity in determining its
destiny and, indeed, the destiny of its nation. I believe that the
over-all majority of Canadians are desirous of constitutional
renewal. Without an amending formula this desired constitu-

;( tional renewal will be impossible. As I say, I have listened to
the speeches of most of the hon. members, and they all seem to
bring out one point, that we need to bring our constitution

.0*, home, we agree with patriation, and that we should not have to
go to a foreign country, even though it is the mother country,
to have our constitution amended.

However, I fail to see what good it would do to bring the
constitution back to Canada if we did not have an amending
formula. That formula, in my opinion, would have to be dealt
with in the British Parliament. If we brought the constitution

r , back without such a formula it would be totally useless
, because we would be left in a strait-jacket. If we were unable

to reach agreement in the last 53 years, I see little prospect in
the next 53 years.

When I consider some of the items which I have brought up,
particularly with regard to mobility and the things which are
taking place in this country through the actions of the prov-
inces, I believe it is imperative that we get on with the job and
bring the constitution home. If this great country of ours
called Canada is to prosper from sea to sea, I humbly submit
that the Thirty-second Parliament should act with all dispatch
to accomplish what all members of Parliament before us have
been unable to accomplish. I say, bring the constitution home.

Mr. Epp: Mr. Speaker, would the parliamentary secretary,
in view of the statements that he just made, accept a question
at this time?

Mr. Henderson: Yes.

Mr. Epp: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In view of the fact that
the parliamentary secretary is the sole government member of
Parliament from Prince Edward Island, and in view of the fact
that he mentioned that he was planning to propose an amend-
ment to the amending formula as it would affect his province,
has he discussed that amending formula either with the Minis-
ter of Justice (Mr. Chretien) or the Prime Minister (Mr.
Trudeau), or both, and has he received from them approval for
that amendment?

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Speaker, I have not discussed such an
amendment with the Prime Minister. What I said is that I
would be presenting an amendment to the parliamentary
committee. I asked, and I challenge once again, the Premier of
Prince Edward Island and the two hon. members from the
island, in the House to join with me so that our province will
have that meaningful role within confederation.

Mr. Epp: Mr. Speaker, I have a short supplementary. How
does the parliamentary secretary plan to proceed with that
action if, as parliamentary secretary having taken an oath he

The Constitution
speaks at the present time in terms of government pol icy, and
he has not received that approval earlier?

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Speaker, I am not aware that I am a
member of cabinet.

Mr. Hnatyshyn: Hope springs eternal.

Mr. Henderson: Perhaps the hon. member across the floor
knows something which I do not know. I must say, though,
that it is within my privilege as a member of Parliament
representing at least one quarter of the people of Prince
Edward Island-

Mr. McGrath: Not as a parliamentary secretary.

Mr. Henderson: -to make such an amendment.

Mr. Peter Ittinuar (Nunatsiaq): Mr. Speaker, I must say
that it is always a little lonely for me to stand up in this place,
although I am with colleagues whom I believe to be most
sensitive to native issues in this House.

(1600)

I am also not a little disappointed on entering this debate on
the constitution because in the resolution that proposes four
classifications of province I find that, as a territorial resident, I
am left completely out of the picture, both in the pre-patria-
tion and post-patriation stages.

I am also reminded somewhat of the Beothuks of New-
foundland-I do not mean this as a reflection on present day
Newfoundland-who died off in a rather disdained manner. I
think this resolution might be the trigger that shoots off a
more contemptuous bullet.

Let me state this premise before I make further comments
about what we believe-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for St. John's East
(Mr. McGrath) on a point of order.

Mr. McGrath: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a question of privilege,
because I have already participated in the debate and hence I
have no alternative but to interrupt the hon. member. He is
historically inaccurate and I am sure he does not mean to
deliberately cast a slur on the province of Newfoundland-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member is
failing to outline privilege in the sense that I have accepted it.
I think the hon. member for Nunatsiaq (Mr. Ittinuar) should
be permitted to continue his speech and then the hon. member
for St. John's East may respond.

Mr. McGrath: Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for St. John's East,
but I caution him that questions of privilege should be
legitimate.

Mr. McGrath: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, you did not
even hear me. Consequently I will not delay the hon. member
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any longer but will reserve the right to get up at the end of his
speech.

Mr. Ittinuar: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is the usual
case, I believe. I stated an historical fact and said that I did
not mean it as a reflection on the province of Newfoundland
nor on its residents. I have the utmost respect for the current
issues on which they fight because some of those are analogous
to ours in the north. Maybe the hon. member for St. John's
East will accept my apology.

Mr. Benjamin: You do not owe him any.

Mr. Ittinuar: As 1 said, I draw that as an analogy to this
resolution because I believe it may be the trigger that fires the
final bullet for us as a people. I believe that.

Let me state this premise before I start-that the resolution
on the constitution now before the House ignores native people
and their rightful place in Canadian society.

Mr. Nielsen: It ignores the north.

Mr. Ittinuar: The hon. member for Yukon (Mr. Nielsen)
interjects saying the north as well, and I shall come to that in a
few moments. It perpetuates the view that they are inconse-
quential in a larger national context. I am as proud as anyone
else in this House and I appreciate as fully the fact that I am
Canadian but I must attempt to impress upon members that
native people are not romantic relics from the past, to be
forgotten and ignored in the process of creating a new Canada.
We have been involved in the building of Canada from its
infancy and long before that.

A few moments ago the hon. member for the Yukon said the
resolution ignores the north. In the near future the north will
be contributing to the economy of Canada through its resource
development and yet, as the Prime Minister (Mr. Trudeau)
said to me last year, the Northwest Territories has no standing
whatsoever in making the Constitution of Canada. I am sure
the hon. member for Yukon would echo those sentiments.

Mr. Nielsen: Echoed.

Mr. Ittinuar: As far as we are concerned, Inuit are not a
conquered people nor have they ever been. In most cases native
people accepted immigrants from Europe and assisted them in
exploring this country and adjusting to its harsh and unknown
environment. That may not be the case so much in the south as
it is in the north. I could tell stories about explorers and their
sentiments about discovering the north. They were inclined to
say, "This Eskimo guided me and I discovered this island." So
much for that.

In the early years of the European presence in Canada,
aboriginal rights were recognized as valid, even though they
were not always respected. In the royal proclamation of 1763
the King of England forbade settlement on Indian lands and
declared that Indian lands could only be obtained by the
Crown through treaties. Native people formed alliances and

entered into treaties with Europeans, and even fought beside
them in defending Canada in the revolutionary war and the
war of 1812. I dare say that native people were also involved in
World War II. Unfortunately, by the time of the drafting of
the British North America Act, native people were already
being taken for granted by those in power. Again, I do not
mean any reflection on the Fathers of Confederation. Section
91(24) of the act proves that they were taken for granted,
however.

In section 91(24) of the British North America Act native
people, or, as we are called, aboriginals, were reduced to the
status of an administrative problem. We are still regarded in
this way to some extent today. Thus, the federal government
was granted jurisdiction over Indians and lands reserved for
Indians. The BNA Act did not impose any constitutional
obligation upon the federal government to pass any legislation
at all concerning native people. Nevertheless, the government
passed the Indian Act which does not confer any legal rights or
special status upon the native people. It is simply a statute for
the administration of Indian affairs. That is the case today.

I want to emphasize this point since I believe it is often
misunderstood, even by those who are well-intentioned toward
the administration of Indian affairs. The Indian Act provides
no constitutional guarantee of aboriginal rights and there is
nothing in the BNA Act which recognizes, let alone protects,
aboriginal rights. The BNA Act gives Parliament paramount.
cy, and an act of Parliament could extinguish aboriginal rights
at any time. At the moment I do not believe that Parliament
has paramountcy over this resolution because it is being rail-
roaded through this House by the party opposite. That is
unfortunate. Hon. members opposite would have a far bigger
and greater victory if they would listen to people on this side of
the House.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Ittinuar: I believe the Indian Act is a somewhat pater-
nalistic statute in that it gives the federal government trustee-
ship over Indians and Indian lands. No special legislation has
been enacted, and therefore no special legislation exists. It is
interesting that some two or three decades ago the federal
government moved Inuit-or Eskimos as some people refer to
us-from the province of Quebec and parts of the territories to
places like Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in order to declare its
sovereignty over those Arctic islands. We declared sovereignty
for Canada, but there has never been a mutual respect of that
sovereignty as we are not allowed to participate in any consul-
tation on constitutional amendments.

An hon. Member: Shame!

Mr. Ittinuar: That is something that the government should
amend. No matter how well intentioned, the government trus-
teeship has failed dismally and has led to a continuation of
poverty, disease, and unemployment in many native communi-
ties.

I would challenge anyone in this House to go to places
where I know there is disease, where I know there is unem-
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Oloyment, where I know there is poverty, where I know there
f!are inequalities that are not present in any other part of
kCanada. I would challenge any member to come to those
_`places with me, and I hope some members will take up that
1,4:challenge. There are reserves in the ridings of some hon.
,members in which there are unequal opportunities for native
people. I hope that these hon. members will take the time to
state such cases, as I have done.

No one is happy with the present situation of the native
population in Canada. The native people in particular want to

;,` see changes, and believe that recognition of their aboriginal
trights would begin a new era of optimism and building for a

secure future within confederation.
Why do I emphasize aboriginal rights, Mr. Speaker? One of

the most crucial factors in preserving cultures, as everyone in
this country is well aware, is language. I wish with all my
heart and soul that I could make this speech in my own
language. Since we are not allowed to do so, I will continue in
the only other language that I know.

(1610)

While everyone else is talking about preserving minority
language rights, I want to remind members that in my constit-
uency of Nunatsiaq the language rights of the majority are not
protected. In the proposed resolution there is no protection of
Inuit rights to speak Inuktitut and no guarantee of their right
to educate their children in their native tongue. This is further
complicated by the fact there is not enough control over
broadcasting in northern communities. The native language
rights in the area of health, social services, and criminal justice
are also missing from the pages of the proposed document,
education being particularly important since it is the crucial
element in the preservation of native culture.

Preservation of native lifestyles depend upon their source of
livelihood and a sane development policy regarding renewable
resources. Unlimited mobility rights would seriously threaten a
process of careful and controlled development. Furthermore,
native people must be fully involved in the resource develop-
ment process on their lands, including access to revenue shar-
ing as a means of establishing a stable economic base. In this
case the territories are passed by.

Every party in this House has, at one time or another, called
for the recognition of aboriginal rights. As recently as last July
the Liberal party passed a resolution to:
Work toward the entrenching of original and native people's rights by:

(a) enacting legislation with the consent of the original and native peoples,
that clearly provides for Canada's obligations by virtue of aboriginal and
treaty rights,

(b) implementing a modern settlement policy that provides for orderly
developments by enhancing, not extinguishing aboriginal, treaty and native
people's rights and,

(c) include the original and native people's representatives at all levels of
constitutional reform.

These people have not carried out any of the commitments
of their party. These are all laudable sentiments. I am sure we
in the House would express them at one time or another with
varying degrees of truth. We on this side certainly express

The Constitution

them with truth. We have not seen anything from the other
side yet to confirm that.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Ittinuar: If there is anything to be achieved, now is the
time for members to act on their principles and good will.

On Friday before last the Prime Minister said that he would
be willing to put the question of native rights on the agenda for
discussionS toward further constitutional change, after patria-
tion. Last June the Prime Minister agreed to bring up the
matter of representation of native people and territorial gov-
ernments in constitutional talks with the provincial premiers.

In July the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern De-
velopment (Mr. Munro) told an all-chiefs' conference of the
Manitoba Indian Brotherhood that native people across
Canada may be invited to appear before the continuing com-
mittee of ministers to give their views on patriation and the
constitution. Statements of good intent have so far lasted as
long as one of our summers in the far north. We are looking
for constitutional guarantees which are perennial as the per-
mafrost in Grise Fiord, which I believe will last longer than
this country.

The aim of the charter of rights and freedoms is to give
individuals and minorities recourse to the courts if these rights
and freedoms are violated. This I do not argue with. However,
the proposed constitutional resolution omits any reference to
the collective rights of aboriginal peoples. Canada's native
peoples have a unique and historic relationship with the federal
government, based on their aboriginal rights as the original
inhabitants of Canada. Section 24 of the constitutional resolu-
tion provides that existing rights and freedoms of native people
will not be affected by the rights and freedoms in the charter. I
wonder what kind of guarantee this is when native people have
been exerting considerable time and effort on the task of
changing and improving the status quo. Are we now to be
content with the same unsatisfactory status quo?

Section 24 protects native rights. There are no rights at
present for native people. I wish to read the section and then
re-read it in a manner which, had it been written that way,
might have meant something to the native people. I quote
section 24 of the resolution:

The guarantee in this charter of certain rights and freedoms shall not be
construed as denying the existence of any other rights or freedoms that exist in
Canada, including any rights or freedoms that pertain to the native peoples of
Canada.

What does that mean? I dare anyone on that side to
interpret that for me so that it gives me a feeling of security.
Had it been written in a manner such as this, it would have
some meaning.

The guarantee in this charter of certain rights and freedoms shall not be
construed as denying the existence of any other rights or freedoms that exist in
Canada, including the aboriginal rights and freedoms that pertain to the native
people of Canada and which ensure their distinct cultural, economic and
linguistic identities.

That would have had some meaning for us.
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discussions toward further constitutional change, after patria-mpulation in Canada. The native.people particular in want to
tion. Last June the Prime Minister agreed tô bring up the,ite changes, and believe that recognition of their aboriginal
matter of representation of native people and territoria[ gov-would rights begin a nerry era of opimism and building for a
ernments in constitutional talks with the provincial premieri.future secure within confederation.

In July the Ministor of Indian Affairs : and Northern Why do I emphasize De-aboriginal rights, Mr. Speaker? One of
velopment (Mr. Munro) told an all-chiefs' conference of rnost crucial factors thetûe preserving in cultures, as everyone in
Manitoba Indian Brothcrhood that native people country is well acrossthis awtre, is language. I wish with all my
Canada may be invited to appear before the continuing [eart and soul com-that I could make this speech in my own
mittee of gíve ministers to their views on patriation and lar,guage. Since we are thenot allowed to do so, I will continue in
constitution. Statements good of intent.have so far lasted the only other language asthat I know.
long as one of our summers in the far north. We are looking
for guarantees which perennial are as the perl-constitutional mafrost in Grise Fiord, which While eye-ryole I believe will last else is talking longer li about preserving fhanminority
this country.t' language rights, I want to remind memberi that in my constit-

uency of_Nunatsiaq the language ii rights of the majority are not The aim of the charter of rights and freedoms is giveto 
In proposed the grolectg!. resolution there protection is no of individuals , and minorities recourse to the courts if these rights

Inuit rightsto_speak Inuktitut guarantee and no ' ôf their right and freedoms are violated. This I do not argue with. HowJver,
educate their children to in their i' nativãtongue. This is furtñer proposed the constitutional resolution omits any reference toï complicated by the fact there is not enough control over the collective rights of peoples. aboriginal Canada's native. broadcasting in northern communities. The native language peoples have a unique and historic relationship with the federal, in the area of rights health, jústiõesocial services, and crimind government, based on their aboriginal rights as the original

are also missing from pages the proposed of the docúment, inhabitants of Canada. Section 24 of the constitutional resolu-
particularly education being important since- it is the crucial provides tion that existing rights and freedoms of native people

element in the preservation ofnative culture. will not be affected by the rights and freedoms in the chartei. I
Preservation of native wonder what guarantee lifestyles kind of depend this is when upon their native people source of have

livelihood and a sane development been exerting pôticy considerable time reþrAing and effort renewable on fhe task of
resources. Unlimited mobility changing rightJ and improving quo. would the sãriousf status Are threaten we now to a be
process of careful and controllèd content with development. the same unsatisfactory quo?status Furthermore,

people native must be fully involved in the resource develop- Section 24 protects native rights. There are no rights atprocess ment on their lands, including access to revenue shar- present for native people. I wish to read the section and then
ing as a means of establishing stable a economic base. In this re-read it in a manner which, had it been written that way,
case the territories passed are by. might have meant something to the nativc people. I quoie

party Every in this House has, at one time or another, called section 24 of the resolution:
for the recognition of aboriginal rights. As recently as last July guarantee The in this charter of certain rights and freedoms shall not beparty the Liberal passed a resolution to: construed as denying the existcnce of any other rights or freedoms that exist in
lVork toward the entrenching of Canada, including original any rights or pertain and native people's freedoms that rights by: to thc native pcoples of

Canada.(a) enacting legislation with the consent of the original and native peoples,
provides that clcarly for canada's obrigations by virtuc of aboriginal'and What does that mean? I dare anyone r¡ghts, on treaty that side to

interpret that for me gives (b) so that it implementing me a feeling of security.a modern settlement policy provides that for orderly_ 
dcvelopments by enhancing, not Had it been written extinguishing in a manner a-boriginã|, such trcaty as this, it would and nativ'e have
people's rights and, some meaning.

(c). include thc original and native people,s representatives at all levels of The guarantec in this charter of ccrtain rights and freedoms shall constitutional reform. not be
constru€d as denying the existence of any other rights or freedoms that exist in

people These have not Canada, including carried thc aboriginal out âny rights and f¡eedoms pertain of the commitments that to thc native
people of Canada and which party. ensure their distinct of their These culturat, are all cconomic laudable andsentiments. I am sure we
linguistic identities.in the House would express them at one time or another with

varying degrees of truth. We on this side certainly express That would have had some meaning for us.
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The situation is further complicated by the fact that an
explicit charter of individual rights and freedoms may be used
in the courts to argue against the collective rights of native
people. A constitution which does not include a clear reference
to the aboriginal rights of native people may, in fact, lead to an
erosion of existing rights and freedoms.

I do not suggest that the government is conspiring to erode
the few existing rights which we have. Northerners sometimes
fear that the government is plotting to assimilate us into the
existing southern model. Again, I do not believe that there is a
plot. It should be noted, however, that such things sometimes
occur as the indirect result of actions which may have been
well intended. For example, the Baker Lake court case estab-
lished that aboriginal rights can be extinguished by Parlia-
ment, even as a side effect of another law. However, in the
Baker Lake court case, the judge was a previous Liberal
cabinet minister of industry, and the Department of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development had a Liberal cabinet
minister at that time. The outcome was pretty predictable.

Native people and northerners do not constitute a majority
of Canada's population. We all understand that. That is the
basis for the argument which the Prime Minister often gives
the native people. They argue that we are a mere municipality.
The territories have not been included in any constitutional
debate of any meaning because their population constitutes
hardly more than a municipality in the southern section of
Canada.

Those are not all the factors that are involved. We are
under-represented in positions of power and influence and,
consequently, decisions are sometimes made that affect us, but
of which the consequences were not fully considered. I do not
expect other members of this House to think like native people
or northerners, sometimes not even my hon. friend from
Yukon. I do ask them, however, to listen to what native leaders
across Canada, and the elected representatives of territorial
governments, are saying. The homecoming of the Canadian
Constitution will be an historic event. It could turn out to be
an historic disaster for native Canadians and northerners. The
omission of any reference to aboriginal and treaty rights of
native Canadians may not be a sinister attempt to wipe out
special status and assimilate us into an American melting pot
version of Canadian society. However, the results may lead to
the same thing.

 (1620)

I urge all members of this House to insist that patriation not
take place until adequate provisions have been made for native
participation in the constitutional revision process. As I said at
the beginning of my remarks, I am more than a little despond-
ent about this wish.

This spring the Inuit Committee on National Issues, the
National Indian Brotherhood and Native Council of Canada
were given funds to conduct research into constitutional issues
and present the results of this research to the government. The
government is now proposing to patriate a constitution which
does not provide mechanisms for receiving native input and

which does not even attempt to cover many well -known posi-
tions which these organizations have articulated.

