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Order Paper Questions

Did the sector tant force on the Canadian Electrical lndustry recommend to
the government in iuly, 1978, that it should develop a contingency plan in the
event of non-removal of existing non-tariff barriers or the introduction of new
non-tariff barriers by foreigu countries and, if no, what was the government's
reaction to the recommendation?

Did the sector tank force on the Canadian Electrical Industry recommend to
the government in iuly. 1978, that ITC. EDC and CIDA should collaborate to
oplimize financîng programns in support of domnestic manufacturers' exportn and
to select aid projects which match the particular skilîs of Canadans manufactur-
ing industry with the needs of developîng countries and, if so. what wan the
goverument's reaction to the recommendation?

Did the nector tank force on the Canadian Electrical Industry recommend to
the government in iuly, 1978, that it should investigate further means by which
the link between subsidiaries and parent companies that are foreigu owned can
be used to benefit Canadian firmns and to strengthen their performance and, if so,
what was the government's reaction to the reCOmmendation?

Did the sector tank force on the Canadian Electrîcal Jndustry recommend to
the government in July. 1978, that the government should continue to press for a
stronger international agreement limiting the provision of concessional fînancîng
to developed countries and should monitor the level of financing coming into
Canada, with a view to neutralîzing its effeet when it is used to finance products
whîch compete dîrectly wîth Canadian products and, if su, what was the
government's reaction to the recommendation?

Did the sector tank force on the Canadian Electrical Industry recommend to
the government in July, 1978, that the Canadian economny reap benefîts for
Canadian industry by assurîng access to foreign markets or by devices design-d
to assure Canadian manufacturers a "fair" chance in the Canadian market and,
if so, what was the government's reaction to the recommendation?

Dîd the sector task force on the Canadian Electrical Industry recommend to
the government in July, 1978, that Canada should seek to delay the reduction of
Canadian tarîffs untîl it is demonstrated that relevant non-trade barriers have
bemn removed and, if so, what was the government's reaction to the
recommendation?

Did the sector tank force on ihe Canadian Flecirical Industry rccommend to
the government in July. 1978, that the goverument consider a domnestic financing
corporation to assure that Canadian manufacturers are not at a dîsadvantage in
their own country and, if so, what was the government's reaction to the
recommendation?

Did the sector tank force on the Canadian Electrical Industry recommend to
the goverument in July. 1978, that the goverument should re-examine the
position of the Canadian manufacturer relative to foreigu competîtors on the
matter of dumping, following whîch a joint industry-government effort should be
made to develop appropriate policy and procedures to prevent dumping lu no far
as possible by (a) shortenîng the time element in the finding of dumping and of
injury (b) minimizing the cost Io the Canadian company in demonstratîng that
înjury han taken place (c) definition of "injury" that should not mate it
unreasonahly difficult to establish that injury bas taken place (d) requiring an
affidavit from the foreigu supplier that the goods are not being dumped (e) a
commitmnent not t.o purchase fî,reign gooids ai duîîped prices and, if so, what was
the government's reaction to the recommendation?

Did the sector task force on the Canadian Electrîcal Industry recommcnd to
the government in July. 1978, that Canada should work toward neutralizîng the
United States disc program and, if so, what was the government's reaction to the
recommendation?

Dîd the sector tank force on the Canadian Electrical Industry recommend to
the goverument in iuly, 1978, that Canada should work toward eliminating the
Avantage held by the United States on the matter of the defînîtion of îinjury"
for countervaîl purposes and, if so. what was the govcrnment's reaction to the
recommendation?

Did the sector tank force on the Canadian Electrical lndustry recommend to
the government in July, 1978, that the goverument should assure that the
lowering of Canadian tariffs dues not put Third World countries in a preferred
position in the Canadian market by using aid granted by Canada for industrial
development and, if so, what was the government's reaction to the
recommendation9

Did the sector task force on tbe Canadian Electrical Industry rccommend to
the government in iuly. 1978. that it change the application of the federal
manufacturers' sales tan so that imports do not derive a competitive Avantage

over Canadian manufactured appliances and, if so, what was the government's
reaction to the recommendation?

