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Mr. Kaplan: Madam Speaker, 1 put myself in your hands
for the appropriate procedure. 1 arn perfectly prepared, for my
part and for the government, to have that document made
public, tabled, and appended ta the proceedings.

Mr. Dick: Table it naw then.

Madain Speaker: Is there unanimous consent of the House
ta allow the minister to table the document?

Some hon. Meinhers: Agreed.

Madam Speaker: Is it agreed that the document be attached
to Hansard?

Somne hon. Members: Agreed.

[Editor's Note: For text of document above referred t0. see
Appendix.]

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[ Translation]
THE CONSTITUTION

ESTABLISH MENT 0F SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE 0F THE
SENATE AND HOUSE 0F COM MONS

The Flouse resumed consideration from Wednesday, Octo-
ber 8, 1980, of the motion af the Minister af Justice and
Minister of State for Social Development (Mr. Chrétien):

That a Special Joint Commitice of the Senate and of the House of Commons
be appointed te consider and report upon the document entitled 'Proposed
Resolution for a Joint Address te Her Majesty the Queen respecting the
Constitution of Canada" published by the government on October 2, 1980, and
to recommcnd in their report whether or net such an address, with such
amendments as the committee considers necessary, should be presented by both
Houses of Parliament te Her Majesty the Queen;

That 15 members of the House of Commons te be designated ne 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 te appoint from among its members such
subcommittees as may be deemed advisable and necessary and te delegate te
such subcommittees aIl or any of their powers except the power to report directly
te the House;

That the committee have power te sit during sitting and adjournments of the
House of Commons;

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

That the committee submit their report no later than December 9, 1980;
I hat the quorum of the committee be 12 members, whenever a vote, resolu-

tien or other decision is taken. so long as both Houses are represented and that
the joint chairmen be authorized te hold meetings, te receive evidence and
authorize the printing thereof, when six members are presenit se long as both
Houses are represented; and

A utomotive Agreement
That a message bc sent te the Senate requesting that House te unite with this

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

PROCEEDINGS ON ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

[Translation]
SUISJECT MATTER 0F QUESTIONS TO BE DEBATED

Madam Speaker: It is my duty, pursuant ta Standing Order
40, ta inform the House that the questions ta be raised tonight
at the time of adjourniment are as follows: the hon. member for
Kindersley-Lloydmninster (Mr. McKnight)-Canadian Wheat
Board-Grain-Investigation inta upgrading-Value received
by western farmers; the hon. member for York North (Mr.
Gamble> Labour conditions-Newfoundland-Reported
decision of province ta reserve ail rig jobs for Newfoundland-
ers; the hon. member for The Battlefords- Meadow Lake (Mr.
Anguish)-Public Service-Cost of living increase less than
rise in inflation.

It being five o'clock, the Flouse will now proceed ta the
consideration of private members' business as listed on today's
order paper, namely, private buis, notices of motions (papers),
public bills. There being no public buis under that item on the
order paper, the House will proceed ta the consideratian of
notices of motions (papers).

PRIVATE MEMBERS' MOTIONS FOR
PAPERS

[English]
ORDERS IN COUNCIL MADE PURSUANT TO CANADA-UNITED

STATES AUTOMOTIVE AGREEMENT

Mr. Hal Herbert (Vaudreuil) moved:
That an humble address be presented te His Excellency praying that he will

cause tu be laid before this House copies of ail orders in council since 1965
relative te the remissien of duties under the Automotive Agreement.

He said: This motion gives us a brief opportunity ta examine
the agreement concerning automotive products between the
Government of Canada and the Government of the United
States of America which was signed in January, 1965, and
more specifically, the subsequent use of orders in council
relating ta remissian of duties under the agreement.

A remission of duties, being a tariff item, is not spelled out
in dollar terms. By its very nature, and however beneficial it
may be ta the company which profits from this action, it is not
a highly visible item for parliamentary review, such as is the
case with the spending estimates and public accounts. This
lack of visibility at the political level is of even more concern at
the industry level.

Before discussing the orders in counicil referred ta in the
motion, may 1 cite a specific item of concern? The orders in
counicil are, of course, a government decision ta confer a
benefit. It is suggested that the Minister of Industry, Trade

October 9, 1980 COMMONS DEBATES 3549



Ocoe 90COMMONS DEBATES 35
The Constitution

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[ Translation]

THE CONSTITUTION

ESTABLISHMENT 0F SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE 0F THE
SENATE AND HOUSE 0F COMMONS

The House resumed consideration of the motion of the

Minister of Justice and Minister of State for Social Develop-
ment (Mr. Chrétien):

That a Special Joint Cemmittee of the Senate and ef the Flouse of Commons
be appointed to consider and report upon the document entitled "Proposed

Resolution for a Joint Address te Her Majesty the Queen respecting the
Constitution of Canada" published by the government on Octeber 2, 1980, and

te recommend in their report whether or net such an address. with such

ameodments as the committee considers necessary, should be presented by beth

Houses of Parliament te Her Majesty the Queen.

That 1 5 members ef the Heuse of Commons te be designated ne later than

three sitting days after the adoption of this motien by members on the part of
this Flouse ef the Special Joint Committee;

That the committee have power te appoint frem among its members such

subcommittees as may bc deemed advisable and necessary and te delegate te

such subcommittees ail or any of their powera except the power to report directly
te the Heuse;

That the committee have power te ait during sittings and adjouroments of the

Flouse of Commons;

That the committee have power te aend for persons, papers and records, and te

examine witnesses and te print such papers and evidence from day te day as may
be ordered by the committee;

That the committee submit their report ne later than December 9, 1980;

That the quorum of the cemmittee be 12 members, whenever a vote, reselu-

tien or other decision is taken. so long as both Houses are represented and that

the joint chairmen be authorized te hold meetings, to receive evidence and

authorize the printing thereof, when six members are present se long as both
Flouses are represented; and

That a message be sent te the Senate requesting that House te unite with this

House for the above purpose, and te select, if the Senate deems it te he

advisable, members te act on the proposed Special Joint Committee.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Order. 1 believe the hon.
member for Hochelaga- Maisonneuve was to have the floor but
1 think the Secretary of State bas some information to convey
to the House first.

[English]
BUSINESS 0F THE HOUSE

Mr. Fox: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. 1 sbould
like to avail myself of tbis opportunity to inform members of
the House that Tuesday, October 14, will be an allotted day.