Furthermore, the amending formula leaves us little hope
that changes beneficial to native people will have any chance
of being included after patriation. Perhaps the money which
these organizations received was intended to buy time for a
government which has no intention of seriously addressing the
legitimate concerns of native people with regard to the consti-
tution. No timetable has been set to discuss native participa-
tion, and no formal procedure is in place for receiving submis-
sions from the Inuit Committee on National Issues and the
other native organizations.

I think this government should make its intentions clear
with regard to native participation in constitutional renewal
and that these intentions should be communicated to the Inuit
Committee on National Issues, the Native Council of Canada
and the National Indian Brotherhood, at the earliest possible
date because we are rapidly running out of time.

The constitutional resolution as it is written falls short of
recognizing the aboriginal rights of native people and offering
guarantees which would preserve and enhance native cultures,
of which I have spoken. The urgency of having these rights
guaranteed in the constitution is enhanced by the fact that the
amending formula offers us little hope of having changes made
after patriation. Until part V of the resolution comes into
force, the unanimous consent of the provinces is required
before an amendment can be made. No one here today would
argue that unanimous consent is an easily attainable goal. Part
V comes into force when the consent of a majority of provinces
is required. This is at least two years down the road and it still
does not provide native people with any real assurances.

Instead of negotiating directly with the federal government,
efforts will be dispersed to include lobbying for provincial
support as well. The prospects of successfully amending the
constitution to include a direct reference to aboriginal rights,
as well as other guarantees which native people feel are
essential, are greatly diminished after patriation takes place.

A couple of weeks ago the Inuit Tapirisat of Canada had
their annual general assembly, during which they formed a
resolution concerning the constitution of Canada. This resolu-
tion predictably had to do with making a submission and
representation to the Government of Canada about what the
Inuit of northern Canada believe should be included in the
constitution. I have not yet seen any mechanisms for receiving
those submissions or representations, and there is not likely to
be. As I said, I am fairly despondent about the constitutional
debate as far as the native perspective and as far as the Inuit
of northern Canada are concerned. Although we have a word
in our language for the constitution "piquyaryuak", I do not
believe there is any chance that the Inuit of Canada will ever
be given the opportunity to make amendments to benefit them
in the context of the nation Canada.

Mr. Nielsen: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I just
want to suggest to the hon. member for Nunatsiaq (Mr.
Ittinuar) that he provide Hansard with the Salabik spelling of
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the Inuit word for the constitution so that it will appear on our
records for the first time.

[Translation]

Hon. Jean-Luc Pepin (Minister of Transport): Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to deal with three aspects of the resolution now
under consideration. First, I note the great number of views
expressed by experts, members of Parliament, other people and
the public at large on the elements of the constitutional reform
generally and more especially on this, resolution. I conclude
that I and others have to take a relativistic attitude devoid of
doctrinairism and absolutism.

In addition, since it is unfortunately impossible to conclude
an early constitutional agreement at the federal and provincial
levels, it is unavoidable, in my view, that Parliament has to
take limited action at the request of government. Moreover,
such a unilateral measure is adequately warranted from a
philosophical, legal, conventional and political point of view.
Finally, Mr. Speaker, the contents of this resolution do not
disturb the present balance of powers between the two levels of
government in Canada and consequently it is acceptable and
can be approved.

I will conclude my remarks by wishing, of course, that the
present resolution be adopted after having been polished in
committee in the sense Boileau gave to this word and that the
effort of constitutional reform be maintained beginning by the
search for an amending formula agreed to by the two levels of
governments, which is precisely what this resolution calls for.

Mr. Speaker, last weekend I read most of the speeches made
in this House since October 6 by my hon. colleagues. All of
them were made by learned, passionate and obviously sincere
persons. Yet what a wide range of opinions! For some Progres-
sive Conservative members, if adopted this resolution would
signal the end of Canadian federalism and that of Canada
itself. On the other hand, the same text meets the expectations
of many other members and their electors, so they think. Some
among the first group, namely, those who oppose the resolu-
tion, still approve part of its content thereby often contradict-
ing the arguments they use to reject the other part, the
acceptable elements being different from one member to the
other. Some would like to add to it, others would rather delete
from it according to their own preferences and the degree of
public consensus they believe exists. Certainly there is a lesson
in that for us to learn. As it should, politics plays a major role
in this debate, and I will come back to that later.

Mr. Speaker, I have witnessed in the past the phenomenon
of diversified opinions. It was in 1978 and 1979 when, as a
member of the Task. Force on Canadian Unity, I had the
opportunity to hear personally the views of hundreds of
Canadians from all walks of life and from all regions of
Canada as well as of dozens of experts, all very knowledgeable,
including several federal and provincial politicians of yester-
day, of today as well as of tomorrow. Most of their contribu-

The Constitution

tions have been gathered in the third report of the task force
entitled "A Time to Speak," a document which anybody
seeking the absolute in politics should read, but which those
who do not wish to change orientation should keep away from.

It was then to be expected, Mr. Speaker, that it might be
impossible to accommodate all these various and indeed con-
tradictory positions, and that some day or other, if we were to
get out of the strait-jacket, the constitutional garment would
have to be pulled somewhat at the seams! After the fascinating
if overwhelming experience of the Task Force on Canadian
Unity, I went to see other federations at work, the Federal
Republic of Germany, Switzerland and Yugoslavia. I even had
an opportunity, Mr. Speaker, to discuss in Sarajevo the dan-
gers of balkanization! Once more, I was looking at the diversi-
ty of federal concepts and their practical implementations.
May I add that during ten years of my life, as a student and
later a professor, I met the finest brains of federal political
thought, and during ten years also as a member of Parliament
and minister of the Crown, I strived to translate into actions
the spirit of federalism, in practical situations such as that
referred to by the hon. member for Sarnia, (Mr. Cullen),
namely, regional sharing in the development of the petro-
chemical industry. What did I learn from all that? First, that
there is no doubt a spirit of federalism made up of balance and
tolerance, but that the means to express that spirit may vary
quite significantly from one country to the other, one period to
the other, one government to the other, one member of Parlia-
ment to the other and one citizen to the other, without
anyone's good will being in doubt.

In other words, I learned there is no single and perfect
model of the federal state, one that could be imitated by all.
All there is is more or less successful variations on famous
themes, namely, the two orders of government, the formal
distribution of powers, one adjudicator or a number of them if
the referendum is to be accepted, institutions promoting inter-
action, and so on. The principle is understood by all, but there
is no single formula to success. As it was in the beginning, as it
is now and as it shall not be for centuries and centuries, such is
the phrase that could be applied to our Canadian federalism.

(1630)

[English)
I have learned also that if each one of us individual Canadi-

ans, members of Parliament and of legislatures, and heads and
members of executives, stand unbending on all our first and
favourite choices, nothing will happen. The constitution will
not adapt to change, and we might very well die as a country,
each of us with his or her constitutional boots on. As Mae
West used to say, "Something's got to give".

So, we must compromise, obviously. This has often been
said. Such an attitude was probably the best accomplishment
of the Task Force on Canadian Unity when eight of us,
commissioners, so different in so many ways, agreed on a
single set of recommendations. We agreed on something
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worth while which was generally acceptable, or not unaccept-
able, to each one of us individually. We never had the preten-
sion of writing a political bible. We hoped only that others
would follow the example we tried to set.

Compromise, said the late Hon. Guy Favreau, is "the
meeting point between the thoughts of two intelligent beings."
As John Kennedy wrote in "Profiles in Courage":

Compromise is not mean cowardice. Indeed it is frequently the compromisers
and conciliators who are faced with the severest tests of political courage as they
oppose the extremist views.

The content of the resolution before us is a compromise
between those who wanted more and those who wanted less
and those who wanted both more and less. It may not fully
satisfy every one of us-or any one of us for that matter-but
it should be accepted, in my view, by the greatest number of
people as a first step.

I have learned throughout the years that to compromise
with others, one must first compromise with himself. I cannot
ask others to give if I remain ungiving in my own first choices
of means toward an end which I share with others. So, I am
compromising, as I should.
[Translation]

Is the kind of unilateral action stemming from this resolu-
tion justified? Like everybody here-I am sure-from the
Prime Minister (Mr. Trudeau) to the hon. member for Hamil-
ton West (Mr. Hudecki) who was recently elected to the
House, I would have wished that government heads would
have come to an agreement on four, six, twelve, twenty reform
issues before patriation. Unfortunately that satisfaction has
been denied to us.

History will doubtless seek to determine who was respon-
sible for the failure of those negotiations, of those which have
been going on for so long since 1969, of those which lasted
throughout the summer of 1980. Due to the complexity of
events, history will fail. I suggest history will consider the list
of proposals that the premiers made on that September Friday
and will maybe rule that they had worked out marvellous
compromises among themselves by adding their first respective
choice and disregarding the position of the central government.
This is a well-known fact. Be that as it may, two facts remain,
the first being that we failed to agree. I deplore the fact we did
not, I am sorry we did not, it grieves me that we did not, I
could cry about it!

We did not agree, Mr. Speaker, that is one fact. The other is
that we do not seem, to my mind, to be about to agree either.
So things being what they are, can and must Parliament
sanction the present resolution? I ask myself a first question:
does that resolution reflect the spirit of Canadian federalism?
At first glance, surely for some it does not because it imposes
its will upon the constituting governments. But, Mr. Speaker,
and I must insist on that point, there is not only one conception
of federalism in Canada. Professor Mallory, for instance, after
having observed that federalism in Canada-
-is different things to different people-

-writes that Canada has known five forms of federalism since
1867: the quasi-federalism of its early days, the more classical
federalism which followed, the federalism of emergency of the
war, the co-operative federalism which followed the war, and
the mixed federalism of dualism, which he calls the double
image federalism of today. And he adds: those forms overlap.
Professor Edwin Black, in "Divided Loyalties," speaks of the
five concepts of federalism in Canada: the centralist federal-
ism, the administrative federalism, the co-ordinated federal-
ism, the contract theory federalism, and the dualist federalism.
He concludes:

[English]
A combination of the concepts is required to characterize Canadian confed-

eration at this time. The federation is chiefly co-ordinate in its political essen-
tials, largely collaborative at the senior levels of the public bureaucracies, and
tending to adopt linguistic cultural aspects of the dualist concept. Traces of the
compact theory were represented in the constitutional amendment movement,
but little evidence was to be found of the centralist concept in any influential
circles.

[Translation]
There, to my mind, is an important idea. Before passing

judgment on events and men, as in the case, for instance, of
the resolution before the House, one must perforce realize that
the concept each one of us has of federalism need not neces-
sarily be that of all the others. And, as a consequence, I feel
one must try to reconcile his own interpretation with that of
the others.

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that it can still more simply be
classified into two schools of thoughts, namely federalism of
juridical equality between the two levels of government, to
which the Task Force on Canadian Unity generally adhered,
and a federalism of juridical seniority of the central govern-
ment, which this resolution moderately reflects to a certain
extent since it claims to be founded on present, previous,
former and past agreements with the provinces. This second
school of thought, which I call federalism of juridical seniority,
emphasizes, because of its wider, more ultimate and final
responsibilities, that the federal government has obligations to
Canada as a whole which it alone can meet, in the interest of
the common good, especially in cases where there exist appar-
ent deadlocks such as the one we are faced with now on the
constitutional issue. That is a highly defensible position which
I can appreciate for what it is worth, that is to say, a lot. By
the way, people would be wrong to think that the rule of
unanimity is an essential corollary of federalism of juridical
equality. As a matter of fact, several supporters will accept
that it may be limited by the will of the majority or for the
sake of political expediency.

In any event, I for one refuse to become the prisoner of
either one of these two schools, though psychologically I prefer
the first one. It seems to me that there are circumstances when
the second school is right and this happens to be one of them.
Second question: is the unilateral action on the part of the
government, on the part of Parliament under this resolution

3892 COMMONS DEBATES October 21, 1980

The Constítution
worth while which acceptable, or not unaccept- that Canada has known five forms of Federalism since^was.generally able, to each one -writes of us individuãtty. we nevár pretän-had the quasi-federalism 1867: the of its early days, the more classical-we 
sion. of writing poriticar a bible. hoped only tnat'oitrers federalism which followed, the ernergency federalism of of the
would follow the example we tried to set. war, the co-operative federalism which followed the war, and

..theCompromise, said the late Hon. Guy Favreau, is the mixed federalism of dualism, which he calls the double
mee_ting point between the thoughts of twó inteuigeni ¡e¡nÑ image those federalism of today. And he adds: forms overlap...profiles As John Kennedy wrote in in Courage": Professor Edwin Black, in Loyalties," speaks the"Divided of 

Compromise is not mean cowardice. Indeed is it frequently the compromiscrs five conccpts of federalism in Canada: the centralist federal-and conciliators who are faced with rhc sevcrcst tesrs of politicar;;í;;; ih"y ism, the administrative federalism, the co-ordinated federal-opposc the extremist views.
ism, the contract theory federalism, and the dualist federalism.The content of the resolution before us is a comprornise He concludes:between those who wanted more and those who wanîed less

and those who lEnglishlwanted both more and less. It may not fully
A combination of satisfy every thc conccpts is required to charactcrize Can¿dian confcd-one of us----or any one of us for that matter_bui

eration at this timc. federation political The is chiefly co-ordinatc in its esen-it should be_accepted, in my view, by greatest the number of tials, collaborative public largely at the senior levels of the bureaucracies, andpeople as a first step. tending to adopt linguistic cultural conc€pt. aspects of the dualist Traces of the
I have learned compact theory were represented the amendment throughout in constittrtional movement,the years that to compromise

but little evidence was to be found concept of the ccntralist in any influentialwith others, one must fìrst compromise with himself. I cannot
circles.ask others give to if I remain ungiving in my own first choices

of means toward an end whích i shaie witÍ others. I So, am fTranslationl
compromising, as I should. There, to my mind, is an important idea. Before passing
fTranslationl judgment on events and men, as in the case, for instance, of

Is the kind perforce of the resolution before the House, one must unilateral realize thataction stemming from this resolu_
justified? tion the concept each one of us has of federalism Like need not neces-everybody here-I am sure_from the

Prime Minister (Mr. sarily be that of all the others. And, as a consequence, Trudeau) I feelto the hon. member for Hamil_
ton West (Mr. one must try to reconcile his own interpretation Hudecki) with that ofwho was recently elected to the
House, I would the others.have wished that government heads would
have come to an agreement on four, Jix, twelve, twenty reform Mr. Speaker, I suggest that it can still more simply be
issues- before patriation. unfortunately that satisfaction has classificd into two schools of thoughts, namely federalism of
been denied to us. juridical goyernment, equality between the two levels of to

Hislory will doubtless which generally seek to the Task Force on Canadian determine Unity adhered,who was respon_- 
sible for the failure juridical of those negotiations, and a federalism govern-of seniority of the central of those which iave
bcen going on for so long sinci 1969, ment, which this resolution moder¿tely reflects to certaina of those which lasted
throughout the summer of it 19g0. extent since claims to be founded on present, prcvious,Due to the complexity of
events, history will fail. I suggest former past provinces. history and agreements with the This secondwiil considàr the list
of proposals that the premiers juridical made on school of thought, which I call federalism of seniority,that September Friday-out and will maybe rute that they had worked emphasizes, because of its wider, more ultimate and finalmarvellous
cgmpromises among themselves government by adding responsibilities, that the federal has obligations their first torespective

and disregarding g!9i"9 rhe positión as which it can meet, the ofthã central governmenr. Canada a whole alone in interest of
This is a well-known fact. Be good, where there that as it the common especially in cases exist appar-may, two fãcts remain,
the first being that we failed to we faced with agree. I deilore ent deadlocks such as the one are now on thethe fact we did
not, f am sorry $/e did not, it grieves position constitutional issue. That is a highly defensible whichmé that did we not, I
could cry about it! I can appreciate for what it is worth, that is to say, a lot. By

people the way, would wrong to think that the We be rule ofdid not agree, Mr. Speaker, that is one fact. The other is
juridicalunanimity is an essential corollary of federalism of that we do not seem, to my mind, to be about to agree either.

equality. a matter of will So As fact, several supporters acceptthings being parliamentwhat they are, can and must 
that it may be limited by the will of the majority s¿nction present or for thethe resolution? I ask myself question:a first 
sake political does of expediency.that resolution reflect the spirit of canadian fedèralism?

At fir-st glance, surely for some it does not because it imposes In any the prisoner event, I for one refuse to become of
its will upon the constituting governments. But, Mr. psychologically Speäker, either preferone ofthese two schools, though I 
and I must insist on that point, there is not only one conception the first one. It seems to me that there are circumstances when

professor of federalism in canada. Mailory, fór instance, äfter the second is right and this to be school happens one of them.
having observed that federalism in Canada-_ question: part Second is the unilateral action on the of the

different things to different pcople_ government, part under on the of Parliament this resolution-is 

PDF compression, OCR, web optimization using a watermarked evaluation copy of CVISION PDFCompressor

http://www.cvisiontech.com
reids7
Rectangle



October 21, 1980 COMMONS DEBATES 303

acceptable under constitutional law and convention? Nothing
in law prevents the Parliament of Canada from adopting the
present resolution, nothing prevents the British parliament
from giving its assent. Yet is it the case when it comes to
convention? First what do we mean by convention? It is a
government practice which does not carry the weight of law,
which cannot be referred to in a court of law, but which
politicians consider as politically necessary and mandatory. I
think it is actually based upon the assent of public opinion, the
ultimate recourse in this area. In "The Law and the Constitu-
tion", Jennings says, and I quote:

[English]
Conventions keep the constitution in touch with the growth of ideas.

 (1640)

[Translation]
And that is very important, I might add, not only-

[English]
-in touch with the growth of ideas but also, one might add,
with the growth of sentiments.
[Translation]

Mr. Speaker, such a convention is an instrument of govern-
ment which has great flexibility but which is also very impre-
cise. The convention, in Canada, as far as constitutional
amendment is concerned, is that the British parliament must
accept a resolution put to it by the Canadian Parliament
asking for an amendment to the Canadian Constitution. Even
a legal expert like Brossard states that:
In theory, nothing prevents it from amending the BNA Act by itself or even at
the request of a province, but the British parliament feels bound by constitution-
al conventions. It considers itself merely a recording mechanism.

That is convention. Therefore, the problem is not there, at
least I hope so. The problem is here in Canada. So we must
ask ourselves: what does convention say as far as the provinces'
power to amend is concerned? Can Parliament seek to amend
the constitution without the consent of the provinces, especial-
ly in matters which affect the division of power, especially in
the matters reserved in the 1949 amendment which concerned
in part the division of power, the right to education and the
institutional use of languages?

But, Mr. Speaker, this is a question I have been considering
for quite a while and I have noted that opinions vary, and
convention is unspecified and it is well known that in only five
out of 18 cases provincial consent was deemed necessary. Even
those who believe that such convention exists express their
views differently and always very cautiously. For instance, in
the dictionary of the Task Force on Canadian Unity, volume 2,
we can read the following, and I quote:

Legally speaking, Parliament is not absolutely forced to obtain the prior
consent of the provinces. However it did so when in its view the provinces were
directly concerned.

Then any dissertation on the state of convention in Canada
should insist on sentences such as "according to the judgment

The Constitution
of federal authorities", "directly affects the power of the
provinces". Some people will certainly state that such conven-
tion does not make unanimous consent compulsory. This is
where the uncertainty of convention lies in this matter.

Mr. Speaker, there is something much more important,
namely, the very nature of convention as it is being discussed,
Brossard states the following. I chose my authors carefully to
avoid being accused of partisanship. Brossard states the follow-
ing: "The federal Parliament could even, if it dared do so,
amend some constitutional conventions." You see the impreci-
sion surrounding convention. And in a key part of his book
Jennings states the folloiving:

[English]
-the real question which is presented to a government is not whether a rule is
law or convention, but what the House of Commons will think about it if a
certain action is proposed.

[Translation]
Of course, it amounts to stating very clearly and forcefully

the supremacy of policies over "what is conventional and over
law itself". And Jennings states further:

[English]
Conventions are political decisions. Political antecedents and political conse-
quences prescribe their creation, existence and dissolution.