Did the sector tank force on the Canadian Electrîcal Industry recommend to
the government in July. 1978. that tied aid can be justified and should be
emphasized and that it should be a fundamental guideline of Canada's aid policy
to use Canadian consultants, Canadian specifications and Canadian produets
and, if so, what was the government's reaction to the recommendation?

Did the sector task force on the Canadian Electrical Industry recommend to
the government in iuly. 1978, that it should shorten the period for write-offs for
tax purposes of building investments to encourage expansion needed to support
programs related to învestment for productivity improvement and. if so, what
was the government's reaction to the recommendation?

Did the sector tank force on the Canadian Electrical Industry recommend to
the goverument in July, 1978, that adjustment policies and plans should be
developed before the tariff reductions corne into effect and, if so. what w.55 the
goverument's reaction to the recommendation?

Hon. Herh Gray (Minister of Industry, Trade and Conm-
merce): In so far as the Department of Industry, Trade and
Commerce is concerned: This question is derived directly from
the report of the Consultative Task Force on the Canadian
Electrical Industry. This report was released in November,
1978, and its contents are available to the general public. The
reaction by the federal government to each of these points was
published in "Response of the Federal Government to the
Recommendations of the Consultative Task Force on the
Canadian Electrical Industry". This report was made public in
May, 1979.

[Translation]
Madani Speaker: The questions enumcrated by the parlia-

mentary secretary have been answered. Are the other ques-
tions allowed to stand?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

[Eng!ish]
POINT OF ORDER

MR. McGRAT-SPECIAL JOINT COMM ITTEE ON CONSTITUTION

Hon. James A. McGrath (St. John's East): Madam Speak-
er, the only reason 1 rise on a point of order now before you
caîl the orders of the day is because the government House
leader is about to leave the House, and perhaps I can be
permitted to raise my point of order now.

Madani Speaker: The hon. member has a point of order?

Mr. McGrath: Yes, madam Speaker. It deals with business
of the House. 1 realize that perhaps the government Flouse
leader has an important engagement. 1 do so in the relative
peace and tranquility of a Friday session, and 1 am sure the
hon. gentleman will appreciate what 1 am about to say in light
of the very serious questions raised in the House today regard-
ing an order of this House established last night setting up a
j oint committee of the Flouse and the other place. Today the
Acting Prime Minister referred to the committee being the
master of its own destiny. But the committee can only operate
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within the terms of reference laid down for it by this House.
That order does not permit the committee to travel in Canada.

In view of the petitions, questions, and representations
which have been made, and in view of the invocation of closure
on the debate after a very small percentage of hon. members of
this House had an opportunity to participate, thereby depriv-
ing many regions of the country and the vast majority of the
constituencies of Canada of the opportunity to be directly
represented in the debate on the most important issue of the
constitution, perhaps the most important issue to come before
Parliament this century, I would ask the government House
leader whether the government is now prepared to issue an
order permitting that committee to travel from place to place
in Canada, through all the provinces and territories, in order
that the people who were not represented in the debate
through their members will have a chance to appear.

[Translation]

Hon. Yvon Pinard (President of the Privy Council):
Madam Speaker, on October 6, when Parliament was recon-
vened, the member was aware of the content of the motion.
And his party chose to extend this first stage to three weeks,
thus shortening accordingly the committee stage. Now,
Madam Speaker, on the first point, since this is a quiet Friday,
I may remind the Conservative members that they chose to
shorten the time in committee by taking more time in the
House. May I also add, on this quiet Friday, that if his party
had agreed to our offer to sit between six and eight o'clock on
Thursday and Monday, and from ten o'clock to midnight on
Thursday and Monday, and also on Monday and Tuesday last,
an offer which I made to his party, more members could have
taken part in the debate. This must also appear on the record
and be thoroughly understood by the right-minded members
on this quiet Friday.