[Translation]
THE CONSTITUTION

ESTABLISHMENT 0F SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE 0F THE
SENATE AND HOUSE 0F COMMONS

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

That a Special Joint Committee of the Senate and of the House of Commons
be appointed te consider and report upon the document entitled "Proposed

Resolution for a Joint Address te 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 bc presented by both
Houses of Parliament te Her Majesty the Queen;

That 15 members of the House of Commons te 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 te appoint from among its members such
subcommittees as may bc deemed advisable and necessary and te delegate te
such subcommitteea ail or any of their powers except the power te report directly
to the Heuse;

That the committee have power te ait during sittings and adjournments of the
Flouse of Commons;

That the committee have power te send for persens, papers and records, and te
examine witnessea and te print such papera and evidence fromt day te day as may
bc erdered by the committee;

That the cemmittee submit their report ne later than December 9, 1980;

That the quorum of the committee be 12 members, whenever a vote, reselu-
tien or other decisien is taken, so long as both Flouses are represented and that
the joint chairmen be authorized te hold meetings, te receive evidence and

authorize the printing thereof, when six members are prescrnt se long as both
Houses are represented; and

That a message be sent te the Senate requesting that Flouse to mnite with this
Flouse for the above purpose, and to select, if the Senate deems it te be

advisable, members te act on the proposed Special Joint Committee.

Mr. Serge Joyal (Hochelaga-Maisonneuve): Mr. Speaker,
with your leave 1 will resume the debate where we had let it
last night at the time of adjourniment. I wilI try to assess the
effects of the proposed resolution before us over the whole
issue of immigration. This debate is ail the more important
that in yesterday's issue of Le Soleil appeared a headline on
first page stating, and I quote, "Ottawa opening up Englisb
schools to immigrants."

Mr. Speaker, 1 strongly protest; the proposed resolution and
especially section 23 does not deal at ail with the immigration
issue and there is absolutely no intention wbatsoever of giving
back freedom of choice to immigrants in Quebec wbatever the
country tbey may come from. Therefore, under the proposed
resolution an American, Polisb, Italian, Australian, Greek,
Portuguese, British, French-Haitian immigrant is stili required
to send bis child to the majority scbool, the French one.

So it is wrong to keep alive in the public's minds the idea
that witb tbis proposed resolution we are creating two classes
of immigrants in Quebec. There is only one class of immi-
grants in Quebec, tbey ail send tbeir children to French scbool.
I want to repeat and emphasize this, because for the last 48
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hours in particular, media are reporting that the proposed
resolution before the House will in effect reopen the matter of
freedom of choice for immigrants to Quebec. Let it then be
clearly understood, there is no question of re-establishing
freedom of choice for immigrants to Quebec.

The second matter on which I would like to call the atten-
tion of the House is the access to English schools for Canadian
citizens whose first language is English. When we looked for a
way to guarantee Francophones outside Quebec the right to
send their children to French school, we had to ask ourselves
how we were going to allow the English minority coming to
Quebec or living in Quebec to send their children to the school
of their choice, or English school. We had no choice, Mr.
Speaker, we could not establish two classes of citizens in
Canada, one class of citizens born in Canada and another class
to whom citizenship is granted. We wanted to avoid the trap of
creating two types of citizens-new citizens and Canadian-
born ones. What we have in Canada is two official languages,
what we have in Quebec is two types of schools, French schools
and English schools. Therefore, in determining what groups of
citizens must send their children to French school, we had no
other choice than to use the criteria of first language. This
means that a Canadian citizen coming to Quebec and whose
mother tongue is Italian or Polish or Chilean or Spanish must
send his children to French school. There is no question of
freedom of choice for any other citizen whose first language is
not English. They have the same status exactly as French-
speaking citizens. Therefore, the only citizens with access to
English school under this proposal are those whose first lan-
guage is English.

[Editor's Note: At this point, a child started crying in the
gallery.]

Mr. Joyal: I do not know if this new citizen's mother tongue
is English or French, but if ever he has to be enrolled in a
Quebec school and his parents' first language is not English,
they will have to enroll him in a French school.

We were not free to choose a criterion such as that of Bill
101 which says that the school attended by the parents deter-
mines accessibility to the French or the English school,
because if we had adopted that criterion we would have made
it impossible for Francophones living outside Quebec who
could not get their primary or secondary education in French
to send their children to a French school. I would like to make
that clear to Quebeckers, Mr. Speaker. There is no question of
restoring free choice under the proposed resolution nor of
opening English schools to immigrants. I insist on that point
because during the past two days the media have published
reports that do not take into account the contents of the
resolution now under consideration.

* (2010)

Mr. Speaker, that is the first point I wanted to make. The
second deals with an assessment of the demographic fluctua-

tions between Quebec and the remainder of Canada. This is
quite important because if we establish that the mother tongue
is the criterion of accessibility to English school, we should
have some idea of the number of English-speaking Canadians
coming within Quebec, as we must have some idea of the
number of new English-speaking Canadians who settle down
in Quebec. I said yesterday that the percentage of new Eng-
lish-speaking citizens settling in Quebec through immigration
over the past two years had a tendency to come into line with
their percentage in Quebec; in other words, the number of
English-speaking citizens settling down in Quebec through
immigration make up 20 per cent as a whole, which is equiva-
lent generally to that part of the population in Quebec.

There is therefore a balance in the immigration process such
that the proposed resolution will, without a doubt, change the
balance or the numerical importance of Francophones in
Quebec. Also, Mr. Speaker, we need only look at the migration
of Quebeckers from Quebec. This phenomenon has been going
on for 25 years, and I am not the one who came to that
conclusion. Mr. Jacques Henripin, one of Quebec's most
respected demographers, stated in a study published in Janu-
ary, 1980, that since the present economic situation is not
quite in Quebec's favour the trend to leave the province has
been stronger over the last 25 years than the trend to come to
that province.

For the year 1977-1978, Mr. Henripin noted that there was
a loss of 41,000 and 35,000 Quebeckers who left Quebec to
establish themselves in other provinces. A breakdown of these
migrants by language shows that 29 per cent were Franco-
phones, 62 per cent were Anglophones and 9 per cent were
from another language group. This clearly means that there
are almost as many French-speaking Quebeckers who leave
Quebec to settle elsewhere in Canada as there are new citizens
whose mother tongue is English who come into Quebec.

Therefore the provisions of section 23 which grant French-
speaking Canadians the right to send their children to French
schools when they leave Quebec to live elsewhere in Canada
ultimately protect French-speaking Quebeckers more than
they bother English-speaking Canadians who would move to
Quebec. The people of Quebec must know that because the
shift of economic wealth within Canada, which is not an
isolated phenomenon, has also been observed in the United
States. Therefore the westward shift of wealth is followed by a
shift in the population which affects as many Anglophones as
Francophones. We must think about the rights of French-
speaking Quebeckers to send their children to French schools
where they leave Quebec and go live in other provinces.