[Translation]
So, Mr. Speaker, we can see that in the end political

circumstances are what justifies unilateral action and conven-
tion itself. It is therefore a political problem. That is where the
problem lies; I repeat that however important philosophy, laws
and convention may be, what is at issue is practical politics,
the art of governing which is the art of doing what is possible
and also the obligation to choose according to a conception of
the common good. At this point I refer to what was said by my
colleagues who spoke about political necessity, particularly the
Minister of Justice and Minister of State for Social Develop-
ment (Mr. Chretien) who has made some very important
statements on that subject. They said that the federal Parlia-
ment must act for all kinds of reasons; efforts have been made
over a long period of time to get the consent of the provinces
without success; the party that now forms the government has
been defending the ideas contained in the resolution for years
and its leader, for 12 years at least; on the other hand, some
provincial leaders agree with some parts and even the form of
the present resolution; some who were in agreement in the
past, some who reject it do so for reasons that have absolutely
nothing to do with the amendments asked for, and finally some
others would like to give their consent but dare not do so.
Other points have been argued since October 6, promises were
made, there was soon to be action, a breakthrough, a way out
of the deadlock. Commitments were made that must be ful-
filled at the reasonable moment. The benefits have been stated.
The Minister of Justice and Minister of State for Social
Development says that patriation and the amending formula
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will allow what I call an "a la carte" amending process where
revision in large blocks has proved to be impossible.

Besides, the other means of breaking the deadlock that have
been referred to in the House do not really exist.

 (1650)

For instance, it is very obvious that calling a constituent
assembly now would not solve the problems facing Canada.
We would spend an enormous amount of time just in deter-
mining the rules that would then regulate the process, to
establish who would be represented where and on what basis,
how decisions would be made, how the vote would be taken.
We should then have a lot of problems to solve. It has also
been suggested that resolutions be passed in all provinces and
in Parliament. The proposals were to be identical. Obviously, it
would take decades to be done. On the other hand, it is quite
obvious that there is a sufficient consensus among the popula-
tion on the content of that legislation. As co-chairman of the
Task Force on Canadian Unity I had the Hon. John Robarts
who was constantly raising this issue and asking us how could
anyone reach finality.
[English]

"How to reach finality in this matter."
[Translation]

Well, I see-at least in the press-that Mr. Robarts has also
decided to support the government action on that issue. Indeed
the Minister of Justice and Minister of State for Social
Development has quoted the Leader of the Official Opposition
(Mr. Clark) himself who in other circumstances has propound-
ed views similar to those we are expressing today.

Mr. Speaker, will this resolution change the balance of
power between the two levels of government? Does it diminish
the powers of the provinces for the benefit of the central
government and, if so, does it do it unacceptably, without their
expressed or implied consent? Let us consider the situation
more in detail. Does patriation in itself upset the balance of
power between the two levels of government? I think that the
protection of provinces by London has long since been a myth
used by some provinces as a simple bargaining lever. And who
is still opposed to patriation? Not too many people as far as I
know. Some people, including myself, regret that it should
come about this way. Others would have preferred, and so
would I, that certain important and meaningful amendments
be made either before the constitution was patriated or at the
same time. But everyone agrees about this. Others suggest, at
least according to what I have read, that patriation should
occur after a review of all the components of the Constitution.
This is obviously unrealistic since we would already have to
review some elements which had already been reviewed before
the patriation formula was developed. It is obviously
unrealistic.

Third, is the formal amendment procedure proposed in this
resolution acceptable? Mr. Speaker, I would have to spend

several minutes on this subject to dissect what the resolution
contains in this regard. Moreover, I have the impression when
I look at the Minister of Justice (Mr. Chretieni) that the last
word has not been said on this matter and that there will be
further exchanges. I hope for my part that we shall be able in
the next two years to develop a formula which can be accepted
by the central government and the provinces, which will be
respectful of both orders of government and which will not
include the concept of unanimity, of vetoes and opting-outs. I
believe we can do this. The report of the Task Force on
Canadian Unity, to which I have already referred two or three
times, included, in my opinion, a formula which met this
objective while granting power of agreement to the people.
However, I must admit that this formula required the exist-
ence of a chamber of provinces which would vote on the
resolution on a simple majority. But since some people still
defend this type of an upper chamber, we might be able to
apply this formula one day.

What about the entrenchment of basic rights? Here again,
Mr. Speaker, there are two opposing views, the one which

maintains that the basic rights, which are fundamentally
evolutionary, are best guaranteed by the federal and provincial
legislatures which are more conscious of the subtleties of social

evolution. There is also a view which maintains that the basic

rights are inalienable rights which are best protected by the
Constitution itself, to which must submit both the legislatures
when they legislate and the judges when they interpret the
statutes. Both of these positions can be defended. For my part,
the choice is simply one of wisdom and political caution, one

of, and I quote:

-prevailing philosophy-

-as Jennings, who, as everyone knows, is a highly recom-
mended author, says.

One thing for sure, the prevailing philosophy today leans
toward entrenchment and several speakers have referred to
this trend in Canada, in countries governed by common law or

civil law, within international bodies. It has been said that the
Task Force on Canadian Unity stood as an exception to this
trend. This interpretation is wrong. In fact we were going

much further than the present resolution in the way of enshrin-

ing and institutionalizing bilingualism at the federal and pro-
vincial levels. Our report may have recommended a slower

process than the present resolution does on rights relating to
education in both official languages, merely as a matter of

prudence. However it recommended-I suggest my friends

read it if they feel it was the opposite-that entrenchment be
effected as soon as a provincial consensus would be expressed.
And in fact, one could think it had already been expressed in
the meetings held in Montreal and St. Andrew's in 1978, One
can also think it is now being expressed, at least in English-
speaking Canada, and I would think also in French-speaking
Canada-maybe not at the government level, on this subject.
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In the present resolution, I think there is a consensus, however
I noted the matter was hardly discussed.

Relating to the freedom of movement and of settlement I
hope, Mr. Speaker, that all provinces will eventually agree to
entrench all prerequisites of the economic union, even if it
means qualifying them by some GATT regulations on the
obligation to justify exceptions and to terminate them as soon
as social and economic conditions improve, possibly with an
arbitrator to decide on them.

While inclusion of the equalization principle does not seem
to raise any problems, I noticed that some people are not
logical in that they oppose some aspects of this resolution when
they do not raise any objection when they seek recognition.
They use those arguments when they do not agree but drop
them the moment they do.

Mr. Speaker, on balance, having taken into account philoso-
phy, law, convention, the art of the possible which is the
government of the people, I think that this resolution is
justified. But on balance is it not always how hard decisions
are taken? Last resort measures are often the only workable
solutions.

I hope we will resume within a short time the constitutional
reform discussions concerning the political institutions and
distribution of powers where we have so much to do. Mean-
while, I will keep on being interested in the constitutional
change and I assure you, Mr. Speaker, that I will live up to the
spirit of federalism in the transport area.

PROCEEDINGS ON ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

[English]
SUBJECT MATTER OF QUESTIONS TO BE DEBATED

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Order, please. It is my
duty, pursuant to Standing Order 40, to inform the House that
the questions to be raised tonight at the time of adjournment
are as follows: the hon. member for Laval (Mr. Roy) -
Canadian Pacific Railway-Abandonment of certain daily
supplementary service; the hon. member for Winnipeg-
Assiniboine (Mr. McKenzie)-Air Safety-Enforcement of
regulations respecting aircraft and pilots; the hon. member for
Burnaby (Mr. Robinson)-Human rights-Inquiry as to date
of implementation of commission's recommendations.

It being five o'clock the House will now proceed to the
consideration of private members' business as listed on today's
order paper, namely, public bills, private bills, and notices of
motions.

Renewable Energy

PRIVATE MEMBERS' PUBLIC BILLS

[English]
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Order No. 6, the hon.

member for Regina West (Mr. Benjamin). Shall the order
stand?

Some hon. Members: Stand.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Stand by unanimous
consent.

* * *

RENEWABLE ENERGY ACT
MEASURE TO PROMOTE USE OF RENEWABLE ENERGY

RESOURCES

Mr. Stan Schellenberger (Wetaskiwin) moved that Bill
C-210, to promote the use of renewable energy, be read the
second time and referred to the Standing Committee on
National Resources and Public Works.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Before recognizing the
hon. member for Wetaskiwin (Mr. Schellenberger), it may
come as no surprise to him that the Chair thought it necessary
to examine the terms of Bill C-210 before the House, because
the bill proposes in clause 3 to create a Crown corporation to
be known as the Renewable Energy Corporation.

 (1700)

There have been previous instances in which it has been the
duty of the Chair to bring to the attention of members of the
House that in some circumstances there may be a claim upon
the public purse and such bills ought to be presented only in
the name, of a minister of the Crown. With the assistance of
the Table officers I have reviewed the bill, and for those
members who may seek to make reference to it, I find that in
clauses 3 and 7, matters related to the financing of the
corporation appear to be wholly outside the Crown's interests.
For that reason the Chair is initially inclined to accept Bill
C-210 as being in order. However, there is a tradition related
to decisions on such bills whereby the Chair does enter a
caveat so that, as debate continues, some hon. member may
want to bring to the attention of the Chair some manner in
which such a corporation might, in fact, be responsible for the
expenditure of public funds. Accordingly, the Chair has taken
the position it may have to intervene at some later stage in the
proceedings if public funds were found to be involved. Subject
to that caveat it is my view that the debate on Bill C-210
should proceed.

Mr. Schellenberger: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I accept your
guidance and wisdom with regard to the bill. I am aware of the
restrictions under which private members are placed in not
having the ability to spend the moneys of the public purse and
I attempted, when drafting this bill, to be very cautious in this
respect.
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Renewable Energy
The object of the corporation and its directors was to find

finances outside of government for the operations of the
corporation and, in addition, that they not be reimbursed in
their capacity as acting directors. I suspect there would be
many people available in Canada to serve on such a corpora-
tion because of the interest which exists in renewable energy.
As you are aware, there is a great need for this bill, which was
pointed out in the debate which took place last week on the
opposition motion dealing with energy.

As governments argue as to who will take what part of the
energy dollar, we are finding Canadians are being faced with
the reality that they are and will be depending more on foreign
sources of oil and other forms of energy. I believe very strongly
that we, as Canadians, must establish, as a national goal,
energy self-sufficiency. Part of that goal must come from
renewable energy because we have the ability and the tech-
nology to move much faster than we are at the present time
toward more renewable energy, forming part of our heating
plan, our movement of vehicles, transportation and so on. We
are not moving quickly enough to that end.

Most of the encouragement we have received from govern-
ment has come in the form of research and not enough in the
area of practical application of that research. I will not spend a
great deal of time on the reasoning and the need for rapid
expansion in renewable energy because we have discussed
these reasons repeatedly in this House. But Alberta, the
province with most of the conventional oil in Canada, has only
five billion barrels of conventional oil left and we are pumping
approximately 450 million barrels out of that pool per year.
Even though we have in our province the second largest pool of
hydrocarbons in the world, we need new technology and rapid
development with the present technology to meet our needs in
the next ten years.

Even if the oil sands and the Cold Lake plant get off the
ground-and I sincerely hope they do-we will still need an
additional five plants of the same magnitude just to meet our
needs to 1985. That has nothing to do with the expansion of
demand which Canadians may seek. Some hon. members may
say that we have Northern Natural Gas and Oil, Hibernia,
Sable Island gas, and tremendous pools of natural gas in
Alberta and British Columbia and if we put them in the
marketplace we can reach that self-sufficiency goal. That may
be true, but at the rate we are going now it could take a good
many years before we can get those pools of resources into use
by Canadians. So, in light of that background, I believe the
national government must encourage Canadians to accept
renewable energy at every opportunity because it is lasting,
exciting, and something which will catch on quickly in the
Canadian sphere. I believe the adoption of Bill C-210 would
constitute a start in that area.

I am averse to the creation of another Crown corporation,
but we need some way of gathering information and making it
available to the Canadian people immediately. We also need
protection for consumers because most of the hardware which
is now available is imported.

One might ask why we should move quickly with renew-
ables. One of the particular advantages of renewable energy is
the fact it is not handicapped by geography. We can use the
potatoes in Prince Edward Island and New Brunswick to
produce alcohol, we can use poplar trees in Quebec and
northern Ontario to produce alcohol for vehicles. Solar heat is
available in all provinces. Wind is available in most areas and
we in the southern part of the prairies know how much energy
it can produce for us. This is also true for the islands off
Quebec. Heat pumps are another area of technology which is
just getting started. Then there is geothermal energy under the
foothills of Alberta and parts of British Columbia which can
produce hydroelectric power at rates much lower than we can
produce at the present time from our rivers, which have been
our principal source of electricity in the past.

What I am saying is that natural renewable energy
resources are everywhere in Canada and they are capable of
being used by all Canadians if they receive the encouragement
and information which should be at hand.

What steps should be taken in Canada? There is at present
a complete lack of co-ordination between scientists, govern-
ments and others interested in obtaining information. There is
no central source of information available other than the
department, which is just getting started as an information
disseminator. There is no agency responsible for testing new
devices and inventions. Standards have not been established at
the present time, so how are consumers to know when they buy
a technology that it will be capable of performing under our
winter conditions? Therefore no production, design or con-
struction technologies are available immediately to people who
ask for them.

As I say, there is no agency established to co-ordinate
further research and development which will assure consumers
that what they are buying will work. What I am seeking to do
in Bill C-210 is to have Parliament give a commitment to
gather this information and work out the standards which are
so necessary.

 (1710)

What I would also like to see in the bill are incentives,
particularly in the form of tax incentives so that the people of
Canada will move toward the use of this technology. When the
cost of renewable technology is placed against the cost of
natural gas and oil at its present value, the oil and natural gas
win out in terms of price. They will not for much longer, and
with a minor tax credit to Canadians we could quickly get a
certain portion of them involved in renewable energies and
increase the percentage of homes and buildings heated by this
source.

Another key feature of Bill C-210 is outlined in clause 4(a).
That section states that an object of the corporation is to
propose design, production and construction standards for
renewable energy. Because we are not sponsoring sufficient
encouragement to small businesses in Canada so that they will
get involved in the production of hardware for solar plants or
wind technology, even though the National Research Council
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as produced one of the best windmills in the world, heat
mps or even digesters in the biomass industry, most of the

technology which is now available comes from either the
OW States or Europe.
1,"As I stated before, there is a need for a group of Canadian

pie, hopefully a group such as I outlined in this bill, to set
;list the design standards, production standards and construe-
'on standards for the technologies which we now import to
rove to our consumers that such devices will work and do

, ave a long life. Most renewable energy forms should have a
ifespan of some 20 years in order for them to be placed in an

Yoperation. Consumer protection in the field of renewable tech-
nologies would be ensured by this bill. Not only would the
'eonsumer have greater confidence in his product, but he would

,palso be able to instal and utilize such devices without a great
=deal of technical or mechanical expertise.

I have also envisioned that this corporation could make use
F` of engineers across Canada. For example, in the budget of last
it'llecember reference was first made to the use of agricultural
',' stills. We were amazed to learn that an entrepreneur from

Montana had come up into the southern portions of the prairie
provinces to market a device which he said would work. By
putting small advertisements in local newspapers this man
attracted crowds of 300 to 500 farmers in small communities
as he explained the operation of the still and how it would
create, from wheat and straw and other products normally
grown on the farm, alcohol which could be used in tractors,
cars and homes. This shows that there is an interest. Surely, if
the interest is there, our government, through a corporation
such as the one I described, could use a group of engineering
experts versed in the operation of such technologies to move
from community to community across Canada explaining the
technologies which are now available and how individuals with
very little engineering expertise could, in fact, put these
devices to work for themselves if they are given the proper
guidance and information.

For example, there are many engineers in the PFRA who
are not being fully utilized in their areas throughout western
Canada. These people could be used to disseminate this kind of
information. If the government would see in their wisdom the
advantages of offering a tax credit in the upcoming budget to
individuals for the placement of renewable technologies in
their homes, this group of engineers could also, while spread-
ing this information, check on the claimants who have installed
renewable technology devices in their homes or places of
business and give them advice on whether the engineering
requirements have been met.

The United States, which is ahead of us in this field by far,
is using a toll-free Zenith number in each state. Persons who
have an interest in placing, for example, solar heating hard-
ware in their homes can phone this toll-free number and be
immediately provided by experts with information, bibliogra-
phies of books which are available in local libraries, and any
other advice that is available on the particular form of renew-
able energy about which they are asking. The United States
has moved quickly to provide the kinds of information which
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Renewable Energy
are not available at the present time in Canada. Through this
corporation such a system could be set up under clause 4(d) of
the bill because it authorizes the renewable energy corporation
to publish information relating to the uses and applications of
renewable energy technologies. This clause was designed to
ensure that the need for public information is met.

The last function of the corporation would be to co-ordinate
further research in the areas of renewable energy-producing
devices and inventions. Many Canadians are putting their
minds to work and are trying to come up with new ways of
using the energy in the sun, the ground, in water, and with
machines. Such people are always coming to their members of
Parliament and to government with new devices that are
capable of doing such and such, but in many cases they are not
given an ear and are turned away. As a result, we lose the
value of that particular piece of technology. I can see this
corporation playing a very important role in this area. It could
look at new inventions and, as well, co-ordinate the research
dollars which are made available by governments, foundations
and large companies. I believe that a central body such as this
corporation is necessary to co-ordinate all this information.

Those are my explanations as to why I placed each of the
clauses in the bill. I would like to end this portion of my speech
with a quote from the book "The Challenge of Man's Future",
which was written by Harrison Brown:
Consumption of the earth's stores of fossil fuels has barely started, yet already
we can see the end. In a length of time which is extremely short when compared
with the length of time during which man has inhabited the earth, fossil fuels
will have been discovered, utilized, and completely consumed.

That is very likely true, but the sun, wind, and waste
materials from agricultural products and trees will be with us
into perpetuity. It shows how important it is for us to move
quickly toward the use of renewable energy forms.

I would like to end my speech by saying that, for the first
time in history, the government in its budget of last December
recognized that individuals, not just corporations, should have
a tax break if they place in their businesses or their homes a
heat exchanger or heat exchanger material. It was the first
time in history that this type of offer had been made to
Canadian citizens. The budget papers and the notices of ways
and means motions stated very clearly under energy conserva-
tion equipment that there would be a write-off for district
heating systems, solar heating systems on the new buildings,
small-scale hydroelectric projects, heat recovery systems
including heat exchange material and equipment and auxiliary
components which are used to conserve energy. That opens up
to all Canadians the use of this device of a tax write-off in
order to place these in their homes and certainly in businesses.
I have checked with the department and it seems that the
regulations have finally been written after this long time,
because in the budget that he sneaked into the Speech from
the Throne, the Minister of Finance (Mr. MacEachen) said he
would continue with that initiative.

 (1720)

Mr. Paproski: They listened to you.
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is using a toll-free personj 7ænith number in I each state. have checked with who the department and it seems that the
have an interest in placing, for example, regulations solar heating have finally hard- been written after this long time,
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provided immediately by experts the with information, Throne, the Minister Finance (Mr. bibliogra- of MacEachen) said he
phies of books which are available in tocal would continue libraries, with that and ãny initiative.

advice that other is available on the particular form of 
(1720)a "enerv--able energy about which they are aiking. The United States

quickly has rnoved provide to the kinds óf information which Mr. Paproski: you.They listened to 
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Mr. Schellenberger: I hope so. The department has indicat-

ed that the regulations should be available to us soon. I
sincerely hope that Canadians take advantage of them. In a
policy paper published three years ago this party announced a
policy which we were then very glad to see incorporated into
the budget. It allowed personal tax credits to people, who use
renewable technologies. It would have also offered accelerated
five year write-offs for the cost of solar equipment, wind
technologies, and biomass technologies, used in industrial and
commercial buildings and in multiple residences.