As to his question whether the committee will travel, I will
tell him frankly and as directly as possible that the answer is
no. Several committees have travelled across the country to
deal with the constitutional issue in the last few years. During
the Quebec referendum campaign last spring, several mem-
bers, even some of his party, campaigned on Canadian unity
and made the headlines in all newspapers and media through-
out the country. The intentions of the people have been
sounded. They have been sensitized. That is why the commit-
tee has been set up. It is because I respect my colleague, the
hon. member for St. John's East (Mr. McGrath), that I am
telling him why the deadline for the committee report is
December 9. The very essence, the very reason for the creation
of the committee stage as part of our approach and procedure
is to allow the committee to consider the technical amend-
ments which may be proposed to polish and improve, if there is
room for improvement, the resolution which is relatively
complex.

In conclusion, I would say that we could very well have
tabled the resolution right in Parliament. It would have been a

Point of Order-Mr. McGrath

simple motion, a single stage, a single phase and, given all the
obligations it has to meet, the House would have had to study
it clause by clause. Given his vast experience of the House of
Commons, my knowledgeable colleague knows very well that
with 282 members, after three weeks of debate, we would
probably still be stuck on clause 2 or clause 3 and considering
a number of subamendments. The consequence of that kind of
procedure would have been to paralyse the Canadian Parlia-
ment altogether, confuse the public and make the debate
completely sterile.

The approach we have chosen allows for three stages: a
preliminary stage which we had to interrupt yesterday for
reasons which have been thoroughly discussed in the last few
days, but that was only one stage. We have not ended the
debate for good.

There is the committee stage, the purpose of which is not to
have the hon. members travel throughout the country to take
the nation's pulse. Again, we have very often followed such a
procedure in the past few years. The purpose of the committee
stage is to further consideration for this institution and to let
us, in an orderly way, smooth out the text, and if needs be, to
hear a few witnesses liable to provide us with the precisions we
might need. And ultimately, there we will be the formal
debate, following presentation of the committee report, and
this debate technically will not be limited and is not intended
to be limited provided that hon. members show the good faith
which they have unfortunately not shown at the first stage
when they rejected the delay we had suggested.

Therefore, I repeat it: the debate is far from being over. The
purpose of the committee is not to travel-I will not come
back on this, as I just explained-and there will be a third
stage at which point ample time will be given hon. members to
hold a responsible debate. In conclusion, I want to clearly
indicate to the hon. member that the government will always
be prepared to assume its responsibilities as far as parliamen-
tary procedure is concerned to permit this institution to work.
It is a matter of judgment. Canadians will pass judgment on us
if we do not abide by the rules. However, we are fully aware of
the fact that until now, far from having misused the rules, far
from having misused the procedure, we have shown great
respect for hon. members opposite, for the people and for the
procedure in this chamber. And once again, it must be clear
that the debate is not yet over, that this is just another stage
and that this will allow us to demonstrate to the public at large
that Parliament can play its role by discussing the constitution
in committee and by dealing with economic matters on the
floor of the House.

e (1250)

[En glish]
Mr. McGrath: I am sorry, Madam Speaker, that my hon.

friend's answer was so unnecessarily argumentative and con-
voluted. Now that we know that this most important joint
committee of the Parliament of Canada on Canada's constitu-
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Point of Order-Mr. McGrath

tion will not be permitted to travel outside of this capital city
to the provinces and territories of our nation, that leads me to
my next question.