Nothing in this resolution prevents Quebec from drafting its
own policy enabling the government to ensure a fair balance
between French-speaking and English-speaking groups as well
as groups using other languages. And this is very important,
Mr. Speaker, because if I believed that this bill would make it
more difficult to maintain this balance without which Quebec
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cannot be the focal point of Francophones in North America, I
would be the first to ask for amendments in this regard. But
the facts are quite the opposite. Under section 95 of the
present constitution jurisdiction over immigration is shared
equally by Quebec and the central government, and this is
why, on February 20, 1978, the Government of Canada and
the government of Quebec signed a three-year agreement
which gives Quebec a power of veto concerning immigrants to
its territory, which veto Quebec has used, continues to use and
will eventually still use when it expires since it could be
renewed by common agreement.

Consequently, Mr. Speaker, nothing in this bill goes against
the essential provisions of Bill 101 in Quebec. French contin-
ues to be the official language of Quebec, it continues to be the
working language; French continues to be the language of
business and trade, it continues to be the focal point of the
efforts of all governments so that Quebec can remain the
principal residence of Francophones in North America. i want
my fellow citizens to be aware of this because it is very easy to
confuse everyone, to raise the spectre of immigration and of
the invasion of Quebec, and because we must know exactly
what we are talking about when we speak of immigration and
new citizens and when we try to balance the relationships
which must exist between Francophones and Anglophones in
Canada.

Mr. Speaker, this is very important because, for our part, we
realize that Francophones outside Quebec, who are very con-
scious of the subject matter of the resolution being debated by
Parliament, are well aware that unfortunately this proposal
does not go far enough. They tell us: In Victoria, in 1971,
seven provinces had agreed to recognize the use of French
during the proceedings in the legislatures. There was Quebec,
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, New-
foundland, Manitoba. In 1971, three provinces were willing to
recognize the use of French before the courts. In 1971, five
Canadian provinces were willing to recognize the use of
French in their services to their citizens. It may be well to
remind the House which provinces those were: Prince Edward
Island, New Brunswick, Newfoundland, Ontario. Yes, Mr.
Speaker, Ontario.

In 1971, Ontario was willing to recognize the right of
Francophones to be served by their government in either of the
two official languages in Canada. We forget that too often.
Ontario has backtracked in that regard since 1971. The
Ontario government is not solely responsible for that. As we
know, it has been pointed out repeatedly, the Quebec govern-
ment was the one that refused the Victoria charter, by
demanding what? That it have jurisdiction in the field of social
affairs, a topic that has not been heard of again in eight years,
which has never been the subject of another constitutional
conference. Yet, at that time, at least seven provinces were
willing to make significant progress.

The Constitution

When Bill C-60 was put before the House in June of 1978,
the federal legislation contained provisions identical to those of
the Victoria formula. When the Right Hon. Prime Minister of
Canada (Mr. Trudeau) addressed the provincial premiers on
September 10, 1980, less than a month ago, he made identical
proposals. Today, Francophones outside Quebec ask us, "Why
do you not respect the commitments you made over ten years
ago in Victoria, the promises you made two years ago when
you introduced legislation?"

We have to recognize that the present proposed resolution
does not go far enough in terms of protecting the rights they
are entitled to claim in this country. So, Mr. Speaker, in the
days and weeks to come when the committee will debate this
issue it will have to consider including proposals allowing those
provinces which are willing to proceed towards linguistic
equality to achieve the basic equality provided in the proposed
resolution, to make voluntary commitments and to guarantee
through a provision in the charter the possibility of giving
Francophone citizens of their province the same rights that are
given to Anglophones in Quebec. That is the basis of Canada,
Mr. Speaker. The commitment of all citizens to get exactly the
same rights in any province, in any region.

Yesterday I heard my colleague from Ontario who was
rightly expressing the aspirations of the west and who told us
that in that region there are also people who think that the
west might separate some day if we are not sensitive enough to
their expectations. He was not talking to a brick wall. Franco-
phones and Quebeckers are fighting in Ottawa in an attempt
to re-establish that equality and we are ready to fight with our
other colleagues in the House so that our fellow citizens in the
west feel at home in our country. But when they return in the
west we expect them not to attack the federal government-
and I make a difference between the federal government and
the Liberal party, knowing as i do the rules of politics-they
should not attack our institutions, they should not alienate
their fellow citizens and they should do like we Quebeckers do
when we return to Quebec. We try to make our fellow citizens
understand the advantages of staying in this country but also
our duty to change it.

Mr. Speaker, this responsibility works both ways. We are
ready to give them all the help they need and to listen to what
the Leader of the New Democratic Party said the night when
the Prime Minister tabled that resolution. We are listening
carefully to the west. We are curious about what is to be done
in that part of the country, but what we are asking them is to
speak on behalf of Canada when they return home. The reason
we are here is essentially to make sure that we have exactly the
same perception and understanding of the duties we have with
respect to our fellow Canadians. The future of Canada will be
based on this, Mr. Speaker, and I am sure that when we are
called upon to vote on this resolution and to decide, we will
choose the extent of freedom the Canada of tomorrow will
grant its citizens.
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[English]
Hon. Alvin Hamilton (Qu'Appelle-Moose Mountain): Mr.

Speaker, my first words must be, after listening Monday,
Tuesday, and the little there was on Wednesday to this debate,
that the high quality of most of the speakers has raised this
debate far above the level of most debates in this House over
the last 25 years. This does not mean that ail the speeches
were of high quality, but the high quality of most of them
should be commented upon. When I use the words high
quality, I include such adjectives as sincerity and deep
thought, both of which have been put into the speeches in the
House. It bears out what has always been the case when we
discuss a subject like the constitution, that it requires a
tremendous amount of thought trying to think our way
through the points which are raised, not for the first time, it is
true, but for the first time in the last ten or 12 years.

The constitution was the prevailing subject during the
1930s. It became clear that the weaker provinces under the
terms and organization then existing were not able to meet the
economic and social costs of a world-wide recession as well as
the richer provinces. Then, after tremendous discussion, we
moved on and under a royal commission headed by Rowell and
then Sirois, the equalization principle came into being.