We stated many other things that should be done. For
instance, we should encourage municipalities not to tax people
who use these new technologies in buildings. We should
encourage mortgage and insurance companies to incorporate
provisions for the use of these technologies into their mortgage
contracts and insurance policies. We can think of many other
areas where rapid use of renewable energies could be
encouraged in the country.

In my bill I have outlined this as much as possible and as far
as I can, having regard to the legal requirements of a private
member's bill. I offer it to the House and hope it will be
accepted so that the committee can use the bill as a basis on
which to build a corporation and information disseminating
device within government. I hope this will be done as rapidly
as possible.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Roy Mac Laren (Parliamentary Secretary to Minister
of Energy, Mines and Resources): Mr. Speaker, while regard-
ing the hon. member's bill as being in some way redundant, as
I shall explain in a moment, I should like to assure the House
that we on this side welcome the occasion that he has provided
to discuss an important and pressing topic, the use of renew-
able energies in Canada.

The hon. member has proposed a corporation which in some
respects is similar to that to which the government already
committed itself in the Speech from the Throne. I am sure the
hon. member is aware that such a commitment has more
recently been given substance. A corporation embodying some
of the responsibilities envisaged in this bill is already in being.
I nevertheless welcome his remarks about the various alternate
forms of energy that can be developed in Canada and which
can play a very real part in our energy future.

Perhaps it would be appropriate if I were to inform the
House of some of the current policies and programs of the
federal government in the development of renewable energy
before turning to specific aspects of the hon. member's bill. I
should say at once that the federal government considers the
development of alternate forms of energy as a high priority.
Indeed, I anticipate that in the new energy policy to be
presented to the House next week, the hon. member will see
further substantiation of that commitment.

Over the last seven years, the federal government has sub-
stantially increased its research and development efforts in
renewable energy, from less than $1 million in 1974 to just
over $20 million in fiscal year 1979-80. Since 1976, the

National Research Council has been the federal government's
lead agent in its renewable energy activities. In this role it will
continue to be an important actor in the federal government's
renewable energy program, as the new alternate energy corpo-
ration comes into being. The research and development activi-
ties I refer to, as the hon. member noted, include solar energy,
biomass, wind energy, geothermal energy, hydraulic energy
and so on. Policy responsibility for research and development
in these important resources resides, of course, with the
Department of Energy, Mines and Resources. In 1977 the
renewable energy resources branch was formed in the depart-
ment, to begin the development of programs in renewable
energy. Later, in 1978 a conservation and renewable energy
branch was formed to deal with policy questions. This latter
group has the leading role in the federal government for

policies regarding the research, development, demonstration
and commercialization of renewable sources of energy.

In July, 1978, the federal government announced a major
new $380 million initiative to develop renewable sources of

energy. These programs related primarily to solar heating,
forest biomass use, research and development in renewable
energy, and federal-provincial demonstration agreements.
These programs are now in place and I am pleased to say, are
operating satisfactorily. As an example, the forest industry
renewable energy program committed $104 million for the
period through 1985, to provide capital assistance to approved
projects in the forest industry to displace fossil fuels with wood
wastes. Projects which have been approved in many parts of

Canada will displace fossil fuels equivalent to about three
million barrels of oil per year. Some projects will displace
imported oil at an estimated saving to the federal government
at the current level of compensation of $53 million in the first
year after the approved projects are completed. Related spend-
ing by the private sector in Canada will be about $105 million.
This is just the beginning. The government has already stated
a strong commitment to renewable energy. And the benefits,
particularly in displacing imported oil, are now beginning to
emerge.

Let me give you a specific example of how the government
has committed itself to the development of renewable energy
technology. I have in mind the example of solar heating. I
should like to quote from an address given by the Minister of
Energy, Mines and Resources (Mr. Lalonde) to the Canadian
Solar Industries Association on September 30, when he said:
We need a strong, growing and healthy solar industry, a solar industry that can
produce a Canadian product for Canadian conditions. That was, and remains,
the purpose of the federal government's purchase and use of solar heating
program. I want to assure you this will continue to be an important mainstay in
developing a short-term market for solar equipment.

The minister, of course, was referring to the federal govern-
ment's $125 million solar purchase program.

To demonstrate further the commitment of the federal

government to develop solar heating technology and a Canadi-
an solar industry, the minister announced, on September 30, a
new federal government initiative. To accelerate the develop-
ment of solar hot water technology, a new demonstration
program involving a thousand units at an estimated cost of $5
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tidlion will be undertaken. The objectives of the program will
j:h:e to demonstrate large-scale deployment of solar domestic
"ater heating systems, to establish the preliminary economies
If scale, to identify more precisely the reliability and durabili-
;,iy of solar heating systems. The minister also amplified the

April announcement by the Minister of Finance (Mr. Mac-
fachen), to which the hon. member opposite referred, of

sages in income tax regulations which will make solar
Aenergy equipment a more attractive investment for industry by

Mfrallowing fast write-offs for a wide range of active solar heating
ttequipment. These two measures will further promote the

demonstration and commercialization of solar heating. Addi-
'tional measures will be announced on October 28 or shortly;

4 thereafter as part of the national energy program. Hence there
is indeed a co-ordinated federal strategy for the development
of solar energy, and the government plans to publish this
strategy once the consultative process has been completed. We

?<1

It believe there is a great opportunity to build a Canadian solar
industry, partly so that Canadians do not need to buy foreign-
designed solar equipment from foreign-controlled corporations.

 (1730)

We realize we cannot look for dramatic immediate pay-offs
from our investment in an emerging technology such as solar

it' heating or in the demonstration programs sponsored under the
'4 federal-provincial agreements on conservation and renewable

energy. It would be wrong to embark on such pioneering
programs without a realistic sense of the time required to see
the results or the difficulties they are likely to experience. But
it would be equally wrong to under-estimate the specific
contribution they can make over time to our efforts to substi-
tute away from oil.

We believe there may well be good opportunities to make
early use of renewable energy forms in remote locations. The
urgency of the national effort to substitute away from oil is
such that we do not believe any opportunity should be neglect-
ed. Some renewable energy forms will be particularly attrac-
tive in areas not now serviced by natural gas or hydro
electricity.

These are important developments. However, before solar
can be commercialized it must be shown to be credible. The
public must be convinced that the systems we are developing
are reliable. We must remember that solar projects must
compete with other technologies such as wind, biomass, energy
conservation technologies, geothermal and so on. Before solar
heating can be acceptable to the public, there needs to be
adequate consumer confidence, a subject the hon. member
touched upon. The government is continuing to work with the
Canadian Standards Association to develop a standard for
domestic water packages. But the public will require tangible
evidence when they are in the market for solar heating prod-
ucts. That is why a warranty program is so important, and that
is why the government is encouraging the Canadian Solar
Industries Association to play the lead role in formulating an
industry-wide warranty program.

Renewable Energy
The government is determined to ensure that the solar

industry remains a Canadian industry. In the case of solar,
there is rapid technological change. Today's technologies may
be superseded by second and by third generation technologies.
It will be up to Canadian industry to adapt to change and to
seek new ideas and new markets in the face of this world-wide
search for ways to capture efficiently the sun's energy.

The bill before us proposes to establish a new institution.
One of the objectives is to publish information relating to
renewable energy. However, there are already a variety of
publications readily available which describe these policies and
programs of the federal government. One is called "Energy
Update". It provides an overview of the energy situation and
government activity in renewable energy. Another, called
"New Energy, New Opportunities", describes new government
programs in renewable energy in considerable detail.

I would like to touch upon some of the objectives of the new
corporation which the hon. member opposite has proposed in
his bill. On standards, objective (a) in his bill, the proposal is
made for increased standards development. As I have already
noted, energy, mines and resources is already working very
closely with the Canadian Standards Association and the
National Research Council on the development of standards
for solar heating equipment. Energy, mines and resources is
already collaborating with Canadian Solar Industries Associa-
tion on the development of warranties for solar heaters.

On testing of new energy technologies, objective (b), energy,
mines and resources is sponsoring work by a number of
agencies, for example, the Ontario Research Foundation on
the use of alcohol fuels in diesel engines, and research work by
CANMET, the Canadian Centre for Mineral and Energy
Technology, on the testing of wood appliances. Also, the
National Research Council has recently funded a new solar
test facility at the Ontario Research Foundation.

There are a number of other points in the hon. member's bill
which either duplicate activities already being conducted by
the federal government or anticipate tasks which will be
undertaken by the new alternate energy corporation. I remind
the hon. member that in the Speech from the Throne he will
find a clear commitment to the creation of an alternate energy
corporation. He is probably aware that since the Speech from
the Throne, some $20 million has been allocated for the
start-up of the new corporation. In the initial period, support
for its activites will be provided by Petra-Canada, pending the
stage at which the new alternate energy corporation will be
able to stand on its own feet.

This new corporation will have a mandate to provide the
essential support needed to move renewable energy technolo-
gies beyond the demonstration stage into wider commercial
use. It will reinforce private sector purchase activity by joint
ventures, share purchase and by offering other assistance in
the commercialization and marketing of renewable energy
technologies.

Of course, there will be some scope for a direct role in
research and development and production of renewable energy,
but the main emphasis will be on support and encouragement
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for young Canadian firms in the private sector. Such firms will
then have a partner of substance with much needed financial
and general business strength. So as firms exploiting renew-
able energy move toward commercialization of solar, wind and
biomass energy technologies, we foresee the corporation play-
ing a strongly supportive role.

In conclusion, the National Research Council, the Depart-
ment of Energy, Mines and Resources and the new alternate
energy corporation will all be important and aggressive actors
in the development of renewable sources of energy. Their
efforts will be carefully and strongly co-ordinated with other
new energy policies to be announced next week. With a strong
and coherent energy policy, therefore, the additional corpora-
tion proposed in Bill C-210 is unnecessary. I again thank the
hon. member for this opportunity to discuss what is an impor-
tant issue for all Canadians.

Mr. Mark Rose (Mission-Port Moody): Mr. Speaker, I too
am pleased to speak to this bill promoting renewable energy
sources and technology by the establishment of a renewable
energy corporation. I congratulate the hon. member for
Wetaskawin (Mr. Schellenberger) for presenting this bill,
despite the fact that it calls for another Crown corporation. I
understand his party has some strong feelings regarding more
Crown corporations, but he has gone ahead anyway. I con-
gratulate him for his courage.

We in the New Democratic Party have no difficulty sup-
porting the bill in principle. We feel, as the preamble says, that
there is no doubt that conventional sources of energy are
dwindling at an alarming rate in Canada and throughout the
world. To back that up, we have witnessed far fewer oil
discoveries both in traditional areas in Canada and in our
more remote regions. There is no doubt that our petroleum
resources are declining even though we have great riches in
other forms of energy.

At the moment Canada has no real, substantial energy
policy. In spite of what the parliamentary secretary mentioned
in terms of what may come about, at the moment, it is fair to
say, we do not have any energy policy other than the tradition-
al one of exporting all our cheap energy resources to the
United States as quickly as we can. First it was oil, now it is
natural gas. Some agency of government, whether it is the
member's proposed corporation or some other secretariat or
commission has to be charged with the job of co-ordinating the
development of new sources, especially in renewable energy
fields. The parliamentary secretary says that a corporation of
this type will be filling the gap. All of us will be pleased about
that, and we look forward to the announcement. My party and
I certainly can support the bill in principle, if not every comma
or last detail. Indeed, we support enthusiastically the basic
principle behind it.

 (1740)

Continued growth in energy consumption seems to be linked
inextricably with growth in the economy. The hon. Minister of
Energy, Mines and Resources (Mr. Lalonde) still believes this
is true, I think. The minister knows there is growing opinion

that the link between continued growth in energy and growth
in the economy need not be made.

Sweden, Denmark, the United Kingdom anti the United
States have all produced studies to this effect, even within the
nuclear establishment which is generally opposed to renewable
energy. These studies have come to be regarded as milestones.
I will mention a couple of them. For example, I speak of "A
Low Energy Strategy for the United Kingdom" by Gerald
Leach and the study on energy future prepared by the Har-
vard Business School in the United States. Those are only two
which show that we probably do not always need to think of
growth in energy use running parallel with growth in the
economy. There are newer ways to look at it.

The thought that we cannot easily reduce our energy
requirements by as much as 40 per cent without economic
disruption is a mistaken belief. I think we can.

While ministers have made certain noises, tokenistic ones in

my view, about the need for energy conservation-and I will
outline and document this later on-the government is ignor-
ing the real potential of an off-oil policy or an energy saving

policy.
It seems to me the government is constantly preoccupied

with the supply side, with punching more holes in the Beaufort
Sea bed when there are many more gains to be made without
risking our environment. We could put substantial sums into
conservation. For instance, the United Kingdom, Sweden,
Switzerland and West Germany, all highly industrialized
nations, with economies working reasonably well, consume 50

per cent less energy per capita than we Canadians do. Japan
and France consume two thirds of what we do. Japan and
France too are highly industrialized countries but they make
greater use of conservation measures than we do. These coun-

tries have developed sensible energy policies years ahead of
Canada. No one can dispute that. While we may be very rich

in energy resources, Canadians continue to be the energy
gluttons of the world. I think the party is over now. We cannot

continue on this wasteful path for much longer.

People do not want energy, Mr. Speaker. They want what

energy provides, namely, heat, light, transportation and com-
munication. Perhaps these ends can be met better by an
over-all decrease in energy consumption or simply by increas-

ing the productivity of each thermal unit of energy consumed.

The notion of self-sufficiency in oil is unrealistic unless we
improve our energy efficiency. Indeed, Canada was self-suffi-
cient in oil until 1975. But because of increased consumption
and only one recent substantial oil find, we are no longer
self-sufficient.

The process of improved energy utilization begins with very
simple measures. We can improve the thermal design and
locations of new houses, offices and factories. We can increase
the insulation and employ heat recovery methods, such as heat

exchangers in existing dwellings. We can increase the efficien-

cy of appliances and furnaces-something which manufactur-
ers and oil companies are loath to do. We can further improve
gasoline mileage by building lighter vehicles and using more
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efficient engines. We can generate electricity through industri-
al waste heat. And, as Iceland does, we might do a lot more
with district heating. For example, why have one furnace in
every home, or apartment building-when one large furnace
could heat whole districts? Whole districts can be heated.
While we do not have the sources of geothermal heat that
Iceland does, a cheap source of energy for them, certainly, we
have other sources of heat supply which we could use and
spread around throughout districts. In Canada only universi-
ties and large institutions have district heating.

About 50 per cent of the housing which will be used in the
year 2000 has not yet been built. If Canada is really serious
about energy conservation and efficiency, we have to investi-
gate other methods, such as district heating. We need not be
confined to oil or geothermal. Other countries are developing
different thermal fuels, but in my view Canada is not.

The Gulf Tower in Calgary, a highrise office building, has a
tremendously efficient system. It probably uses one fifth of the
energy needed for other Calgary office buildings. Methods can
be found. If you can decrease by 80 per cent the energy needed
for space heating and replicate that over and over as new
buildings are built, that is a much more sensible approach than
continue the energy binges we have been on for years and
years.

We have not encouraged efficiency, but we should. The cost
of improving energy productivity and efficiency is relatively
modest, while the benefits in increased savings in energy, not
to mention the jobs that could be created in alternative energy
industries, are immense. It has been said many times that the
cheapest barrel of oil is the barrel that we can save. One hears
that statement day in and day out whenever one talks to people
involved in energy, even government people or people from
NRC or EMR. However, we do not see this theme translated
into positive programs. There are the pilot programs, certainly,
but there is no real push or a battle to try to build more
efficient buildings through changes in the building code, for
instance. We should be looking at approaches of the kind I
have just outlined. If the energy corporation that is contem-
plated in the bill can help do this and get us moving faster,
then I think we can support the bill.

Biomass, solar, low-head hydro and wind all have futures as
possible energy sources. We have not yet scratched the surface
on the supply side. We are told that with appropriate design,
passive solar coupled with insulation can save 85 per cent of
the space heating costs and hot water costs in homes. I believe
there is only one place in Canada-I believe it is the city of
Brantford although I am not certain-which has a solar
subdivision where the locations of houses are so arranged that
each one has light and an opportunity to absorb as much of the
solar heat as possible. That sort of project is not yet in full
swing, and it will take a long time, I agree.

However, biomass already supplies 3 per cent of Canada's
energy needs. That is about as much as what nuclear does. Of
course, in Ontario the mute proportion is much larger, since
few other sources are available and nuclear has been
overbuilt.

Renewable Energy

As I see it, the major impediment to the more widespread
use of renewables is attitude that we tend to subsidize certain
kinds of energy components and not others. We subsidize the
nuclear industry tremendously.

Mr. Crosby: There are others to be heard!

 (1750)

Mr. Rose: The hon. member should not worry about it; I
will give him plenty of time. I am going to talk until one
minute to six because I do not want to talk the bill out. I will
give the hon. member one minute to make his remarks.

I think there is probably a good deal more we can do here,
but renewables do need support. The alternative energy indus-
try needs a great deal more support than it has been getting in
the past. The parliamentary secretary mentioned what has
been done in the last five years. When was the energy crisis,
anyway? It was more than six or seven years ago, and what we
have done in the last five years is extremely modest and
nothing to shout about in my opinion. We have, however,
made a start.

I have just returned from a tour with the alternative energy
committee task force. We toured western Canada and central
Canada and took some trips abroad as well. We also went to
northern Europe. We are able to see a great many things. I
would like to mention some developments which are occurring
in such places as Sweden, Ireland and Iceland. The hon.
member should certainly be interested in hearing about that in
some detail, even though it might take a little time. I would be
very pleased to relate some of my experiences in those exotic,
out-of-the-way and non-Canadian places.

Let us first deal with the situation in Canada. The commit-
tee found that the provincial governments are showing little or
no interest in alternative energy. We visited the capitals of
Quebec and Ontario and the four western provinces. Not one
of those provinces expects renewables, except hydroelectricity,
to provide much more than 2 per cent, 4 per cent or maybe 5
per cent of its total energy needs by the year 2000. That does
not sound to me like any great enthusiasm or push on the part
of the provinces for much more emphasis on renewables.
Provinces could use more renewables and still use more total
energy, in which case the percentage dependence on renew-
ables would not change very much. I understand that. We
could still be employing a good deal more effort, but I do not
think those provinces seriously feel that renewables are viable
at the moment. And they may not be; I do not know, but I can
give some figures from Ontario. In its book called "Energy
Security for the Eighties, a Policy for Ontario" the province of
Ontario says it expects that the renewables, including energy
from waste, forest, industrial by-product heat, solar, wind,
wood, direct burning, liquefaction of coal to gas and that sort
of thing, will amount to only 5 per cent of the total energy
budget needs of the province by 1995.

If we take that 5 per cent and apply it to a year, it amounts
to ten days, so Ontario does not expect renewables to amount
to much. Looking at investment figures, it appears that
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Renewable Energy
Ontario plans to expend some $16 billion on renewable energy
by 1995. This is on page 14 of the same publication. When
asked where Ontario will get the money and whether it is a
budgeted amount, the officials we spoke to said that they
expect those funds to come mainly from private sources, so
there is no push on the part of the Ontario government.
Neither is there on the part of the other governments much
enthusiasm for a big start, a big bite into renewables.
Enthusiasm for renewables just does not exist, and anyone who
thinks it does is kidding himself. It is not happening here in
Canada at all. I do not care what kinds of noises are made. I
do not care how many big million-dollar ad campaigns are
floated. It is not happening, and I do not think it will happen
unless people start becoming alarmed and are made aware of
the fact that Canada has no strong program to develop and
implement large projects based on renewable sources.