Now that we have disposed of that, and the hon. member
has to take responsibility for that decision on behalf of the
government, is he now able to tel] the House, in view of the
support of this party, the official opposition, and the party to
my left, the New Democratic Party, for having the proceedings
of that committee telecast as an electronic Hansard in the
same way the proceedings of this House are telecast, that the
government is now prepared to make that decision, because it
is not a subject for negotiation? It is a decision the government
has to take on its responsibility. Having taken the decision not
to allow the committee to travel in this country, surely it will
follow that they will allow for the greatest public scrutiny by
permitting the public broadcasting of the committee's
proceedings.
[Translation]

Mr. Pinard: My colleague knows full well that the commit-
tee system as it is now makes it possible, in principle, to hold
public hearings. Exceptionally, the committee may sit behind
closed doors. First, I can assure him that we do not intend to
hold the meetings on the sly. The meetings will be public. I
think the media are sufficiently excited perhaps to show more
interest in that committee than in others. So it is wrong and I
know that my colleague does not intend to make people think
that what happens in committee is secret. It will all be public.
People have the right to participate. Accordingly, we will
choose a large room and we will try to make the meetings as
public as possible. This is my first point because this preamble
implied that everything was done in secrecy. On the contrary,
sittings are public and though 25 members and senators are
designated there is nothing to prevent other members from
participating in the sittings of a committee as my colleague
must be aware.

As to televising the debates I answered those questions
yesterday. The Prime Minister also answered questions from
the Leader of the Opposition. I want to show respect for the
committee. It is not yet constituted, and the senators who will
be part of it will have to be consulted. It will be up to the
committee to decide whether the debates should be televised.
As to the material organization that would be involved that
aspect would come under the responsibility of Madam
Speaker.

We have stated that we were prepared to check if it is
technically possible but, if it is indeed possible, and if such is
the desire of the committee, we do not want this to have the
effect of delaying the presentation of the committee report
after December 9.

As emphasized by the member for Winnipeg North Centre
(Mr. Knowles), we insist that if it is technically possible it
should be done in conformity with the concept of the electronic
Hansard, just as it is the principle that guides the televising of
the debates on the floor of the House of Commons.

[En glish]
Hon. Michael Wilson (Etobicoke Centre): Madam Speaker,

I rise on the same point of order. I direct this to the govern-
ment House leader and urge him to withhold making a deci-
sion on the question of travel until he has reflected on it over
the weekend.

The government House leader has completely missed the
point. The basis for the feelings expressed last night was
expressed to members of Parliament from western Canada by
the people in their constituencies, those who live in the cities
and small towns of western Canada. Those feelings have been
brought forward into this House in a nominal way. About 20
per cent of the members have been able to express their views.
It seems that members opposite do not in any way understand
the depth of those feelings.

The government House leader made reference to the fact
that the feelings of people in western Canada have been known
over the past few years and that they understand those feel-
ings. I stress to him that there has been a significant change in
the feelings expressed by those in western Canada in the last
few weeks and months. It is those feelings which we feel so
strongly should be presented to this committee. The only way
that can be done is by having that committee travel.

I would also like to remind the government House leader
there is a similar committee in the Ontario legislature on the
constitution, a special committee, which chose to travel, not
just within the province of Ontario but right across Canada.
The feelings expressed to that committee were of great interest
to the members and were different from what they had
understood prior to going out. The depth of those feelings are
expressed in their report. I can tel! the government House
leader that the report caused some stir within the Ontario
legislature because it was different from what members had
felt.

The government side has only two members to get an
assessment of all that is going on in that part of the country,
the four provinces and the territories. It is very important for
the government House leader to reconsider his decision, if a
decision has in fact been made, and report to the House on
Monday. I do not think anyone in this House last night was
not stunned and astounded by the feelings expressed by the
members. It is the same feelings that members from the
province of Quebec felt last March, April and May when in
their own ridings. That is why they are feeling those senti-
ments today and that is why they expressed them so strongly
last night. It is on that basis that I ask the government House
leader to reconsider the decision he has just expressed.
[Translation]