Now, 40 years later, it has come into the consciousness of
the Canadian people that it is time we discuss the matter
again. I think we owe a debt to the Prime Minister (Mr.
Trudeau) for suggesting that ail members should speak in this
debate. That is going to take some time. With the quality of
the speeches which we have been hearing, I think it would be
very unwise for him to change his view on that proposai.

I want to mention the speech of the Right Hon. Leader of
the Opposition (Mr. Clark), particularly the last five minutes.
I watched the faces of those who were in this House across
from him and those behind him, which I could see much better
on the television monitor.

Ail members were watching intently. When my leader came
down to his conclusion that even though ail parties wanted
patriation, because it is a matter of national pride, and even
though ail parties were willing to take a look at what reforms
they could bring to the constitution, we had to be aware of the
significance of section 42. The impact which was made showed
up, not only in the faces of the members, but in the shock
effect across this nation as people got a second dose of what
they had seen at the first ministers' conference.

At the first ministers' conference we saw a situation across
the country whereby through every technique known to
modern communications we were told that the Prime Minister
would face a united group of provincial premiers, ail of whom
opposed him. When we saw the conference on television and
heard it over the radio we found instead ten sincere, able men
putting forward different views which made a lot of sense.
Obviously, there was not agreement between the Prime Minis-
ter and the premiers, but there was no massing or ganging up.

The people of Canada were proud that there was a differ-
ence because they instinctively understand that this is a very
important and complex problem. They were proud that men
could put forward different views so sincerely and ably, and
they knew that this country was in good hands.

* (2030)

Instead of taking that disagreement among the provinces as
a sign of weakness in this country, it should be taken as a sign
of strength. People are going to have different viewpoints
because there is no human being in the whole world who can
say for sure at this time what is the right thing to do on the
subject we are discussing.

Let us take the idea of federalism. The word is now used
openly and proudly but that has only come about in the last
few years. When the Right Hon. Leader of the Opposition
(Mr. Clark) served notice that he stood for a federal system,
for the first time many people in Canada knew what he stood
for. They got the idea that they have always known to be true,
that this was the same concept as we had in 1867. We as
Canadians knew in 1867 that it would be impossible to run a
country as diverse, a country with so much geography, as a
unitarian state. The same view prevailed in the United States
in 1787 when men like Alexander Hamilton, keen exponents of
a strong central government, listened to the discussion of that
unique group in Philadelphia and came down for the first time
in history on behalf of the unique form of government, the
federal system.

This federal system follows something that we know instinc-
tively to be right-wherever possible, keep government close to
the people. It gives a better class of government. You have to
have a strong central government, but you can only have a
strong central government when you do everything you can to
make the other levels of government as strong as possible too.
That is the concept of federalism.

There is no such thing as a compact in federalism, just as
there is no such thing as a compact in the human body. An
arm is an arm is an arm; it is part of the body and you cannot
ask the arm to go one way and be different. I am simply saying
that the concept of federalism was stated, by the Leader of the
Opposition in one or two sentences, more powerfully and
clearly than I have ever heard it stated before.

The speech impressed many people. Also, I have no choice
but to mention the speech of the hon. member for Yorkton-
Melville (Mr. Nystrom). He certainly surprised me. I have
listened to him off and on for ten or 12 years and now, ail of a
sudden, when I heard him come out and in unequivocal terms
support the concept of federalism as expressed by the Leader
of the Opposition, I had to pay attention and listen very
closely.

The House may not understand the significance of that but
from a Saskatchewan point of view where we have witnessed
this violent political clash for the last 50 years, to hear a
socialist saying he believed in a federal system bringing gov-
ernment close to the people wherever possible, letting them
make the decisions was, to my mind, revolutionary.
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I say to the bon. member for Yorkton-Melville, quite
straightforward by, that I think he could well consider making
the conversion complete. I now extend to him on behalf of the
Saskatchewan caucus of the Conservative party, a welcome
into our ranks where he can stand up and fight with colleagues
unanimously behind him.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Hamilton (Qu'Appelle-Moose Mountain): The resolu-
tion before us is not going to be weakened by anything I am
going to say. It is unfortunate, however, that the resolution
should be introduced in the middle of what has been going on
in Canada in the last few years, particularly the last five or six
months.

I was in the state of Washington last weekend. As I was
driving to my destination I heard the American radio stations
mention "scam". I knew it was a new word so I looked it up in
these new dictionaries. As far as I can tell, it means fraud, it
means manipulation, it means phony advertising. What made
it news that day was the fact that three legislators in the state
of Washington had just finished a four or five-month trial for
"scamming"--conspiring to fool people. By God, if that is not
what we have had in Canada these last four or five months, I
wonder what we have been doing!

An hon. Member: The last 17 years.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Hamilton (Qu'Appelle-Moose Mountain): Scam seems
to have become part of the political techniques of aIl political
parties but to use it when we are discussing something of
common interest to ahl political parties, the constitution, just
goes too far. You do not have to go through the processes as if
you were a General Motors or Ford or Chrysler. If you have a
lousy car, you put millions of dollars into advertising and claim
that it is the best car that was ever built. You con the poor
suckers into it. The suckers cannot jump out, unfortunately,
but eventually the car companies go broke. Other people come
in and provide something better, closer to what the people need
but, by God, for 15 or 20 years they really take you to the
cleaners.

Scam is such a serious issue in the United States-and I
think their politics are just a shade lower in level than ours-
that these trials are taking place in state after state. It is so
bad down there that I even hear people talking about bringing
the presidential candidates who are now running for the three
parties--or the two parties and the independent-up on
charges of scam. They believe they have a right to charge
these people for trying to fool them. The main charge they
would level against them is conspiracy to defraud. By God,
have we not got conspiracy and fraud going on here?

An hon. Member: That is Liberalism.

Mr. Hamilton (Qu'Appelle-Moose Mountain): I should like
to suggest in plain and simple terms tonight that the British

The Constitution

North America Act, drawn up by Canadians in Canada, is a
good act and a good constitution. Not only has it served this
country for over 100 years but it can serve us for another 100
years. There would be no trouble at ail dealing with any of our
problems, provided there was good feeling and a will to
co-operate between the various elements and the levels of
government.

I speak from the knowledge of how I have seen the situation
deteriorate. If I have time, I may deal with the co-operative
federalism we tried to get going from 1957 to 1963. I should
like to bring matters more up to date, however.

What is the real issue we are talking about in Canada
today? What is the real basic quarrel that is going on? It is not
the French fact. Every province in the country, to my knowl-
edge, is trying its level best to get that situation resolved. What
we are fighting over in Canada is the same thing we were
fighting for before we were a country.