I will give some comparisons. The same is modest expecta-
tion true in all the other provinces. We wondered why there
was so little interest. The committee really wondered. It looked
around and visited various places, and all the officials were
very co-operative. But why was there no interest? What is the
matter? Why is there so little interest in biomass, wind, water,
sun, ethanol or forest waste utilization? Does no one believe
there is an energy crisis? That is a possibility because we have
been fooled so often. Is there no leadership from Ottawa? That
is another possibility. There is probably a bit of cynicism on
both those points because we have been fooled so often. My
constituents believed there is no energy crisis at all, and all
there was was a scare campaign on the part of oil companies in
an effort to get prices up. I do not believe that, but I think it is
the prevailing view out there, and it seems to me this attitude
is what is holding back the development and acceptance of
renewables by the general public.

Look at what Ottawa is spending this year on energy
research and development. The parliamentary secretary made
reference to what Ottawa is spending. The total spending for
conservation measures and research and development in this
country by EMR this year amounts to $12 million. The total
spent on all renewables in this country by EMR is $20 million.
The same publication lists total spending on nuclear of $104
million. We can see where the priorities lie. They are where
they have always been. Money is being spent on fossil fuels. It
is also spent on subsidizing oil wells and gas drilling and tar
sands developments, but it is not being spent on renewables. I
am not suggesting research could absorb it all anyway, but a
pitiful $12 million is spent for conservation R and D, $20
million is spent for renewables, when $104 million, if not more,
has been spent in each of the last ten years on nukes. That is
where Canada's energy priorities lie. They do not lie with the
renewables at all.

The Financial Post says we need to spend much more on
research and development. On October 18, there was a whole
editorial headed "Ignore Research and Development at our
Peril". The editorial says that in 1967 we were spending 1.4
per cent of our gross national product on research and develop-
ment, and now we are spending less than 1 per cent. Is that

progress? We are going backwards in this regard. Where do
we need the research and development? We need money spent
on research and development into energy sources and especial-
ly renewables.

We might compare-

Mr. MacLaren: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I
apologize to the hon. member opposite for interrupting, but I
would be interested if he would care to cite his authority for
the numbers which he just gave. In fact, total federal expendi-
tures on energy conservation during fiscal year 1978-79
exceeded $82 million. In addition, provincial governments
spent an estimated $13.5 million, bringing the total for the
year to something close to $100 million.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Order, please. Hon.
members should recognize that the clock moves on. I know the
parliamentary secretary is aware that technically speaking
that is not a point of order, but I will recognize it for what it is,
a question, and I encourage the hon. member for Mission-Port
Moody (Mr. Rose) to deal with it as he sees fit, but to
recognize the clock as well.

Mr. Rose: Mr. Speaker, I would certainly be delighted to do
that. Perhaps the parliamentary secretary chose three years
and added them all up. I took EMR 1980-81 budget for R and
D, and my source was the brief to the parliamentary task force
for alternative energy and oil substitution by the Department
of Energy, Mines and Resources. I recommend that to the
parliamentary secretary for his long winter bedtime reading.

I cannot go on too much longer with this, but there is a
great deal more that needs to be said. Let us say that com-
pared with other countries such as Sweden, Canada is spend-
ing about one-fortieth as much on conservation and research
and development. We have not looked into all alternatives. We
have not developed the procedures we need, and we had better
start doing so because, as I said earlier, the party is over. Let
us get this business of renewables on the rails and start moving
on it. Let us stop kidding the public that we are doing a lot
more than we are.

Mr. Howard Crosby (Halifax West): Mr. Speaker, let me
say that I support Bill C-210, to promote the use of renewable
energy. I congratulate the hon. member for Wetaskiwin (Mr.
Schellenberger) for bringing this very important matter to the
attention of the House.

I wanted to take a little time to explain to the House our
situation in Nova Scotia. I wanted to explain our developments
in tidal power. I am sure the hon. member for Cape Breton-
The Sydneys (Mr. MacLellan) wanted to tell us about the
development of fossil fuels.

 (1800)

We lost that opportunity because the time in the private
members' hour has been occupied. But the hon. member for
Mission-Port Moody (Mr. Rose) gave us one important lesson
in the matter of renewable energy in his intervention: that he
has a solution. The hon. member and the NDP have a solution
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for the renewable energy problem in Canada. It is hot air, Mr.
Speaker. The hon. member is full of hot air, his party is full of
hot air, and if we could harness that hot air, we would solve
the renewable energy problem in Canada. So I will not have an
opportunity to talk about tidal power and we will not have an
opportunity to talk about the fossil fuel development in Nova
Scotia. What we can say is that we support the bill and we
hope it will soon come to a vote.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): The hour provided for
the consideration of private members' business having expired,
I do now leave the chair until 8 p.m.

At six o'clock the House took recess.

AFTER RECESS

The House resumed at 8 p.m.

[English]

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

THE CONSTITUTION
ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE OF THE

SENATE AND HOUSE OF COMMONS

The House resumed consideration of the motion of the
Minister of Justice and Minister of State for Social Develop-
ment (Mr. Chretien):

That a Special Joint Committee of the Senate and of the House of Commons
be appointed to consider and report upon the document entitled "Proposed
Resolution for a Joint Address to Her Majesty the Queen respecting the
Constitution of Canada" published by the government on October 2, 1980, and
to recommend in their report whether or not such an address, with such
amendments as the committee considers necessary, should be presented by both
Houses of Parliament to her Majesty the Queen;

That 15 members of the House of Commons to be designated no later than
three sitting days after the adoption of this motion be members on the part of the
House of the Special Joint Committee;

That the committee have power to appoint from among its members such
subcommittees as may be deemed advisable and necessary and to delegate to
such subcommittees all or any of their powers except the power to report directly
to the House;

That the committee have power to sit during sittings and adjournments of the
House of Commons;

That the committee have power to send for persons, papers and records, and to
examine witnesses and to print such papers and evidence from day to day as may
be ordered by the committee;

That the committee submit their report not later than December 9, 1980;
That the quorum of the committee be 12 members, whenever a vote, resolu-

tion or other decision is taken, so long as both Houses are represented and that
the joint chairmen be authorized to hold meetings, to receive evidence and
authorize the printing thereof, when six members are present so long as both
Houses are represented; and

That a message be sent to the Senate requesting that House to unite with this
House for the above purpose, and to select, if the Senate deems it to be
advisable, members to act on the proposed Special Joint Committee.

The Constitution
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): When the debate was

interrupted at five o'clock the hon. Minister of Transport (Mr.
Pepin) had the floor. The Chair will now recognize the hon.
member for Dartmouth-Halifax East (Mr. Forrestal).

Mr. J. M. Forrestal) (Dartmouth -Halifax East): It was a
very enlightening experience for me, this October 21, to sit in
my place and listen to the Minister of Transport (Mr. Pepin),
the very distinguished co-chairman of the committee which in
the initial stage looked at the events which led up to the-I
think, sometimes, innocuous-procedure which is being fol-
lowed by the present government with respect to our
constitution.

I say at the very outset to the minister, through you, sir, that
having followed the hearings and events which surrounded the
Pepin-Robarts commission, and as one who was somewhat
involved in previous measures, movements and studies by
government of some significance to this country, together with
others, I was not alone-not alone in this chamber, not alone
in the other place, not alone in this country-waiting to hear
the minister tell us how in hell he was going to swallow what it
was that Trudeau was trying to stuff down his throat.

With some respect, I say that the minister did a remarkable
job, first of all, of swallowing himself, of telling us what we
already know, what we already accept in all corners of this
House, which is that the content of what we are talking about
is generally acceptable. He told not only those of us who sit in
the opposition; he told the people in, his own back benches as
well. I watched the 12 of them who were gathered around
behind him, in line with the cameras, applauding loudly. I also
noticed several of his colleagues not bothering to applaud,

I have a lot of respect and a lot of time for the contribution
the Minister of Transport has made to this country in a variety
of responsibilities. He has a good intellect, one which Canadi-
ans should pay attention to, and if the Prime Minister (Mr.
Trudeau) is a Canadian he, too, should listen to him. I wonder
whether he will bother to read the message left by the minis-
ter, who is a very distinguished scholar and Canadian, on this
particular question. I disagree with the minister when he said,
by way of excuse, that it was political prudence that would
lead him to support the proposals that are in front of us. I
wonder what his colleague, Mr. Robarts, would think of that,
Mr. Speaker.

0 (2010)

As was the case with other hon. members, I enter this
debate with considerable concern, a concern which arises from
what I understand to be the implications to the Canadian
partnership which are inherent in the proposal that is before
us. The subject matter that is raised in this motion to establish
a joint committee to discuss the content of a joint address to
Her Majesty the Queen concerns not only myself, but I am
sure, many other Canadians.

One of the first points I want to make is that this govern-
ment and its supporting bureaucracy in dealing with this
matter are fully aware, as are all of us here, that the vast
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majority of Canadians will not closely follow this debate. They
have other things to do. They have families to raise, other
business, social, human and personal commitments, and they
will not closely follow the details of these discussions. There-
fore, it is incumbent upon us in dealing with this aspect of the
measure which is before us to try to indicate to Canadians-in
my case to the people of Dartmouth on the eastern shore of
Nova Scotia-as it is our responsibility, some of the dangers
which are inherent in what is proposed.

In the next few minutes I hope I can in orderly fashion deal,
albeit superficially, with some of these matters. It is important
to patriate the constitution; there is no question about that.
Along with all who have spoken, I too express very sincerely
my support for a strong central government. There is nothing
new about that; it was expressed in 1867, 1864 and even prior
to that. I support this notion in some kind of spirit of true
partnership, a true partnership with strong provincial
governments.

These concepts are not in conflict. Indeed, there cannot be
such a conflict in our system and under our structure. The
conflict arises only when one, the predominant partner-and I
say to the Minister of State for Mines (Mrs. Erola) that that is
not chauvinistic-attempts to impose upon the other, as the
Minister of Transport put it this afternoon. His concern is that
we are imposing. This concern is not with the content but with
the procedure and that is what I am saying. There can only be
conflict when the senior partner in this historic and traditional
partnership deliberately and unilaterally imposes its strength
and its will on the junior partner.

We have conducted our affairs in this country, not for 113
years, but for virtually 200 years under the British Crown. Is
Canada such a bad place? Are we not well off?

Mrs. Erola: We could be better off.

Mr. Forrestall: Mr. Speaker, the minister says that we are a
good country, we are well off but we could be better off. They
were saying that in 1854, in 1858, in 1864 and we are better
off. There is nothing wrong with what we are now, and we
have done it all under the British Crown. My objection to the
position and the process which we are now forced to follow and
probably will be forced to bow to because of the weight of the
government majority, is simply to the procedure, not the
content. The government is wrong. It will destroy this country
and it will destroy it knowingly and willingly with no regrets
whatsoever. If the hon. members opposite want my conclusion
now, I can tell them what it is and sit down.

An hon. Member: Don't keep us in suspense.

Mr. Forrestall: That would be the typical retort or response
of a backbencher, supporter or trained seal. The Parliamentary
Secretary to President of the Privy Council (Mr. Collenette)
this afternoon in one of the most scurrilous attacks on the
opposition I have heard for a long time in this chamber
suggested we were wasting the time of the House in this
debate. It is rather interesting that the government backbench-
ers themselves, out of a sense of attempting to achieve some

vague level of glory, have spoken more frequently than the
opposition parties put together. Why is that? Who is delaying
the debate? In any event, nobody can delay this debate.

If every member in this chamber wants to get on his or her

feet and speak to his or her country then, by Gad, it is their
right, and no Speaker sitting in that chair, no prime minister
of this country and no government, no matter what their intent
or their end purpose, will ever change that. The moment it is
changed, we will not have a Canada. I suggest to my col-

leagues from Quebec that they sit up and listen and turn
around because I might just be what they would Eke to attack,
but I am not. I have spent 25 years in public life. I can say that
Quebeckers have not had the courage to travel to western
Canada, to northern Canada-

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mrs. Hervieux-Payette: We have been there more often

than you have been to Quebec.

Mr. Forrestall: I gather that is a rejection of what I had to
say, and I apologize, obviously, they all have, and they will not
have a question of privilege or a point of order.

[Translation]
Mrs. Hervieux-Payette: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of

order. I should like to remind my hon. colleague that as MP
for Mercier I visited the west four times this year. I went to
Edmonton, three weeks ago, I went to Calgary, I went to
Vancouver; I would ask the hon. member to kindly retract his
remark.

[English]
Mr. Nielsen: Come up and see me in the Yukon sometime.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Order, please. I am not
sure whether that constitutes a valid point of order or whether
it is a point of debate, but in either case the hon. member for
Dartmouth-Halifax East (Mr. Forrestall) had already retract-
ed the comment. So I think we might recognize again the hon.
member for Dartmouth-Halifax East, unless the Minister of
State for Mines (Mrs. Ero la) has a point of order.

Mrs. Erola: Since the hon. member has retracted his state-
ment, I should really withdraw mine as well, but I would like
to bring to his attention the fact that I too have on a number of
occasions this summer been out west, from Yellowknife to
British Columbia to Calgary. I have enjoyed each visit and I
am looking forward to further visits.

Mr. Chretien: I suppose I should make the same point.

Mr. Forrestall: Mr. Speaker, I am intrigued by the indigna-
tion of the members opposite, because if they have travelled so
much in Canada why do they not understand what they are
doing to this country?

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!
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Mr. Forrestall: If they have been west, north and to Atlantic
Canada, then they should know that they are tearing this
country apart. They are trying to impose upon us something
which we do not want. They are trying to impose upon us a
procedure which is abhorrent to us.

 (2020)

I am not one of those in this country who is a great defender
of the Crown but I am one of its greatest exponents when it
comes to the system of central government that we enjoy. I
will not stand idly by and watch the Prime Minister, with the
blind support of hon. members opposite, impose unilaterally
measures which the people as a whole will accept only if they
are debated and agreed upon in this country.

How can anyone say that they want to end this era of
colonialism that has been referred to-it has been referred to
in different tongues in different parts of the country-how can
anyone say they want to bring an end to things as they are,
that they want the constitution in Canada while at the same
time bootlegging by way of the back door significant and
substantive proposals and measures which are not the subject
matter of wide dialogue and widespread requests from the
people of the country? On what basis do hon. members
opposite feel they can toy with the sentiments of western
Canada or the sentiments of Newfoundland? I am sure all
hon. members who are interested in this debate watched the
premier of the province of Newfoundland on television.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Forrestall: Hon. members opposite laugh at him.

AU hon. IViember: Yes.

Mr. Forrestal': Where is the hon. member for Gander-Twil-
lingate (Mr. Baker)? Where is the minister from Newfound-
land? It is a good thing those two gentlemen are not in the
chamber because that is who members opposite are laughing
at. They are laughing at Canadians.

An hon. Member: Sit down!

An hon. Member: Resign!

Mr. Forrestall: Resign? Me? Ha! Long before I resign,
sir-

An hon. Member: You accept?

Mr. Forrestal,: Long before I resign you will know that you
are going to fight this to the death, because I will not permit
you to act unilaterally.

An hon. Member: That is beautiful!

Mr. Chretien: That is your motion tomorrow.

Mr. Forrestall: Bring home the constitution. Bring home the
agreed-upon formula. But do not shove down the throats of
Canadians amendments made to their constitution in the
British House of Commons. If the Prime Minister believes that

80090-26

The Constitution
the British House of Commons will look only at the title of the
joint address, then I suggest those who support hire in this
belief are blind and have not researched the matter. They are
acting only in blind support of the Prime Minister.

Some hon. members opposite have spoken with compassion
for this country and with some understanding of it. Those of
you who know me, know what my roots in Quebec are and I
am proud of them-a little more proud than might be suggest-
ed by some of the laughter and jests from the other side of the
chamber. But I expect that and accept it, Mr. Speaker.

I implore hon. members opposite not to let this country fall
apart as a result of their acting unilaterally. We are close to
agreement among the provinces on an amending formula-we
are very close. We are not far apart, as the government's
damnable, inexcusable advertising program would suggest.
This country is not divided, although the government is trying
to tell us that it is. They have shoved this view down our
throats for years. But we are not divided, Mr. Speaker. This is
a good, close-knit, close-working country. No one seriously
objects to the principles that are embedded in this resolution
but they can certainly object to the procedure. It is being done
illegally, by way of the back door. I agree with some of the
proposals and with some of the positions taken with respect to
various premiers. If anyone wants my frank opinion, I think
they were fools to go to the Supreme Court of Canada. This is
a political argument.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Forrestall: After some hon. members opposite have
spent 25 years in public life they can then come to me and talk
about it. I wonder if they know what it means to struggle. I
listened to the distinguished new member from Prince Edward
Island, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisher-
ies and Oceans (Mr. Henderson) speak of his early years in
this country and his love and dedication to it. It was a good
speech for a new member. I invite him to look around and get
to know other hon. members who represent all the people of
this country. Listen to them, please.

Mr. Henderson: I have.

Mr. Forrestall: No, you have not.

An hon. Member: You have turned a deaf ear.

Mr. Forrestall: The hon. member has turned a deaf ear. He
has denied everything he said this afternoon by his blind
support of unilateral action. This is a country of partnerships
and I should like to speak about that for a minute or two. I will
deal with two areas.

The other day I listened to-or, perhaps more correctly, I
should say read, because sometimes reading is more important
than listening-the speech of the Minister of Finance (Mr.
MacEachen), a distinguished Nova Scotian, and I have one or
two comments to make about his intervention in the House. I
want to touch briefly on the question of equalization as the
parliamentary secretary did this afternoon. I am not yet
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very are close. We are not government'sfar apart, as the How can anyone say that they want to this end era of damnable, program inexcusable advertising would suggest.colonialism that has been referred to-it has been referred to This country is not divided, government although the is tryingin different tongues in different parts of the country-how can to tell us that it is. They havc shoved this view down ouranyone say they want to bring an end to things as they are, years. throats for But we are not divided, Mr- Speaker. This isthat they want the constitution in Canada while at the same good, a close-knit, close-working country. No one seriouslytime bootlegging by way of the back door significant and objects principles to the that are embedded in this resolutionproposals subntantive and measures which are not the subject but they can certainly procedure. object to the It is being donematter of wide dialogue and widespread requests from the illegally, by way of thc back door. I agree with sorne of thepeople of the On what basis hon. çountry? do members proposals positions and with some of the taken with respect toopposite feel they can toy with the sentiments of western premiers. various If anyone wants my frank opinion, I thinkCanada or the sentiments of Newfoundland? I am sure all they were fools go to to the Supreme Court Canada. of This ishon. members who are interested in this debate watched the political a argument.province premier of the of Newfoundland on television.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Forrestal} After some hon. members opposite haveMr. Forrestalft Hon. members opposite laugh at him.
spent years public 25 in life they can then come to me and talkt\

An hon. Member: about it. I wonder if tlrey know what it Yes. means to struggle. I
\ listened to the distinguished new member from Prince Edward

Mr. Forrestelt Where is the hon. member for Gander-Twil- Island, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisher-rilhere (Mr. Iingate Baker)? is the minister from Newfound- (Mr. ies and Oceans Henderson) speak years of his early ingood It land? is a thing those two gentlemen are not in the this country and his love and dedication goodto it. It was a 
chamber because that is who members opposite are laughing speech for a new rnember. I invite him to look around getand 
at. They are laughing at Canadians. to know other hon. members who represent the people all of

this country. Listen to them, olease.An hon. Member: Sit down!

Mr. Henderson: I have.An hon. Member: Resign!

Mr. Forrestalk No, you have not.Mr. Forrestelk Resign? Me? Ha! Long before I resign,
sir-

An hon. Member: You have turned a deaf ear.

An hon. Member: You accept? Mr. Forrestalft The hon. member has turned deaf a ear. He
has denied everything he said this afternoon by Mr. Forrcstalh Long his before I you blindresign will youknow that 
support of unilateral action. partnershipsgoing fight This is a country of are to this to the death, bccause I will permitnot 
and I you should like to speak about that for to act unilaterally. a minute or two. I will
deal with two areas.

hon. Member: That An is beautiful! The other day I listened to---or, perhaps rnore correctly, I- 
should say read, because sometimes reading is more imporiantMr. Chrétien: That your is motion tomorrow.
than listening-the speech of the Minister of Financè (Mr.