Mr. Pinard: Madam Speaker, some are impressed by the
words of the hon. member, others are more impressed by those
of the hon. members from the west or from the New Demo-
cratic Party. This is a matter of interpretation. I suggest that
he read carefully the constitution proposal before the House
and he will realize that it will benefit all Canadians, including
western Canadians. Therefore, there is no reason to be con-
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cerned even if the committee does not travel; he can be assured
that the measures which are proposed here, namely, the
entrenchment of the equalization principle in Canada, the
individual's rights, the fundamental freedoms, the patriation of
the constitution, are not in the least detrimental to the citizens
of the west or the east, because they are beneficial to Canada
as a whole. We are renewing our federalism. I am convinced
that if he listens more carefully to the hon. members from the
west, from the New Democratic Party, perhaps he will no
longer make the request he has just made to me.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[Translation]
CANADA POST CORPORATION ACT

MEASURE TO ESTABLISH CROWN CORPORATION

Hon. André Ouellet (for the Prime Minister) moved that
Bill C-42, an act to establish the Canada Post corporation, to
repeal the Post Office Act and other related acts and to make
related amendments to other acts, be read the second time and
referred to the Standing Committee on Miscellaneous
Estimates.

Madam Speaker: It being one o'clock, I do now leave the
chair until two o'clock p.m.

At one o'clock the House took recess.

0 (1400)

AFTER RECESS

The House resumed at 2 p.m.

Mr. Ouellet: Mr. Speaker, when the Prime Minister of
Canada (Mr. Trudeau) appointed me for the second time as
Postmaster General on March 3, the objectives he set for me
were to improve employer-employee relations and to turn the
department into a Crown corporation. It became obvious to me
that to meet those objectives I would have to have frequent
and frank discussions with labour representatives.

In the early seventies, when postal authorities undertook a
vast mechanization program, the employees were not suf-
ficiently informed of the process. The system had to be updat-
ed otherwise it would have become paralysed because of the
ever-increasing volumes of mail to be processed. But more time
should have been spent in trying to make everybody aware of
the situation so as to achieve this objective with the full
co-operation of the postal union leaders. But this was not done

Canada Post Corporation Act
and it was without the understanding and endorsement of
several of our employees that substantial sums of money were
invested in the construction of postal plants, the purchase of
highly specialized equipment, and the creation and promotion
of a postal code. Ten years later, I can appreciate that the Post
Office did what had to be done because it could not stand in
the way of progress. But I can also say that the implementa-
tion procedure was very wrong and resulted in a decade of
labour unrest in the Post Office. Had management explained
more clearly to the employees what it intended to do-

Mr. Dinsdale: Mea culpa!

Mr. Ouellet: -had it involved the employees in the change,
had it guaranteed, from the very start, everyone's job security,
the employees would have understood that the machines were
not meant to replace them but rather to help them in their
work, and union leaders would have taken part in the opera-
tion rather than opposing it. I do not mean this to be merely a
criticism of postal management at the beginning of the seven-
ties, those people acted in good faith-

[En glish]
Mr. Hawkes: Mr. Speaker I rise on a point of order. I would

like to know whether the minister is talking about the constitu-
tional situation in Canada and the need to understand the
constitution, or about the Post Office. Is he talking about the
important thing called the constitution, or is he talking about a
minor thing called the Post Office with this talk about time
and so forth?

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): The order of business is
the creation of a Crown corporation for the Post Office, and I
suggest the hon. minister is addressing himself to the order of
business before the House.

Mr. Dinsdale: He is quoting my speeches.

[Translation]
Mr. Ouellet: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As I was saying,

what happened in the early seventies was done to a certain
extent without the support and especially without the under-
standing of postal employees. But I do not say this merely to
criticize the postal management of the time, because I am sure
those people acted in good faith and with good intentions. Of
course, it is always easier to judge with the benefit of hind-
sight, as I am doing now. I mention this because the first
major transformation of the postal service was so quick and so
thorough in my opinion that the employees often felt pressured
and threatened.

In rising to speak in the House on Bill C-42, an act to
establish the Canada Post corporation, I can confirm that all
the postal unions have been fully consulted and that it is with
their complete agreement that we shall proceed with this
major transformation. We have had a decade of conflict and I
hope that we are now entering a decade of postal harmony. In
any case, this second major transformation will take no one by
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