If we look at the early history of the French colony and the
English colonies, we see that the battle was over land. What
we now call Quebec had small seigniorial farms of 30 or 50
acres, but people could not make a living on that. In the
western colony of Ontario the clergy reserves took up the
choice pieces of land. There was a tremendous demand for
land and things were the same in the United States. The
question was finally resolved by moving people westward.
When we brought our government into being in 1867, Cartier,
speaking on behalf of his part of the country, saw a great
opportunity for the hard-pressed farmers of what is now
Quebec to go west and share in the great desert out there.
Many in this House know why they did not go. People from
many countries, from the Atlantic area, from the eastern
townships, and from Ontario did go. Thank God, they did,
because the Americans were coming in from the south to take
it anyway. We made a dominion from sea to sea. Unfortunate-
ly, not enough of the sons and daughters of those who worked
on these small farms in Quebec joined us in that great
adventure.

• (2040)

Land today is still in short supply, but there is something
else beneath the land which attracts us. We have discovered
that underneath our land, as a result of the productivity of the
last two inches of soil, there is a tremendous wealth to be
found in aquifers-water, if you like, underground streams
and rivers-which is in far greater quantity than ail the Great
Lakes. At the bottom of the sedimentary areas, great wealth of
thermal heat can be found which is hundreds of times greater
than ail the wealth in the hydrocarbons. When you realize that
this wealth is there, who do you suppose wants to get in on the
act? What we have witnessed is a battle this last decade or so
between the civil servants at the provincial level who are trying
to hang on to what they have got and the civil servants at the
federal level-in the finance department-trying like the devil
to get a hold of it. They are fighting for land now in the new
form, and they fight for the taxes on it. So here we are with a
federal government, with a highly efficient tax group of people
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now matched by equally efficient people at the provincial level,
fighting to preserve what they have got.

Guess who is caught in the middle? It is the fellow who is
fighting to develop the resources. Certainly the politicians are
not in the fight, they surrendered long ago. So here we have
our masters, the mandarins who have taken a war lord atti-
tude. And the battle between these war lords pops up in
various forms.

Look at the budget of 1974-we had two of them that year.
Because the provincial governments in five western provinces
had doubled, tripled and quadrupled their taxes in the mining
industry as well as the oil and gas industry, the federal civil
servants said they would not let them get ahead. In 1974, out
of their tariff budgets we got a principle that disallowed all
provincial royalties and taxes. So we find two governments
double-taxing the resource industries. They were so bad that
the well drillers moved out of the west, and B.C. and Alberta
had to back off a little.

AIl of this has been admitted in the House, Mr. Speaker.
Two finance ministers said we should resolve this problem, but
those budgets in 1974 were the opening round of a battle that
we are still carrying on and calling a constitutional debate. In
1979, it was still there. Now, as this battle goes on with the
roaring of the big guns, the threats go out. These include a
natural gas export tax, an electricity export tax, an energy
export tax and refining taxes. Ail these are part of the artillery
drum fire of the civil service at Ottawa which is trying to
terrify its opponents by threats of what they have to face, and
this is one of the reasons why the provincial governments are
watching this debate with great care. They suspect that trying
seriously to look at what changes we can make in the constitu-
tion, and how we bring it to Canada for the first time, a
Canadian law is only a guise. The provinces look at it and they
are frightened. When people are frightened you get odd
actions from them. The conclusion I reach is that this whole
matter of the scam we have been using to push through this
unilateral approach has already done great harm. But to
solidify it in any form of a constitution means, as the Right
Hon. Leader of the Opposition said the other night, the
beginning of the end of the federal state. When I heard the
Leader of the New Democratic Party (Mr. Broadbent) come
out for rapid action on the constitution, I thought how little he
has learned of Canadian history. The only way you should deal
with the constitution is to surround yourself with people who
are not fighting to preserve their little empires, as has to be the
case when you deal with heads of governments. Deal with
people from aIl parties who are honestly trying to come up
with some sort of way that can meet what we need to change
the constitution to make a good constitution even better.

The fight will come down on this question of the charter of
rights. There is no argument on patriation. Every party
believes in it. We want the constitution back. We want that
Canadian constitution to be continued as a Canadian constitu-
tion by this Parliament and the other legislatures so we can get

at the serious questions knowing full well we have not had to
ask somebody else to do it for us.

Let me speak for a moment on this charter of rights. I was
pleased and shocked when the Minister of Justice (Mr. Chréti-
en) in his speech praised John Diefenbaker's bill of rights. I
was one of the chaps who was there. My mind is very clear
about the opposition we had to face to bring that into the
House. For two and a half years I had to listen to about 18
lawyers in that cabinet, aIl brilliant, sincere and dedicated
people who were trying to find some way to write it in the right
way, to do what they wanted to do. In no way could they ever
come quickly to the right way of saying it. As everyone knows,
we discussed the merits of putting the bill of rights into the
statutes affecting only matters under federal jurisdiction.
Obviously we discussed the value of entrenchment, American
style. At that time there were some 60-odd bills of rights
around the world. These men were good men. They were
sincere men. But how do you define in any language the rights
of the people? It is absolutely impossible. Rights keep chang-
ing. Sometimes they pull back and sometimes they move
forward in freedom. No matter how honest or how sincere a
person is, it is very difficult to describe rights. I doubt if there
are any more than one or two people in this House who do not
want rights.

In our day, the argument was that common law under the
British system, gave you the rights with these other bills of
rights, and the Magna Carta aIl added in. And that was the
constitution. It worked through most of their history fairly
well, improving and evolving ail the time, but it was not
working in our day 25 years ago. The Scots were very unhap-
py, the Irish have been unhappy for one hundred years and
now even the Welsh are unhappy. I am simply saying that even
in a small little country like Great Britain, using the evolution-
ary approach, which the United Kingdom has used, it is still
difficult. It is equally obvious why the Americans and Canadi-
ans went the way we did instead of trying to go back to the
unitary approach-I think we would be very unwise to try and
do that in our country with the difficulties we have today, even
through they are not as great as they were one hundred years
ago.