Mr. Fonestelk Bring home the constitution. Bring home the MacEachen), a distinguished Nova Scotian, and I have one or
agreed-upon formula. But do not shoye down the throats of two comments to make about his intervention in the House. I
Canadians amendments made to their constitution in the wânt to touch briefly on question the of equalization as the
British House of Commons. If the Prirne Minister believes parliamentary that secretary did this afternoon. am I not yet
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convinced, and probably never will be, of the sincerity of the
minister's argument because I do not believe he fully sub-
scribes to the principle. During his intervention he reiterated
his support, and presumably that of his cabinet colleagues, for
the principle of equalization. No one can really question that,
of course. The action of governments from those of Mr.
Diefenbaker to Mr. Pearson, to the Leader of the Opposition
(Mr. Clark) and the Prime Minister, have demonstrated the
protections that we need. Their actions regarding equalization
have been what the country wanted. There is no question
about that. What I do question, however, is how the Minister
of Finance could conceivably support the wording of the
proposed reference to a joint committee of the two Houses of
Parliament. I do not understand how he can allow such a
worth-while practice to be broken down in a manner that
would allow the government to use the principle of govern-
ment-to-people, direct transfers, to satisfy the principle of
equalization. I do not know how he can accept wording that
would lead to the kind of conflict and abuse that is possible.
That wording is unacceptable and is wrong.

The Minister of Finance has a long history of great contri-
butions to this chamber and to the country but his acceptance
of what is going on now defies the wildest imagination of Nova
Scotians or Atlantic Canadians or, indeed, any Canadian who
bothers to examine the situation. Yet he has accepted it. Why
he would not prefer wording that would require the purpose
and intent to be effected through appropriate provincial legis-
lation instead of around them or over their heads, I just do not
understand. In public and in private, its integrity should be
defended by such a proposal. With respect to the minister's
second point, he directed his comments to the question of
offshore resources. Along the same lines, the argument or the
debate centres on ownership. In this regard, I not only find
myself in continuing disagreement with the Minister of
Finance (Mr. MacEachen), but as well with the Minister of
Labour (Mr. Regan) and other members of the government.
 (2030)

While the prospects of short-term financial gains under the
proposals of this government are attractive, it is the long-term
prospects and concerns which attract my attention. Implicit in
the Minister of Finance's intervention in this debate-and I
cannot imagine why he did not refer to it-is the decision of
the Supreme Court of Canada in the so-called British
Columbia reference case. By his silence on the matter last
week, the minister left me with the clear impression that he
was extending a decision based on one set of facts to cover
another situation in another part of the country surrounded by
a different set of facts.

For the minister to rely on this ploy is out of character. At
worst, he implied that the decision extends to the waters
adjacent to Atlantic Canada, referring to the process which led
to the court decision respecting the B.C. reference. He knows
the language of the British North America Act. He knows
what section 7 says, namely:

The provinces of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick shall have the same limits
as at the passing of this act.

That is a very simple but meaningful statement_ The British
Columbia reference led the court to a conclusion based on the
historical facts leading up to British Columbia joining confed-
eration. These historical facts do not reveal, in any research
that I and others have done on the subject, any conferring by
the British Crown of rights with respect to the sea, the seabed
and the resource, that is the sea and the seabed, which under
international law at that time and subsequently it was the
clear right of the British Crown to extend.

With regard to Nova Scotia and Newfoundland, the record
is very different. In our case, the British Crown did extend
rights which were clearly theirs to extend to governments or
administrations of the day. Perhaps it would serve the minister
and, in turn, Nova Scotians and others well if the minister
were to re-read our history, although I am sure he does not
have to do that. He might do worse than begin with the
intervention of the Hon. G. I. Smith of the other place on this
question as recently as July 10 of this year. My purpose is to
express to this House a determined belief that the resources
offshore in eastern Canada belong to Nova Scotia and New-
foundland. Quebec certainly holds the same view and Prince
Edward Island and New Brunswick are entitled to that view.
From every quarter we hear of growing involvement between
Quebec and Ottawa and the producing provinces of natural
gas.

I raise this final point to try to impress upon hon. members
some of the concerns we have over unilateral action. I raise it
in the context of resources offshore. In my opinion, there is
little doubt that officials in the two capitals have already
decided that Gros Cacouna will be the location of a new
petro-chemical industry using eastern Arctic gas and oil as
well as the gas and oil of Nova Scotia and Newfoundland. We
in Atlantic Canada will become nothing other than pipeline
caretakers if we do not own the resources affected. Federal
ownership will dictate the form and location of an industrial
base arising out of these resources.

We had hoped this could have been done in a spirit of
co-operation. Obviously it can no longer be done that way.
However, for Nova Scotians and Newfoundlanders, one of our
great tasks will be to protect this resource. It is clear that our
Atlantic ministers-the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans (Mr.
LeBlanc), the Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Rompkcy),
the Minister of Finance and the Minister of Labour-have lost
their argument in cabinet. They have let us down.

Talks have taken place between officials of the province of
Quebec and the producing provinces which indicate that east
of Quebec gas would not be included for energy security,
backing up oil. Rather, it will be to create the initial base for
an industrial complex based upon gas and oil. That industrial
base, if allowed to go ahead the way it is, will characterize this
government's attitude with regard to the four Atlantic
provinces.

This is a good country. The subject matter of this resolution
gives me very little difficulty though I disagree wholeheartedly
with the unilateral way in which the government is acting.
Since we are so close to unanimity among the provinces and
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the federal government on the amending formula, why deny us
the time? Some members opposite say it is not a question of
time, but that it is about time. Watch them all applaud.
Silence. I caught them in their own act. Why can we not have
a little more time?

I said earlier that it was wrong for the provinces to go to the
courts, but the Prime Minister has forced them to do that. I
wish they would have said: let us have patriation with an
agreed-upon amending formula. Then we could have had a
debate we could all understand instead of muddying the waters
with detail.

We are asking the British Parliament to deal with matters
we will not deal with ourselves. That is wrong and I object to
it. As an Atlantic Canadian and as a Nova Scotian, I say the
government is going about this the wrong way. They are
sowing the seeds which will tear this country apart. Do you not
know Newfoundland? If you did not listen to the premier of
that province last night, I suggest you obtain a transcript and
read it, because he was serious. The premier of the province of
Alberta did not just put through the matter of a referendum
just willy-nilly, and if you think you can fight that, you are
wrong. You are addressing yourselves to a break-up of this
country.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Forrestall: What would you know about it? Why do
you not go there and find out? What the hell would you know
about it? Go out there and find out. Go out to Fort McMurray
and into Tyvan, Saskatchewan and ask the wheat growers. Go
to Ecum Secum. Stand on the wharf and see what the people
think of what you are doing. Go to Lloydminster. Go to
Vegreville. Go into the valleys of British Columbia. Go into
those magnificent mountains. Go and find out. Hon. members
over there are supporting a leader who is sowing the seeds of
destruction of a way of life in this country. The British Crown
that you fellows so deride has not served us badly for 200
years-not 53 years, but 200 years.

 (2040)

Let us get agreement and let us proceed by way of agree-
ment, not by way of confrontation or fighting or argument.
Why divide and conquer a country that wants to get on with
living and waking, providing for its families and providing for
national and international security?

This matter before us is important. It is important to all of
us. Our blind following of the dictates of a man who wants to
be prime minister of a unitary state, a man who wants to be
president of his own republic, will lead only to dissension and
division. As I mentioned earlier-and this is especially for the
Minister of Transport, the distinguished co-chairman from our
committee-to suggest to those who know him that he has
decided, to support this measure because it is politically pru-
dent, is a position that is not acceptable to me. I say to you,
Mr. Speaker, that the longer this debate goes on, the more
often and the more frequent hon. members opposite will hear

The Constitution
their constituents voicing their objections to the unilateral
action they are so blindly supporting.

Hon. Erik Nielsen (Yukon): Mr. Speaker, I could say, along
with most members who have participated in this debate, that
I am happy to be taking part in it. But I am not going to say
that. I am not going to say that for much the same reasons as
the hon. member for Nunatsiaq (Mr. Ittinuar) expressed
earlier this evening.

I come from a region which has been denied a voice, denied
a voice at the table and, until now, denied a voice in the
debate. The spokesman for our party, the hon_ member for
Provencher (Mr. Epp) when opening this debate was the first
to speak of Canadians above the 60th parallel. I want to add
that voice to this debate in addition to the hon. member for
Nunatsiaq.

It has been the intention of our party to approach the issue
of constitutional change in a comprehensive and open-minded
manner. That has always been our intention. It has been
rendered extremely difficult by the Prime Minister's arbitrary
and capricious method of imposing change through the
medium of the British Parliament against the strongly voiced
opposition of the majority of the premiers of this country. It
has been rendered difficult also by his refusal to accept the
fact that the premiers have exactly the same rights and
privileges in matters under their jurisdiction as he, the Prime
Minister (Mr. Trudeau), has in federal matters. They have the
same right and responsibility to put forward their views on
matters affecting their, provinces. It has been rendered dif-
ficult, too, by his insistence upon regarding the constitutional
issue as a very personal one, one that he is peculiarly qualified
to solve-so he thinks-to the point where all those who dare
disagree are stigmatized as anti-Canadian. And that has been
the tack over there. It has been rendered difficult, too, by the
Prime Minister's insistence on creating straw men-putting
the premiers in a false position, by setting out the issues in his
terms, and in his terms only. It has been rendered difficult,
too, by the deliberate attempt of the Liberal government party
to mould, to shape and to manipulate public opinion in this
country under the guise of legitimate advertising, and embark-
ing on a new era of mind control, the Orwellian 1984 concept.

Since it is my intention to move an amendment this evening,
rather than run out of time before doing so, I intend to put it
to the House now and then carry on with my remarks. I put
this amendment to the House in the hope that it will be
accepted in the sense of parliamentary fair play, in keeping
with the rules as they used to be before they were altered by
the present Prime Minister thus rendering less effective the
meaningfulness of this place. I hope it will gain the support of
those to my left who appear not to be listening. They might as
well be across the aisle for all it matters. From what I hear on
the news tonight, they believe they are there. I think, Mr.
Speaker, the fix is in and that there will be some kind of
perception, some attempt to create the kind of conciliatory
process which will allow the public to come away with the
belief that the Prime Minister has graciously conceded to the
adjurations of the Leader of the New Democratic Party (Mr.
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Broadbent). That is a sham and it will come back to haunt
them.

An hon. Member: That is democracy.

Mr. Nielsen: That is democratic? Hon. members over there
would not know what democratic is or what it means.

The motion I wish to move for your consideration, Mr.
Speaker-and you may want to take it under advisement until
tomorrow-is:

That the motion now before the House be amended by adding thereto after
the sixth paragraph the following:

Notwithstanding any Standing Orders or practices of either House, the
committee shall have the power to table a minority report with its main report,
and any such report shall be tabled by the committee if signed by three or
more members of the committee.

Quite apart from the numerical qualifications in that
motion, that used to be our practice in this place. But a few
years ago, under the changes in the rules-would the gentle-
man bring back the copy of my speech please? It is caught
under the copy of the amendment.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

An hon. Member: Table your speech.

 (2050)

Mr. Nielsen: Notwithstanding that the present Prime Minis-
ter had those rules changed, the fact remains that it used to be
the practice in this place that a dissenting voice in committee
could be heard. However, under the changes he brought about,
they cannot be heard at all, a matter of such importance as
this is an occasion when, if there is a minority voice to be
heard, it should be heard, and that is the purpose of the
resolution.

If they are not out to gag us and if they are not out to
preclude another point of view being heard, there will be no
difficulty over there and certainly no difficulty on my left. I
see that the hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre (Mr.
Knowles) is in his seat now. He remembers this procedure very
well.

Mr. Knowles: No, I have never heard of it.

Mr. Nielsen: You have never heard of a minority report?

Mr. Knowles: Never heard of it.

Mr. Nielsen: Well, I am surprised.

Mr. Knowles: Mr. Speaker, would the hon. member permit
a question?

Mr. Nielsen: Certainly. That used to be a custom which
seems to have been forgotten in this place, but we always
permit questions.

Mr. Knowles: Would the hon. member permit a question?

Mr. Nielsen: Certainly.

Mr. Knowles: Is he not confusing the fact that minority
members in committee have made statements outside the
House and reports to the press, with what he is now propos-
ing? I do not recall a committee ever having a minority report
tabled in the House.

Mr. Nielsen: The committee itself never had the power to
file a minority report, but members on the committee had the
opportunity to file a minority report.

Mr. Chenier: Now you are confused.

Mr. Nielsen: I am not the one who is confused. It is that
hon. member over there who keeps hopping from seat to seat
and interjecting and never taking part in debates who I always
hear.

In the instrument that is now before Parliament the Prime
Minister and his Liberal government are attempting to do
something which has never been attempted in this country
before and perhaps not in any country at all with a constitu-
tional and parliamentary democracy.

They are attempting unilaterally to rewrite and revise the
constitution in a manner decided upon by the Prime Minister
and his advisers in the bowels of the Langevin Block in areas-
and there certainly can be no argument on the opposite side or
to my left-which are definitely as well under provincial
jurisdiction as they are under federal. They are attempting not
simply to patriate but unilaterally to rewrite and deeply revise
the constitution in a manner decided upon by the Prime
Minister and his advisers. They are attempting to impose upon
all Canadians, regardless of their political belief, a Liberal
party constitution created in the smoke-filled backrooms in the
bowels of l'Edifice Langevin. I know. I have been there, and I
know how they operate over there.

An hon. Member: For how long?

Mr. Nielsen: I know where all this nonsense came from.

Mr. Harquail: How long were you there?

Mr. Nielsen: We may not have been there long, and perhaps
the people of this country will very soon have cause to regret
that we were not there a little bit longer. However, that is
where this kind of leaked cabinet document for- ministers'-
eyes -only comes from.

When I read this document and studied it, I went back to
my copy of "Machiavelli the Prince". I read it and re-read it
and compared it. I had two copies of "Machiavelli the Prince".
I burned my other one because this cabinet document is the
update. "Machiavelli the Prince" is now irrelevant. It has no
more meaning because this cabinet document is the update on
how to manoeuvre, manipulate and shape public opinion to
conform with Liberal policy while it is being made. This is a
very, very dangerous direction for the political life of this
country to be taking.

Knowing that what they are doing cannot be done constitu-
tionally in Canada, they are going over to ask the British
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Parliament to change the constitution for them. They do not
have the courage to do it here. They do not have the courage to
submit what they are attempting to the scrutiny of public
debate here. They are going to the British parliament to do it
for them. That is a strange performance for a government
which, though constantly reiterating its desire to remove the
vestiges of colonialism, places us in the north, as my colleague,
the hon. member for Nunatsiaq said today, in a strait-jacket of
colonialism where Liberal policy will keep us forever and a
day.

The constitution is more than a document. It is more than a
scrap of paper. It is the backbone of a nation. Canadians in
general have a vision of what this country is and ought to be,
and I am convinced that it is not the view put forward by the
Prime Minister and the present government. In his discussions
with the premiers the Prime Minister spoke of two versions of
Canada-his, and that upheld by the premiers. The Prime
Minister's version is now embodied in the document placed
before the House, and it is a version which enables the federal
government to impose its views on all Canadians. We on this
side and, indeed, across the country have reiterated the posi-
tion that no one is opposed to patriation.

Some lion. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Nielsen: We think the constitution should come back,
but we think it should be brought back unaltered and
unchanged, and it should be brought back, the British North
America Act, exactly as it has been since 1867.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Nielsen: We think that whatever changes are made
should be made in Canada by Canadians and certainly
through a process of consensus involving the premiers rather
than by arbitrary imposition, which is the direction this gov-
ernment is taking.

We are told now that it was only because of a last minute
cooling off among the Prime Minister's advisers that there is
not included in this document before us a device for the
assumption by the federal government of equally arbitrary
economic powers. Anyone who witnessed the Prime Minister's
performance at the federal-provincial first ministers' confer-
ence will not feel any surprise at this information. Nothing
could be more disruptive of the state of unity of this nation
than the attitude of the Prime Minister, and attitude which
has done more to sow the seeds of disunity in this country since
he took office in 1968 than any other single force in our
history. His idea is to bulldoze-and that is the word for it,
bulldoze-his version of confederation into place regardless of
those elected to represent the people and the views of the
people of the provinces. Mark my words, sir, I fully expect
hon. members opposite, led by the present Prime Minister, to
impose closure on us in this very important debate.

Mr. Harquail: It won't be necessary.

The Constitution
Mr. Nielsen: The hon. member for whatever says it will not

be necessary. I have travelled a few times with him. I have a
hard enough time remembering the ridings of my own area.

Mr. Harquail: Tell us what Joe told you to say.

Mr. Nielsen: The member for nowhere. I am speaking about
the democratic process in this country, which is something the
hon. member should study. If he does so, he might understand
it.

What the Prime Minister is doing now in bulldozing his
version of his confederation into place is nothing short of an
invitation to anarchy. Those are my views and the views which
are being expressed by Canadians in the north who, up until
this afternoon, have been denied any voice in this debate. The
hon. member for Ottawa Centre (Mr. Evans) likens us to
municipalities, but he and others like him, including the hon.
member who is interjecting now, have their own premiers to
speak for them. We do not.

Mr. Harquail: Our premier is with us.

Mr. Nielsen: Regardless of where a premier is at, yea or
nay, he at least speaks for the people of his province. Canadi-
ans above the 60th parallel were denied that basic fundamen-
tal right. Hon. members talk about entrenchment of a charter
of human rights to speak, feel and think as we please. We, as
Canadians above the 60th, cannot even be heard, and that is
what we object to. To be heard is fundamental to any demo-
cratic process. We have been denied even that right.

An hon. Member: You are being heard right now.

Mr. Nielsen: I hear an interjection from my left, probably
from someone from Saskatchewan. I do not know. It came
from over there.

Mr. Riis: Behind you.

Mr. Nielsen: All right. I will let you go this time.

Mr. Althouse: We were listening.

Mr. Nielsen: Nothing could be more disruptive of the state
of unity in this country. That goes without saying. The Prime
Minister used the constitutional issue to catapult himself to the
leadership of his party in the first instance, and he has been
flogging the same horse ever since. At the Victoria conference,
the Prime Minister would have been delighted to acquire from
the premiers present an assurance of constitutional change
guaranteeing the right of both languages from coast to coast.
He was unable to get their consensus, partly because of
resistance in the west but more because of the objections of the
Liberal Premier of Quebec who had his own ideas about
language rights embodied in Bill 22 of that province. Later it
was further elaborated in Bill 101 under the separatist govern-
ment of Premier Levesque and had the effect of removing from
parents the right to choose the language of education.
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I want to say immediately to members from that province,
most of whom are opposite, that I have been an advocate of
constitutional recognition of language rights since entering this
House. I am on record more than once to that effect. The
Prime Minister bit off half the apple in the Official Languages
Act, which was, as you will recall, sir, the constitutional
amendment slipped in under the table but which did not give
constitutional authority to the sweeping recognition of lan-
guages which he was seeking.

So now he is back with the declaration of rights, through
which he seeks to smuggle into the constitution language
recognition which he could not achieve in any other way
because at this stage it is unacceptable to quite a number of
the provinces, including the province of Quebec.

Again I would emphasize that in my own personal view the
question of educational and language rights is fundamental. It
relates directly to the freedom of the individual and should be
recognized in any constitution of this country. At the same
time, it cannot be forced down the throats of the provinces
without grave danger to national unity. We are discovering it
in this debate, we are discovering it in the editorials of the
leading newspapers throughout the country, including all of
them in the province of Quebec.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Nielsen: If the hon. lady wishes to ask a question, I
would be very happy to respond. No? I would point out, sir,
that the constitution of 1867 provided certain recognition by
the Fathers of Confederation, who were signatories of that
document as well as of those thereafter, of language and
educational rights in the provinces.

As pointed out recently by Premier Buchanan, the Prime
Minister and his government have no mandate to make
changes in the constitution over the objections of the provinces.

To make changes, as Mr. St. Laurent did in 1949, following
consultation and consensus is one thing. To attempt to do so
over the objections of the majority of provincial premiers,
nullifies, of course, the Prime Minister's own amending formula
and, in effect, strikes at the fabric of Canada.

If the Prime Minister has abrogated his sense of responsibil-
ity in an unreasoning insistence on creating a place in history
for himself regardless of the consequences to Canada, surely
there must be some people on the government side who
recognize and realize what Canada is all about.

This nation was built on compromise, not revolution; on
mutual agreement, not constitutional activism; on consensus,
not the arbitrary imposition of one person's ideas. It is time for
the Prime Minister and the government to stop treating the
constitution as a scrap of paper. Over and over we have heard
it referred to as a British document. In fact it is a Canadian
document, created by Canadians and drafted by Canadians
long before it went to London.

We have all agreed that there must be change. As far as the
Prime Minister is concerned, the necessity to consult and the

need for unanimity or near unanimity simply represents what
he calls a strait-jacket. It is understandable that he would feel
that way, but this is the kind of federal-provincial balance the
Canadian people want. At one time or another, the rule of
consultation and consensus, which has never insisted on

unanimity, has been called forth by every premier, of Quebec
as well as of the other provinces. In fact, no province today is

complaining more loudly than Quebec, from all political quar-
ters in that province.

An hon. Member: Do you want Levesque?

Mr. Nielsen: I do not know the hon. member's riding but he
asks whether I want Levesque. I will not join issue with him.

Even the material made available by the Prime Minister's
office to Liberal party members-and I have it all-outlining
and commenting on the highlights of the proposed resolution
makes it clear that what we are talking about is more than
simple patriation. What we are talking about, in effect, deals
with far-reaching and major constitutional amendments smug-
gled in under the guise of patriation. That material says in
part:
In addition to patriation, the resolution contains several important constitutional
provisions:

Then it goes on to list them. We have already heard from
members on this side with respect to our objections to section
42, one of the most invidious sections in the whole of the
constitutional proposal.

I repeat, sir, that there is no quarrel whatever with simple
patriation. There is no quarrel, so far as I and members on this
side are concerned, with recognizing equal language rights
from coast to coast. But what we have before us is infinitely
more than that. This is a hastily thrown together attempt to
produce what is now in effect a new and revised constitution,
using the device of patriation. It is an unprincipled attempt, I
suggest, to use the British Parliament to bring about amend-
ments which the government does not have the constitutional
authority or the moral fortitude to bring about by itself.
Furthermore, it has all been brought about in the context of an
almost unanimous rejection by the premiers of the provinces of
the pretension of this government to go it alone in major and
substantial constitutional changes.

We have the right to ask whether the government's emissar-
ies, those extraordinary envoys who have apprised the British
parliament of these facts, the Secretary of State for External
Affairs (Mr. MacGuigan) and the minister for government
propaganda-I cannot remember the proper name of his port-

folio-
An hon. Member: The Minister of Communications.

Mr. Nielsen: That is it, that is the nice term. They went over
there to see the Queen. One is irresistibly reminded of the
nursery rhyme:
Pussy cat, pussy cat, where have you been?
I have been to London to see the Queen.
Pussy cat, pussy cat, what did you do there?
I caught a little mouse under the chair.
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Mr. Speaker, methinks it was a rat they caught under the
chair. That is what is hidden in this document. If the Prime
Minister and the government are permitted to carry this
resolution through to a conclusion, we will be dealing with a
new and different constitution imposed hastily and against the
wishes of the majority of the provinces. All the checks and
balances which have grown up over 100 years will be
destroyed.

Coming to the performance of the Minister of Justice (Mr.
Chretien)-who was here earlier tonight and I am sorry is not
here now-I want to make as many allowances for him as
possible because, through the years, he has been a good friend
of mine. We all understand his commitment to constitutional
revision, which is second only to that of the Prime Minister.
He has talked about promises made during the referendum
campaign. We have no way of knowing, of course, what
promises the minister may have made within the purlieus of
his own riding. For all we know, he may have promised the
moon. But he cannot expect Parliament to make good on all
the promises he may have made in the referendum campaign.
He may have been guilty of overselling, but that is between
himself and his electors. We are dealing with an attempt by
the government to do away in one fell swoop with a system we
have enjoyed for over 100 years. We are dealing with an
attempt to replace a system we have enjoyed for over a century
with one devised by the Prime Minister. We are faced with a
situation which is absolutely unique in our history when the
Government of Canada decides to revise and amend, in effect
to rewrite, the Canadian Constitution through the instrumen-
tality of the British parliament, in spite of the fact that the
majority of the provinces are against it.(2110)

What are the principles embodied in the Prime Minister's
amending formula? How easily he and his government toss
them aside when it is a question of replacing the constitution
with one that they want. How easily we can understand the
socialist government of Saskatchewan and the position of the
socialist party in this House. They believe in the absolute right
of the state to control everything. That is their overriding
principle and the mere matter of the constitution does not
change that position, despite the remarks of the critic for the
NDP. There have been criticisms, too, from the government
side, of the proposal, by the premiers to take the government
to court to block the proposed action. I can see nothing wrong
with that. An implication that this action is undemocratic or
indefensible is not quite understandable when that party them-
selves referred Bill 60 to the Supreme Court.

I put it this way, sir. If it is not unconstitutional for the
federal government to rewrite and revise the Constitution of
Canada unilaterally, then what could possibly be unconstitu-
tional? I do not see how any of these proposals can have any
effect at the provincial level unless the provincial legislatures
ratify and agree with them. Certainly the proposed bill of
rights, which falls squarely within the property and civil rights
section of provincial jurisdiction, can end any legal standing in
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any province until and unless adopted by the legislature of that
province.

It made me sick to hear the Minister of Just ice (Mr.
Chretien) and others opposite refer to the Right H on. John
Diefenbaker's proposals. Mr. Diefenbaker would not be pursu-
ing the course that is being pursued here today. He would have
sent his Bill of Rights to London and he would have had it
incorporated into the constitution. He would not have gone
even that far without the consensus of the provincial premiers,
because if any man in this country knew what the constitution-
al bounds rested upon, it was that right hon. gentleman who is
no longer with us. The first ones to cry loudly to Heaven
against such an action would have been those who sit opposite.
Mr. Diefenbaker was too good a Canadian and too good a
constitutionalist to engage in this kind of constitutional sleight
of hand.

I say to the Liberal majority over there-those who won an
election by telling the people of Canada that they would not
increase the price of oil and who are now riding roughshod
over provincial rights-that there is a great deal more to the
constitutional arrangement than a scrap of paper, which is how
they seem to regard it. The constitution can only be honoured
if it is respected by those it is intended to serve. It cannot be
imposed and forced upon people by a government majority in
Parliament. I repeat, we are for patriation; bring it back and
we will support it. But bring it back unchanged. When it is in
Canadian hands then we will go about amending the constitu-
tion in a constitutional way, in Canada.

What the government is doing is illegal by the criteria of
their own formula. We want language rights; we will put them
in the constitution when each province ratifies that proposal
within its own jurisdiction. That is what Quebec wants and
that is what the majority of the provinces want. This, sir, is an
amendment by force, an amendment by compulsion. This is
nothing more or less than the rape of the constitution by the
Liberal party. Speaker after speaker over there has risen to say
agreement cannot be reached. That is their excuse for going
this route. They say the provinces are too slow in consenting,
that they do not move quickly enough for this Liberal majori-
ty. It used to be the socialists who were Liberals in a hurry and
now it is the Liberals who are republicans in a hurry. They
cannot wait for the exercise of provincial rights so they wipe
them out, wipe them right out of the book. If you can do this
you can do anything.

The Prime Minister has already promised to make further
changes satisfactory and appealing to his friends, allies and
bedmates in the NDP. Apparently that has happened tonight.
I do not know what the details are, but it is all part and parcel
of their tactics. The Prime Minister's attitude is that the
constitution belongs to him and to the Liberal party. He will
make the changes. He will write in whatever they want. He
has absolute power. What is a constitution worth under those
circumstances? It is simply a Liberal document put together in
the back rooms of the Liberal party and shoved down the
throats of an unwilling nation. Can anyone blame the premiers
for going to court? Perhaps in the courts of this country they
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will find some last vestige of constitutional consciousness, some
recognition that the constitution is not the personal property of
the Liberal party and the Prime Minister. How often have we
heard the cry: "They are moving too slowly for us, so we will
shove it down their throats; they are impeding our course, so
out they must go"? We have heard it over and over again in
the procedural arguments, particularly after the House leader
spoke the other day. All of a sudden the clamps came down;
everybody was supposed to stop talking, stop debating and
away we go, in the face of the Prime Minister's assurance that
every single member of this House, from all parts of the
country, would have freedom to express his views.

When this matter goes to committee, sir, that committee
rule of the guillotine after five minutes is going to be imposed
by the Liberal majority. Make no mistake about it, there will
be no opportunity for any meaningful participation in debate.
Even if it were possible somehow to avoid the tricky process
which the government has adopted in putting this matter
before the House, we cannot touch the substance of the matter
at all. All we can debate is the resolution, as was pointed out
by the opposition House leader. We dare to oppose so down we
go. We are dead. We are emasculated by the process which
has been designed by the government in Machiavellian terms
to bring this about. We cannot even ask for time to make
suggestions. Not even that. The new absolutism does not
tolerate criticism. The new might, the manipulation of the
public mind to suit the policies to be shaped by the government
in power, does not tolerate criticism. It crushes it beneath the
boots of the hobnailed Liberal majority just as it crushed the
life out any attempt by Canadians who live above the 60th
parallel to be heard at that table. We were not important
enough. The hon. member for Ottawa Centre (Mr. Evans)
says we only number 25,000 people. But we have 15,000
voters, which is more than the combined total of Manitoba,
Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Columbia when they came
into confederation, and we have been fighting for 25 years-a
quarter of a century-to get into confederation on the basis of
contributing to the constitutional and federated fabric of this
country. But as long as that party sits over there, sir, we will
never realize our legitimate aspiration, the aspiration of
Canadians who are just as equal as any Canadian in southern
Canada.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

 (2120)

Mr. Knowles: Mr. Speaker, I rise briefly on a point of order,
as we sometimes say, to set the record straight. During the
course of his speech, the hon. member for Yukon (Mr. Niel-
sen) said that in the old days the tabling of minority reports by
committees was always the practice. I questioned this com-
ment and he challenged by memory when I said that in the
years that I have been here I have never known a committee of
the House to be permitted to table a minority report.

It would take a great deal of time if I sought to read
everything that is written on the issue, but I draw the attention
of my hon. friend to Beauchesne, fifth edition, citations 640,

641 and so on. If the hon. member thinks that the fifth edition
is a recent edition published since certain rule changes were
made, I would refer him back to the fourth edition of Beau-
chesne which was published in 1958 and draw to his attention
citations 318 and 319. In both these volumes it is made clear
that the only report that can be tabled by a committee is the
report passed by the majority. The citations even go so far as
to say that the chairman of the committee must sign that
report even if he was against it. Beauchesne clearly says that
no minority report can be tabled. If that is not enough, I would
refer the hon. member to May's, nineteenth ed ition, pages 658
and 659 where the same practice is outlined.

I am not rising at this point to enter into any discussion on
the procedural admissibility of the hon. member's motion; I
am merely confirming my memory and questioning his. He
really cannot get away with the statement that in the old days
minority reports were tabled. They were released outside the
House, but not in the House.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The Chair thanks the
hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre (Mr. Knowles) for
his intervention and reserves judgment on the admissibility of
the proposed amendment. If any hon. members would care to
offer argument at this point concerning admissibility of the
amendment, the Chair would entertain them.

Mr. Nielsen: Mr. Speaker, I do not intend to delay debate
on the motion.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Nielsen: Why are members opposite laughing? They
have been jeering throughout this whole debate, so I guess it is
not surprising. I do not want to delay the House by speaking to
the admissibility of the motion, but I do want to say that there
is a difference between what I am saying and what the hon.
member for Winnipeg North Centre (Mr. Knowles) is saying.
Minority reports were not accepted as separate reports at the
table, nor were they accepted as reports coming from the
committee, but in those days there was the kind of approach to
procedure in committee by which, if there were numbers
favouring a minority view-and I forget the numbers-or even
a sense by the committee chairman and members on the
committee that there was a minority point of view, then that
point of view came forward under the signature of the
chairman.

I am not trying to sell the House the idea that there used to
be a right to table minority reports, not at all.

Mr. Knowles: That is not what you said earlier.

Mr. Nielsen: The hon. member may have misunderstood
what I was saying. He knows as well as I do that minority
viewpoints were included in the report when it came back
before the House and they were debated. That, in essence, is
what is being proposed by this motion-a right, because of
changes in the practices here, for the minority voice in that
committee to go forward with the report notwithstanding any
rules and practices that may exist now.
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If that amendment is not accepted we know what will
happen. I appeal to the hon. member for Winnipeg North
Centre who has been around through the changes, because a
minority report will not see the light of day in any report
which comes back to this House. My sole objective in moving
this amendment is to ensure that if there is a minority voice
which emerges in our committee considerations it will be heard
and debated in this House.

[Translation]
Mr. Pinard: Mr. Speaker, you invited hon. members to

comment, if they wish, on whether or not the amendment is
receivable. I should like to say a few words in that regard. My
colleagues spoke of the good old days. I can go back no further
than 1972 for obvious reasons, but I could perhaps draw your
attention to the Journals for March 16, 1972, page 194, where
it is stipulated that:

Though, in its report, a committee can mention the opinion of those of its
members who do not share the views of the majority of their colleagues, it may
not table a minority report in the House.

Obviously, it is pointless for me to add anything more. That,
then, is the extent of my participation to the debate in answer
to your invitation to comment on whether or not the amend-
ment is receivable; once again, that amendment is nothing but
another dilatory measure proposed by a Progressive Conserva-
tive member.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I thank the minister.

[English]
Mr. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, on the point of order, I would like

to say that the proposal we are debating is, as members
opposite tell us, concerned with the protection of minorities.
Perhaps we should start protecting the minorities of this
House. This House is its own master, irrespective of what it
says in Beauchesne. The Alberta legislature, which is more
democratic, has been accepting minority reports-

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Taylor: If you throw a stone at a bunch of dogs and
three or four of them start howling, you know what happens. I
myself have signed a minority report on a legislative commit-
tee in Alberta. Surely this House will not deny the rights of the
minority when the whole matter about which we are talking is
for the protection of those rights.

Mr. Nielsen: Mr. Speaker, may I suggest with respect to our
process tonight that the Chair take the amendment under
advisement and hear argument tomorrow as to its admissibility
or inadmissibility so that we may proceed with the debate
tonight. I understand that the hon. parliamentary secretary
opposite intends to follow me in the debate.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The Chair has indicat-
ed its reservations concerning the admissibility of the amend-
ment and has invited comments at this stage. If there is no
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further comment, the Chair will recognize speakers in the
debate.

Mr. McCain: Mr. Speaker, with respect to the admissibility
of the amendment proposed by the hon. member for Yukon
(Mr. Nielsen), it seems to me that it is not only a matter for
your consideration but also for the consideration of the govern-
ment. If it does in fact wish to present this matter in good faith
as good Canadians, I submit that it should support the presen-
tation of this amendment by the hon. member for Yukon. If,
on the other hand, they wish and intend to frustrate the
process which has been practised in this House and in this
nation since 1867, then they will certainly impose their influ-
ence upon you to rule this motion out of order. You, sir, as the
Speaker, have acknowledged your responsibility. I hope that
the native responsibilities which are incumbent upon a broad-
minded government will cause it to pursue a favourable con-
sideration of this motion.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The Chair would call to the attention
of the hon. member for Carleton-Charlotte (Mr. McCain) that
it will rule within its own capacity on the admissibility of the
amendment. If there are any further comments on the admissi-
bility of the proposed amendment, the Chair would like to hear
them now and, if not, the Chair will defer its decision until
tomorrow.

Mr. Nielsen: Mr. Speaker, I will be very brief because I
have suggested in a spirit of reasonableness that we suspend
the argument on the amendment until tomorrow rather than
interrupting the progress of the debate tonight. If I am going
to be precluded from speaking to the matter tomorrow,
would point out-

Mr. Knowles: Thursday, tomorrow, is an opposition day.

Mr. Nielsen: I am sorry, it is Thursday. The hon. member
has correctly pointed out that tomorrow is an opposition day.
The intervention by the President of the Privy Council (Mr.
Pinard), who is very skilful at throwing sand in these debates
on procedural matters, has nothing to do with the existing
rules simply because of the opening words of the motion.
There may have been a flaw and, indeed, one must go along
with the Chair's ruling pursuant to the practices of this House
with respect to the amendment presented by the opposition
House leader the other day. That amendment was not prefaced
by the words "notwithstanding the Standing Orders and prac-
tices of either House", as those words prefaced the amendment
we are discussing now.

(2130)

What this amendment is requesting the House to do is to
suspend the very Standing Order which the government House
leader asks the Chair to invoke against it. It is asking the
House to suspend the Standing Orders and practices of the
House for the purpose of ensuring that a gag will not be placed
on the voice of the minority on that committee. Any member
who has been around here for any time at all, knows what
happens in committee. We are gagged by a five-minute rule.
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with the Chair's ruling pursuant practices to the four of ttris three or ofthem start Househowling, you know what hapþens. I
w_ith respect to the amendment presented by the myself have signed a minority oppositionreport on a legislative õommit-
House leader the other day. That amendment was prefacedAlberta. not tee in Surely this House will not deny the rights theof 
by the words "notwithstanding the Standing Orders prac-when the whole and minority matter about which we are talking is
tices of either House", as those words prefaced protection the amendmentfor the of those rights.
we are discussing now.

Nielscn: Mr. Mr. Speaker, may I suggest with respect to our (2130)r prooess tonight that the Chair take the amendment under
advisement and hear What argument tomorrow this amendment is requesting the as to its admissibility House to do is to
or inadmissibility so suspend the that we proceed very Standing may Order which goyernment with the the debatã House

- tonight. f understand that leader asks the Chair the hon. parliamentary to invoke against it. It is secretary asking the
opposite intends to follow House to me in the suspend the Standing debate. Orders practices and oÌ the

Hou_se for purpose the of ensuring gag that a will not be placed
Mr.IÞputy Speaker: Order, please. The Chair has indicat-on the voice of the minority on that committee. Any mèmber
its reservations colcerning ed the admissibility of the amend-who has been around here for any time at all, knows what

ment and has invited comménß rrVe this at stage. tf there is nohappens in committee. gagged are by a five-minute rule.
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The Constitution
We are gagged by a Liberal majority which, if it does not stay
there, walks out when something happens that does not please
it. This amendment ensures that there will be carried into
practice the very thing that the government is asking us to
enshrine in its bill of rights in this constitution amendment,
namely, the voice of the minority.

That is what this amendment is asking the government to
do. They can adopt the course of trying to stonewall it by
procedural argument-asking the Chair to rule it out of order
on procedural grounds, but if they did the right thing and were
not afraid of the minority voice they would allow it to be heard
when that report comes back to the House.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The Chair has heard
the hon. member for Yukon (Mr. Nielsen) three times on the
point of order. One aspect, however, has not been touched on
by anyone who has spoken to date and that is the references to
the practices of either House. The Chair has some concern
about a resolution of this House apparently giving an instruc-
tion concerning the practices of the other place. That is a
matter which, I am sure, the Chair will take under advisement.

As I indicated earlier, at this stage the Chair would like to
reserve judgment. The Chair will recognize the hon. member
for Portage-Marquette (Mr. Mayer).