Our difficulties are clearly economic. Who is going to break
up a country for a few bucks? We get dragged into these
discussions about language rights, desperately sincere men
fight to the death on language rights. Three or four hundred
years ago they used to fight desperately about religious rights.
God, we do mature as time goes on. As long as boys are boys
and girls are girls, there is going to be an end to that problem.
Don't expect it to happen overnight. I am simply saying that
the only issue that we are fighting over, if you look at it with
honesty is not ail these side issues. Whether the guys in
Calgary wear high boots once a year is not the issue. But this
scam, saying that we must have a devil so that people can be
fearful. Poor Peter Lougheed. He is not the right type of
person to make into a devil. Out in his province he catches
"Hail Columbia", because he is too easy. He offered the
people's oil at 85 per cent of the world price and then brought
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it down to 75 per cent. Some people say, "What for? You get
no thanks. They are just making you a target." Propaganda is
used to destroy people. That is not what we need in Canada at
this moment. Our fight is over a silly thing called money. It is
not worth while breaking up our country by trying to use the
technique of destroying a person and trying to make people
think that he is the leader of the opposition.

* (2050)

Before I leave this question of rights, whether you entrench
it or leave it as a statute, it cannot be perfect. You try to level
best to make it perfect, but it changes. Should you leave it so
you can change it easily, or entrench it so it is hard to change?
There are good arguments in both cases. All I am saying is I
do not care which way it is done, it is not going to be perfect.
The minute you get it donc, someone will come along and say
you have to change it because our ideas have changed.

Above all, I would hesitate to take away rights from a
province in which there is a deep cultural feeling. It is very
dangerous in the name of bilingualism to take away from
Quebec, Manitoba, and I might even say British Columbia the
right to control the language. The language is the key to their
educational cultural function. In my view, we have no choice
of saying that if you do not trust the provinces, you are not a
country.

I would hesitate to divide the country on such an extraneous
issue. It has been and is being resolved. A lot of credit goes to
men like René Lévesque. He scared us into taking a hard look
at it. There were others before, but René did it well. He really
gives a shot. Sure, René is a socialist. He admits honestly he
does not like English-speaking people, particularly from Eng-
land and Montreal, but he likes the rest of us. I can under-
stand that.

Let us get rid of these extraneous issues. Let us go forward
together to see how we can get these rights put in there.
Whether you take John Diefenbaker's bill of rights and
entrench it it does not make any difference. This brings me to
the point I started to talk about. I am glad the Minister of
National Health and Welfare (Miss Bégin) is in the chamber.
Do you realize, Mr. Speaker, that this is the only member of
Parliament on either side of the House who agrees with me
that for seven or eight years, through federal legislation and
administration, in her department, under several ministers, we
in Canada have deliberately discriminated against orphans?
All the rest of the members seem to have had no great interest.
There are not that many orphans. She has the courage to stand
up and agree with me that there is discrimination, but we
cannot get it changed. When you want to change the manda-
rins, there has to be awful pressure put on them. That pressure
can only be put when the Prime Minister is behind the
ministers. I am simply pointing out that not one of us is free
from blame.

I could talk about air safety. We discriminate in our
administration of government in Ottawa against all those who
fly in commercial aircraft. I am talking about dying in a
commercial aircraft.

The Constitution

Look at the attacks on the family which have occurred in
this House over the past ten years. There have been insidious
attacks on the family, the fundamental institution of any race,
whether it be yellow, black, red or white. We, in the name of
great objectives, have seen the family institution attacked. The
family is in John Diefenbaker's bill of rights. It was the only
bill of rights in the world to mention the family because all
previous bills of rights had been brought in by Liberal govern-
ments all over the world. The Liberal doctrine is individualism
above all. You naturally expect a Conservative government to
mention the family because we add to individualism the right
of groups, and the main group is the family.

The family has been attacked in this House and I have sat
silent, wondering how I could sit there knowing that the bill of
rights was being infringed before my very eyes. I do not excuse
myself at all. It is so bad that the two Houses of Parliament,
the Senate and the House of Commons, have set up a commit-
tee to look into this main technique of taking away our
freedoms. It is the committee on instruments. They have a list
a mile long where we have infringed the bill of rights. They
will sit on that committee for God knows how many years.
They will come back and we will put it into another committee
to be examined.

Where are the voices of freedom when we lose these rights
every day in the House? Now we all stand up on this resolu-
tion and sanctimoniously say we stand for freedom and want
to entrench the rights, put them into a bill of rights. There is
not one of us who would dare look in a mirror and say he is
honest on that score.

I want to end my remarks with something positive. I stated
earlier that if I had the time, I would mention co-operative
federalism. These issues that we are fighting and trying to do
something about today are not new. I belonged to a govern-
ment which, rightly or wrongly, tried to establish a new
technique of dealing with the provinces. I think I am the one
who started the use of the phrase "co-operative federalism".

At one time I had 60 or 70 agreements with the provinces;
roads to resources, forestry agreements, and transmission
agreements. You name it, and I had an agreement and all the
rest of it. We got along fine.

We set up the Canadian council of resource ministers. The
first chairman was René Lévesque. When he found out that
our interest was not politics but what was best for that
resource, we decided on the jurisdiction, and asked those
people to perform their function. We got along fine. We had
co-operation on rivers. That is our record. We worked with
municipalities. Even Duplessis worked with us. That co-opera-
tive federalism was based on sitting around with everybody as
an equal, whether it was Prince Edward Island or Ontario,
until we came to paying for it and then we had to share the
costs.

We did a lot of work and spent a lot of time, but we had a
considerable track record. Today we follow a different tech-
nique. It started in the Pearson days. He picked up the co-oper-
ative federalism concept. He thought it meant putting the ten
premiers on one side of the table and him on the other. With
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that guy on one side and with murderer's row on the other,
God help the poor federal government. He had to chase his
ministers out of Quebec and make peace with Lesage. He
chased them out to some other place. I was so embarrassed at
that show, I never mentioned co-operative federalism for years
after. Let us conclude with some positive things. Let us agree
that we want to make these changes to the constitution to
make it even better. Let us agree this is going to take time, not
just three months. I would suggest it will take something like
two or three years. I have a whole list of proposals I intend to
offer on a later occasion. Let me start with little steps.

a (2100)

i heard the hon. member for St. John's East (Mr. McGrath)
speak here the other night in this regard. Let us start with the
eastern provinces, and let us determine in this debate that
while we are debating the matter we are not going to stop
action. Let us put the matter to a committee which will bring
justice to P.E.I., Newfoundland, Nova Scotia and New Bruns-
wick. Of all the provinces, those provinces have never received
the same treatment as the six western provinces. This Parlia-
ment amended the British North America Act and made
Quebec bigger, Ontario bigger, Manitoba bigger, B.C. bigger
and set up the provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan with
good size. Why have we not done the same for those four
eastern provinces? The resources underneath the sea are just
as valuable as those above the sea. Let us make P.E.I. just as
big as Manitoba and the others the same. In that way the first
ministers will sit down at the table and we will not look at a
premier and say he has only 2,000 square miles in his province
while we have 350,000. He would then be equal when we are
meeting to discuss ideas.