Mr. Mayer: Mr. Speaker, I have a very brief observation to
make. It seems to me that in the democratic system that is
embodied in this chamber, one of the most difficult and most
delicate things a democratic system has to deal with is the
treatment of minorities once the majority has assumed power.
If we, by definition are the minority in this House-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The Chair has asked
hon. members to defer comment on the point of order unless
they have something fundamental to contribute. The Chair
would like to recognize speakers in the general debate with the
concurrence of the House. This was the suggestion made by
hon. members, including the mover of the amendment. With
the concurrence of the House the Chair would like to proceed
in this way.

Are there other hon. members who wish to speak on the
motion before the House?

Mr. Fred McCain (Carleton-Charlotte): Mr. Speaker, like
the hon. member for Yukon (Mr. Nielsen)-

An hon. Member: Three in a row.

An hon. Member: Filibuster!

An hon. Member: Why don't you people on the government
side speak?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for
Carleton-Charlotte has the floor.

Mr. McCain: Mr. Speaker, if we on this side of the House
had not seen a member detained or discouraged from rising to

speak on this subject, I would not have the pleasure of being
on my feet now.

I submit to you, as I think will become evident from many of
the speeches in this debate, that those who are so avidly
following the course of self-destruction of this nation proposed
by this government have rightly and properly shown by their
interjections-as they have just now-that perhaps there was
some excuse after all for the Prime Minister (Mr. Trudeau)
when, in a petulant mood, he stated that backbenchers are
nobodies. If they want to prove that they are somebodies, this
would be a great time to do it.

As has been pointed out by my colleagues on many occa-
sions, this is indeed an historic debate and one in which, in a ';

way, I find no great pleasure in participating. I think it implies
that we either recognize the concept on which this nation was
founded or we may be laying the foundation of its destruction.
This is a debate on a resolution that has the potential to alter
the face of this country like no other before it. I believe that if
this resolution is accepted in its present form it will change the
shape of federalism as it has existed historically and that it ".

may not be accepted as a favourable change.
I think it would be valuable to spend some time examining

the force of federalism over the last century, because if this is '1

to be called an historic debate, then, I say, history should play
a part in the determination of its climax. The precedents set by :1
the wise men of the past, and the examination of those
precedents, should not be overlooked yet I submit that this
motion could not have been presented had those precedents
been given consideration by the government.

The good of the proposed nation as a whole was the primary
objective of those who gave this nation their earliest consider.
ation. Although these men had differences, they put those
differences behind them and proposed a union that would be
mutually beneficial to all parties concerned. This sense of ',;;`,

co-operation can perhaps be best summed up in a report
carried in the Saint John Morning Telegraph on September 9, J,
1864, which read as follows:
The leading argument advanced by the Canadian delegation may be expressed in
a few words-there are three elements requisite to national prosperity-territo-
ry, population and commerce. We have the first two ... we want ... your
commercial advantage. We have territory, we have population-we offer them to
you. We ask in return an outlet to the ocean-your maritime facilities. Two of
the essentials in a country's prosperity are ours, one is yours. Isolated and apart
our progress must only be slow at best. United and combined we have all the
elements within ourselves of commercial, social and political progress.

What could be more applicable to Canada than that latter
statement, Mr. Speaker? There was a deep understanding of
the spirit of co-operation. I repeat the words "isolated and
apart our progress must only be slow at best." Together we
have all the elements of progress. Continuance of isolation in 4
those days, that is, preservation of regional jealousies and
unwillingness to compromise, would have meant that Canada
as we know it today would never have existed. Jose Howe, a
chief opponent of Confederation realized the need for agree-
ment and a sense of fair play when he said:
If an honest, practicable scheme of union can be arranged, let it be printed-and
when it has been aired in all the provinces ... They will sincerely support the
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union. If tricked or bullied out of what they highly value, they will never be
content.

I suggest that hon. members opposite look at the words of
Mr. Howe whom history books identify as one of theirs. If
tricked or bullied-I emphasize especially that word "bullied",
they will never be content. It seems obvious to me that the
government has found itself unable to arrange an honest
practicable scheme for bringing, home the constitution and has
chosen to bully the provinces into accepting those things which
they oppose. They will also have the opportunity, some day in
the future, by way of their proposed referendum in section 42,
to trick the provinces out of what is rightly theirs. To them, I
say Joseph Howe was absolutely right when he said that this
sort of policy would create incurable dissension.

So we see that compromise was the theme of the day and
eventually it led to confederation. But the compromise did not
stop there, for if it had we would never have survived as a
country to see this day. No, this sense of co-operation and
willingness to make certain concessions on behalf of many
people is the underlying principle that has allowed Canada to
become what it is today-the largest country in the world
operating within the structures of co-operative federalism. This
has come about because leaders of government have, over the
last 100 years, chosen to pursue the ideals set out in that
original agreement, those of co-operation, concession, recon-
ciliation of differences and a spirit of unity in working toward
a common goal-a Canada they love.

I think it might be wise to spend a few minutes examining
some of the examples that have occurred over the past 100
years to illustrate the points I have just set forth. Many
amendments to the British North America Act have been
brought about over the years. I will come to those shortly.
First, though, let us examine some of the lines of thought
developed over a period of years with respect toward the union
of the British North American provinces. In 1888 in an
editorial in the Toronto Globe, the following philosophy was
extended:

The provinces party to the bargain, were, at the time of the compact,
independent nations in the sense that they enjoyed self-government subject to the
Imperial veto upon their legislation, to the Imperial appointment of the Governor
General and to the Queen's command of the forces. The dominion was the
creation of the provinces, or in other words, was created by the British
parliament at the request of the provinces. The dominion, being non-existent at
the time the bargain was made, was plainly not a party to the bargain. It cannot
then be a party to the revision of the bargain.

 (2140)

Bear in mind this was in 1880 when already there were some
pressures for changes in the bargaining procedures. Although
this idea may be somewhat extreme in its exclusion of the
central government from the amending process, it does bear
out a valuable thesis, that the provinces were the creators of
the federal government and therefore must play a vital role in
any revision of the original pact. I submit that that is certainly
not the case today. One year later a former prime minister, the
Right Hon. Wilfrid Laurier, recognized the vital sense of
agreement that must pervade any discussion on the topic of
federalism when he said:

The Constitution
The only means of maintaining confederation is to recognize that, within its

sphere assigned to it by the constitution, each province is as independent of
control by the federal Parliament as the latter is from control by the provincial
legislatures.

This perhaps may be the best assessment of that tenuous
fine line that defines our system of government. Each of the 11
governments is independent of the other within the framework
of the original agreement. What actually lies at the very heart
of Mr. Laurier's statement and is most important in any
interpretation of that statement, is that no government should
act unilaterally to overrule the other. Once again, the spirit of
co-operation is emphasized as being essential in this assess-
ment of confederation. Mr. Laurier was much more forceful in
his comment on the distribution of powers when he wrote to
Lomer Gouin, a member of the Quebec legislative assembly in
1918. In that letter he said:

To give to the central government, which is drawn from the majority race and
the majority religion, the authority to interfere in the jurisdiction assigned to the
provinces, is to destroy the legislative independence of the provinces and to make
of it a snare and a mockery.

Just what is the hon. gentleman saying? He is asserting that
any attempt by the central government to move into provincial
jurisdiction such as is proposed to this House presently is to
make the authority of the provinces a mockery and essentially
to destroy them as a voice of government as originally set out
in the British North America Act. It would seem to me that
there is no better appraisal of the outcome of the passage of
this proposed resolution than that delivered by Mr. Laurier
over 60 years ago. Let me quote from another authority:

Federalism is by its very essence a compromise and a pact. It is a compromise
in the sense that when national consensus on all things is not desirable or cannot
readily obtain, the area of consensus is reduced in order that consensus on some
things may be reached. It is a pact or quasi-treaty, in the sense that the terms of
that compromise cannot be changed unilaterally. This is not to say that the
terms are fixed forever, but only that in changing them, every effort must be
made not to destroy the consensus on which the federated nation rests.

That was a quote from the great man himself, the Prime
Minister. This of course was his philosophy prior to his rise to
power and his attempts to lead Canada down the garden path
to a unitary state. It was back in 1964 that the right hon.
gentleman delivered a paper to a conference of Canadian law
teachers and political scientists whom he was no doubt trying
to impress with his wise assessment of the Canadian govern-
mental system.

I must say there are very few times that I find myself in
agreement with the Prime Minister, but I find it very easy to
agree with him on that statement. I believe, though, that every
effort has not been made by the present government to pre-
serve the vital consensus upon which the federated nation rests,
if I may borrow the words of the right hon. gentleman. It is
fine to say all of these things, but unless such sentiments as
they convey are put into practice they are of little value.

For the next few minutes, I would like to examine some of
the actions of various men throughout history which do, in
fact, embody the philosophies I have just cited. First let us
look at the example of 1907 when an amendment was proposed
with regard to the federal subsidies paid to the provinces. It is
of little relevance to this debate to spend any time on the
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amounts proposed or the amounts that had been paid in the
past. It is sufficient to realize that all parties acknowledged the
need to update the system under which such subsidies were
administered. The issue had been discussed at a federal-pro-
vincial conference convened solely for the purpose of that
discussion. It was there, with a provincial premier as the
chairman of the conference, I might add, that agreement was
reached between the federal government and all provinces save
British Columbia as to how the provisions for subsidies should
be changed. British Columbia's opposition was later taken into
consideration and some changes were made to accommodate
that province. It was Wilfrid Laurier, who was prime minister
of the day,' and his wisdom, which I noted earlier, which
prevailed. He again reiterated his philosophy in the House of
Commons in 1907 by saying:

Confederation is a compact, made originally by four provinces but adhered to
by all the nine provinces who have entered it, and I submit to the judgment of
this House and to the best consideration of its members, that this compact
should not be lightly altered.

That is so true. The compact should not be lightly altered
and it was not altered by Mr. Laurier. He managed to reach a
consensus with the parties concerned and then and only then
did he submit the proposed change to the British Parliament
for approval. However, as I mentioned earlier, the government
of British Columbia was not completely satisfied with the deal
which was proposed so it petitioned the British government
asking them to change the wording of the amendment. This
was done because, as Winston Churchill put it in a speech to
the British Parliament, "I would be very sorry if it were
thought that the action which His Majesty's government had
decided to take meant that they had decided to establish as a
precedent that whenever there is a difference on a constitution-
al question between the federal government and the provinces,
the Imperial government would always be prepared to accept
the federal point of view as against the provincial." He did not
want it understood in Canada that the Imperial government
would let the child of the provinces, the federal government, be
the dominant master of the government of the United King-
dom. That was his position. The provinces should prevail,
consensus should be reached.

That is an opinion to be highly regarded and a precedent to
be taken seriously. And it is in no way one that is buried deep
in the volumes of history. The Daily Telegraph of London just
a couple of weeks ago made the assertion that Mr. Churchill's
view of such a situation should still apply, that is, that the
British Parliament is under no obligation to accept the federal
view as the final word regardless of threatening statements
made by the Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr.
MacGuigan) and the Minister of State for Science and Tech-
nology (Mr. Roberts). On the other hand, it is well within
their rights to heed the voices of the provincial governments in
this current struggle. Also I might add that they are well
aware of the differences between the federal and provincial
governments as evidenced by statements in the press such as
the one I have just noted and the comments made by some
members of the British parliament. These men seem to be in
no way intimidated by the threats of the dynamic duo.

 (2150)

The second example which I feel deserves mention took
place in 1940. It is one that I believe establishes a rather
valuable precedent with regard to the matter currently before
this House. In 1935 the government of the them prime minis-
ter, the Right Hon. R. B. Bennett, enacted legislation to
establish unemployment insurance in Canada. The government
of the day believed it to be within its jurisdiction to enact such
legislation and they had been advised by their counsel to that
effect. The opposition, under Mr. Mackenzie King, had
demanded a referral to the Supreme Court for its opinion on
the validity of such legislation. However, an election was
called before such action could be taken. When the new
Parliament took office-and I ask members on the other side
to note this-under Mr. Mackenzie King the legislation was
indeed referred to the Supreme Court which ruled that it was
ultra vires of Parliament. An appeal was then launched before
the Privy Council, at that time the highest authority on such
matters. The Privy Council handed down its decision in 1936
which read in part as follows:
-Dominion legislation, even though it deals with dominion property-

I ask hon. members to take note of the next phrase-
-may yet be so framed as to invade civil rights within the province, or encroach
upon the classes of subjects which are reserved to provincial competence. If on
the true view of the legislation it is found that in reality in pith and substance the
legislation invades civil rights within the province, or in respect of other classes
or subjects otherwise encroaches upon the provincial field, the legislation will be
invalid. To hold otherwise would afford the dominion an easy passage into the
provincial domain.

This is precisely what is going on. In the manipulative
fashion in which this matter has been presented to us, we may
have no access to the courts. There may be no recourse for
provinces or individuals, and I submit that we are, at least in a
democratic country, entitled to access to the courts. If this is
denied to provinces and individuals of this country, what value
is any entrenched bill of rights for any citizen, any province,
any yet unborn Canadian? There is no confidence in this.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. McCain: This ruling obviously left the Mackenzie King
administration only one course if it wished to enact legislation
on unemployment insurance. It had to amend the constitution.
This was the route that was followed over a period of three
years. Beginning in 1937 Mr. King communicated with the
provinces to determine their feeling on the proposed amend-
ment to the constitution. In doing so he discovered that not all
provinces were in accord with the federal position. Alberta,
under a Social Credit government, New Brunswick, under a
Liberal government and Quebec, under a Union Nationale
government, all declined to agree to the proposal. It was at this
point that Mr. Mackenzie King could have adopted the atti-
tude of the present government, but he was a wiser man. He
could have gone ahead with the amendment without full
provincial consent. However, he chose to wait until he had full
provincial approval before proceeding. He elaborated on this
attitude in the House on more than one occasion. At one point
in 1938 he was asked when the legislation providing for the
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The Constitution
amounts proposed or the (2150)amounts that had been paid . in the
past. It is sufficient to realize that parties all acknowledged the which I feel deserves mention tookThe second example need to update the system under which such subsidiei were place in 1940. It is one that I believe establishes a ratheradministered. The issue had been discussed at a federal-pro- precedent valuable with regard to the matter currently beforevincial conference convened solely for the purpose of inat government prime this House. In 1935 the of the then minis-discussion. It was tïere, with provincial'premier a ;, th" ter, the Right Hon. R. B. Bennett, enacted legislation tochairman of the conference, I might add, that'agreement *". governmentestablish unemployment insurance in Canada. T'he reached between the federal government and all saveirovinces jurisdiction of day it to be within its to enact suchthe believed British columbia as to how provisions the for subsidies should legislation they been advised by their counsel to thatand had be changed. British corumbia's õpposition was rater taken into Mr. effect. The opposition, under Mackenzie King, hadconsideration and some changes-were made to accommodate Court for demanded a referral to the Supreme its opinion onprovince. that It was wilfrid Laurier, who was prime minister the validity of such legislation. However, an election wasof the_ day,'and his wisdom, which I noted earlier, which When the called before such action could be taken. newprevailed. reirerated his philosophy the in fÍour" oifle ry1in Parliament took ask members on the other sideoffice-and I Commons in 1907 by saying: the legislation wasto note this-under Mr. Mackenzie King 
confederation is a compact, made originalry provinces by four but adhered to indeed the Court which ruled that wasreferred to Sup/eme it by. all-thc nine who have ¡rovinces ,nt"i"¿ ¡t, judgment aíd I submit to the of-.o,np""i ultra vires of Parliament. An appeal was then launched beforethis House and to the best considcration oi itr ronb"rr, ilr"t tü. 
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amendment would be brought before the House. He answered
that it would be done as soon as there was consent-the sooner
the better. He had an element of impatience which seems to
prevail today but, on the other hand, he had the patience to see
it through. He went on to say:
If it cannot be brought in as a result of co-operative effort between the provinces
and the dominion, I fail to see how else it can be done. That is the one and only
method.

Later in the year, the Right Hon. Mackenzie King com-
mented thus:
We do not want to appear, let alone in reality, to seek in any way to coerce any
province of the dominion.

Here was a Liberal prime minister seeking to amend the
constitution but clearly unwilling to pursue such an amend-
ment without unanimous support of the provinces.

Eventually, in 1940, full support of the proposed amendment
was achieved and a resolution calling on the King to lay before
the British parliament the bill containing the proposed amend-
ment was passed by both Houses of Parliament in Canada.
The justice minister of the day, Ernest Lapointe, made special
note of the support for the resolution which he introduced. He
said, "Always we have tried to get the approval of the prov-
inces to an amendment of this kind". Mackenzie King himself
said, "The difficult but most necessary part of the whole
business was to get the consent of the provinces." I think the
words "most necessary" are certainly the important ones in
that passage. The right hon. gentleman realized that constitu-
tional amendments required consent of the provinces, that the
federal government is in fact the child of the provinces, that
the provinces are not the serfs of the central government.

Where is the wisdom of such a man as he today? Besides
Mr. Mackenzie King and Mr. Laurier there was also Mr. St.
Laurent, Mr. Diefenbaker and Mr. Pearson, all of whom
sought constitutional change only after a consensus had been
reached with the provinces. Mackenzie King also realized that
consent could not be achieved on a broad range of issues. He
stated that success had rested on the fact that the provinces
had only been asked to agree to an amendment confined to one
topic. Again, to quote:
-the circumstances which enabled us to get the approval of all the provinces
was the fact that we were asking for only one amendment. May I say that if we
had ventured to go beyond we would probably have met with further objections
on the part of some, if not all the provinces.

This idea also seemed to prevail with Mr. Laurier in 1907.
Only an amendment on subsidies was sought. In 1951, with
Mr. St. Laurent, only an amendment on old age pension was
sought. In 1960, with Mr. Diefenbaker, only an amendment
with regard to the tenure of judges was sought. In 1964, with
Mr. Pearson, further amendment was sought to the Old Age
Pension Act, once again a single issue amendment with a
single subject. In each instance, consensus was achieved. The
nation retained its friendly relations, one province with
another, and each province with the central government. Here
are five clearcut examples, even precedents, of governments
seeking constitutional change with, and only with, consent of
the provinces.

Adjournment Debate
The present government might ask how it was done. It

might also ask a further question of itself: why can we not do
it? I believe two elements provide the key: first, the spirit of
co-operation, of compromise, and, second, single issue amend-
ment which means going after only one amendment at a time.
I think it is safe to say that if the government had attempted
patriation with an amending formula it might not have got
into the struggle with the provinces in which it now finds itself.
But the sheer enormity of the goal, that is, to reach a unani-
mous decision on 12 issues, made it impossible to achieve. That
is what happened at the last meeting of the first ministers.

What did the government do when this route failed? Did it
see the light and try to come to terms on just one issue? No,
the government chose to throw aside 100 years of history,
history laden with that spirit of compromise and consensus. It
chose to throw that aside and act unilaterally, bringing in
those amendments which the government most desired. In
doing so, it has tried to wrap those elements of the amendment
which it knows would be most objectionable to the people in an
"academic gloss on real life", if I may be so bold as to borrow
the words of the Secretary of State for External Affairs that is
what he calls the British right to listen to the provinces; their
right not to accept immediately the position or demands of the
federal government. Those are the things he calls the academic
gloss on real life, things which in the past have proven crucial
to the process of constitutional change. Those are the things
that he and his government choose to slough off as mere
technicalities.

It is obvious that the government also wishes to avoid the
technicalities of this proposed resolution and prefers to wrap
them up in the appealing sugar-coated gloss of generalized
advertising campaigns and motherhood issues.

I for one, and I believe this is a position much supported on
this side of the House, find this whole matter repugnant. It
shows a high level of contempt for the lessons of history from
which we are supposed to draw our knowledge and on which
our basic government and system of justice have long survived
to the benefit of all Canadians. It would be unfair, however, to
accuse the present administration of being totally ignorant of
history. Rather it is aware only of that portion of the past
which facilitates its needs.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. McCain: May I call it ten o'clock?(2200)

PROCEEDINGS ON ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

[Translation]
A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 40

deemed to have been moved.
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