Second, let us start to look at our budgeting. Let us take
these greedy hands of the finance people off our backs. When I
talk about "our backs" I mean the people's backs. Instead of
increasing taxes, with all the quantitative evidence we have
that increasing taxes reduces the taxtake, stops growth and so
on, let us decrease the taxes on those things people need and
want and in that way get more money in to balance the
budget. Some of you have heard me on this subject many times
before. i have all the evidence in the world to show that it
works.

Third, as a central demonstration of good faith to those
Arabs out in western Canada let us repeal the Petroleum
Administration Act as being unconstitutional and inequitable.
I said it was unconstitutional when we had the debate. The
provinces said this primarily. It was suggested there was an
energy crisis when there was not. This scared the daylights out
of the judges of the supreme courts and they ruled there was a
"peace, order and good government" situation. We now have
this legislation sitting there like a sword over every resource
province, and that means everyone. Before I am finished I
want to see P.E.I. just as strong as Ontario.

I will not go through all the things that were done. I am
simply saying that in our budget and in our legislation we
ought to treat all Canadians as equals.

I want to say a personal word about the tragedy I see
unfolding in respect of a man by the name of Claude Ryan. I
have known him for a number of years and have disagreed
with him most of the time. He went to work and produced a
plan designed to maintain a federal system and meet some of
the aspirations of Quebec. I could not agree to all those things
nor could anyone else, but he did work and try. He got us all in
from all across the country supporting him on his views on the
referendum. Then this strategy came out and bang, bang,
bang, the whole constitution is to be completed in three
months in the summer and two weeks in the fall. Why should a
man like this be destroyed? What failure has he experienced
that he should be subject to this type of unusual cruelty? I
think we have done a great injustice to a great Canadian, Mr.
Ryan. He has a right to his opinion and so has Lévesque. He is
a Canadian and I am darn sure he will be until he dies. He is
not going to move out.

We would serve our country well if we stopped banging each
other around carrying out these scam operations, and instead
did as many of the speakers of this House have suggested, the
hon. member for Waterloo (Mr. McLean), for example. Hon.
members have been telling us something about the making of a
constitution with the inclusion of rights. Let us work at giving
more freedoms to Canadian people. Let us not try to fool them
that this will provide them with everything they want for
forever and after. Let us do the best we can and above all
make certain there is no evidence of a single government,
either at the provincial or at the federal level, trying to ram
something down our throats. You do not force Canadians, Mr.
Speaker, you lead them. That is my conclusion.

[ Translation]
Hon. Roméo LeBlanc (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans):

Mr. Speaker, during the last fifty years many initiatives were
meant to shape this country in the image of its inhabitants. As
a nation we have experienced the industrial and technological
developments of the post-war period. We have also lived
through the social and cultural disruptions of the sixties and
we have witnessed the rise of regional nationalisms which
emerged at the political and economic levels. Ail that occurred
mainly during the last decade.

Assuredly, it is one of the reasons that explains why it is
urgent and necessary to revise the federative agreement. We
find this task difficult-and the speeches I just heard confirm
this-because of the need to reconcile the various interests of
the provinces and those of a national government which repre-
sents each of us wherever we live in Canada.

Mr. Speaker, like the Fathers of Confederation, we must be
visionaries and perhaps make our own the spirit which sus-
tained them, a certain generosity and above all a sense of
audacity before a task they certainly deemed difficult.
[En glish]
The resolution before the House comes at a time when it is
incumbent upon the government to act in order to break the
political paralysis created by the lack of agreement at federal-
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provincial conferences. Indeed, this resolution will give us our
own Canadian constitution with a charter of rights and free-
doms and the entrenchment of the equalization principle. In
fact, a unanimous vote in this House last May expressed
agreement to bring home the constitution.

Last Thursday the Prime Minister (Mr. Trudeau) spoke of
the tyranny of unanimity when he declared:

Unanimity gave each first minister a veto: and that veto was increasingly used
to seek the particular good of a particular region or province. So we achieved the
good of none; least of ail did we achieve the good of ail, the common good.

We were led by the dictates of unanimity to bargain freedom against fish-

i happen to be a defender of both. The Prime Minister went
on to state:
-fundamental rights against oil, the independence of our country against long
distance telephone rates. But we were led further stili, towards a radically new
concept of Canada, one in which the national good was merely the sun total of
provincial demands-

[Translation]
Mr. Speaker, this is precisely the deadlock which must be

broken. But while taking this first step, and it is only the
beginning, we should serve first not the governments, whether
federal or provincial, but the citizens in this country by giving
them inalienable fundamental rights. Indeed if we draw up the
list of those rights, we see that it is impressive: freedom of
conscience and religion, freedom of thought, belief, opinion
and expression including freedom of press and other media of
information, freedom of association, democratic rights, mobili-
ty rights anywhere in the country, minority language educa-
tional rights, legal rights, non-discrimination rights, language
rights in Parliament and too many others to be mentioned.

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I did not reflect on one of
the rights that the new charter would guarantee, namely, the
right to education in the minority language where the number
warrants.

You will understand that my view reflects the history of my
ancestors, the Acadians, and my experience as a teacher in the
schools of New Brunswick around the fifties. One only has to
read the history of Francophone or Anglophone minorities in
Canada to understand that the history of survival or assimila-
tion is directly linked to the access to schools in one's mother
tongue. It is the access to education in one's language and the
humble school teachers, who were often nuns, that are respon-
sible for the fire of developing minorities or the embers that
still hold hope in spite of everything. Even before the belated
expansion of Radio-Canada, even before the grants from the
Secretary of State, the French-speaking people of Acadia,
Ontario and western Canada showed through their collections
and their cents that they wanted to remain themselves. Can
you measure the hope this constitutional amendment brings
them?

The Constitution

* (2110)

[En glish]
Mr. Speaker, I would like to deal with the constitutional

proposal, which is very important to those who have shown
over the last century not only their loyalty to Canada but also
their continuing will to live as full citizens-the French-speak-
ing Canadians outside the province of Quebec. The proposed
language of education right would enable citizens of Canada
whose first language is either French or English, but who are a
minority in a given province, to have their children educated in
that minority official language, when numbers warrant.

At this point I would like to address this issue not from a
legal point of view, for i am not a lawyer, but, rather, perhaps
from the standpoint of a bit of common sense and some
practical experience. It is possible to give justice and fairness
in the area of education without creating division nor causing
financial ruin, and here I call to witness my own province of
New Brunswick, a region not rich in money and goods but a
region whose history should justify suspicion, mistrust and
perhaps hostility. Yet New Brunswick is often given as a
model to the rest of the country. This was not always the case.

I would like to share with you what I experienced as a New
Brunswick teacher during the early fifties in the rural parish of
Drummond, which, incidentally, was totally French speaking.
I had to prepare totally French-speaking high school students
for the provincial matriculation examination in history from
an English textbook. The lecture was in French, and then we
rehearsed the answers that they would give when they wrote
the matriculation tests in English, the same test, by the way,
which was passed by the students of the cities of Fredericton
and Saint John. As hon. members can well imagine, this
created some slight handicap, since matriculation for all New
Brunswickers was required for entrance to university, to nurs-
ing schools, to normal school and to trade schools. I feel no
rancour, and I do not assess blame when I say this. I give this
example because I believe that from a difficult past New
Brunswick has emerged in the last 20 or 30 years as a leader in
the accommodation of different language groups.

After the war, men of vision opened rural high schools to all
New Brunswick children, and men of vision with names like
Chapman, Blakeney, Taylor, Hugh John Flemming, Louis
Robichaud and, yes, Richard Hatfield came to the conclusion
that access to education had to be access to one's own culture
and, in fact, probably to one's own soul.

How did these changes come about? I believe they came
about because there was a coalition of human forces anxious to
alleviate human conditions which spoke no language. The first
steps were taken by a Liberal government under John McNair,
then under a government by Hugh John Flemming, as I said,
who was a member of this House, and then through successive
governments including the one of Louis Robichaud, an Acadi-
an who was three times elected by a province which has a good
majority of English-speaking people. The changes have con-
tinued under the leadership of a Conservative premier, Rich-
ard Hatfield, and I believe we understood why he spoke so
eloquently about rights and about access to rights in the
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conference which took place last September. Today in matters
of education New Brunswick has almost achieved a parallel
system for French and English-speaking students.

My province is not divided. My province has, of course, a
few marginal extremists on both sides, but its citizens are
working and living together with a large measure of respect
and co-operation.
[Translation]

Mr. Speaker, another significant aspect which is guaranteed
in the proposed constitution is the concept of sharing the great
wealth of this country. Indeed, section 31(1)(a) reads, and I
quote:
(a) promoting equal opportunities for the weil-being of Canadians;

This principle of equal opportunities in sharing among the
regions of the same country has also dominated political life in
my province since 1960. Indeed, we owe the expression "equal
opportunities" to the man who was the premier of that prov-
ince at the time, Louis Robichaud, as he is the one who put in
place a program which said-

[English]
Louis Robichaud's equal opportunity program said that

whether you are English in Queens or Charlotte counties or
French in Restigouche or Gloucester, you had equal access to
the meagre wealth of the province. In fact, New Brunswick
from that moment on has not ceased progressing, and we need
only look at the results of its school system, which finally was
opened to ail the citizens, not just to those who lived in the
privileged cities, to see the progress that co-operation achieved.
The fact is that the progessive people in New Brunswick were
ready to unite and to reform, and that program has not been
destroyed by successive governments. There was hope for
everyone. There was hope because it did not matter what
language you spoke, what religion you practised or where you
lived; the citizens would share in the opportunities of that
province. This reform was possible in good part because of
federal government programs of unconditional transfers to the
poorer provinces which provided citizens with a reasonable
level of essential public services and which in fact reduced
regional disparities.

The very principle of sharing has become part of our way of
life and now, after more than 20 years of practice, the princi-
pie of equalization is to be entrenched in the constitution.

The proposal to entrench the equalization principle is not
foreign to our history as a nation. Does anyone think that the
maritimes joined confederation to get help from other part-
ners? The fact is that then New Brunswick and Nova Scotia
were "have" provinces, and not only do the old sketches of
Cunard lines leaving the Miramichi and Pointe du Chêne for
the high seas reveal the intense commercial activities of mid-
nineteenth century on the New Brunswick coast, but they also
sometimes rekindle the idea of an economically viable
province.

Basic to the Canadian experience is that when one province
has flourished with the development of a resource, the other

partners benefit, and not to have another's resource does not
make one less Canadian.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

[Translation]
Mr. LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, since last Monday, we have heard

several members of the opposition say they endorse such and
such a part of the resolution. It seems in fact-and I am
thinking of the speech the hon. member for Qu'Appelle-Moose
Moutain (Mr. Hamilton) just made-that sometimes our divi-
sions are less in the substance than in the method. I have in
mind the words of the poet de Saint-Exupéry who once said
about a controversy, and I am paraphrasing: We are divided
over the means which are the result of our reasoning, but not
over the goals which are always the same. I have a feeling that
thoses words apply to our debates.

* (2120)

[English]
Mr. Speaker, I believe this is an important week in our

Parliament. History is being made by all of us, ordinary
human beings, yet history is supposed to be made only by
giants. When the flag debate took place, ordinary men strug-
gled with an extraordinary problem. There was division and
possibly there was rancour.

I remember that as a journalist based in London, my
colleagues and I followed the acrimonious debate in the Parlia-
ment of Canada with some pretty heavy discussions of our
own. Yet, on February 15, 1965, when the new Canadian flag
was raised at Canada House on Trafalgar Square, our discus-
sions were forgotten and we were aIl proud to be Canadians
and to be present.

It is my hope that when this resolution is adopted and when
our constitution comes home, we will be no less proud.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Lyle S. Kristiansen (Kootenay West): Mr. Speaker, I
should like to begin by asking a question which I know many
Canadians are asking, and that is: what are we doing here and
why are we spending what some people out there think is an
inordinate amount of time discussing what some people think
is far removed from their daily lives, that is the constitution? I
know that this is what a number of people are saying, and it is
evident in the mail we aIl get and in the phone calls we al]
receive.

Last week I had the opportunity to spend two full days in
Vancouver at a meeting of regional council No. I of the IWA
which was and remains my union. Many of the people at that
conference from ail over western Canada were asking that
question. That is not to say they did not recognize we have to
deal with the constitution, but they are impatient because they
want Parliament and their elected representatives to get on
with the job and deal with it thoroughly but with some
dispatch. They want Parliament to bring the constitution home
and to begin the job of laying the groundwork for a new
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structure within which we can live and work in the years to
come. They want this Parliament, while the matter of the
constitution is before the committee and, we hope, in a quieter
way, back before the federal government and the provincial
governments, to get down to dealing with many of the other
day to day issues, such as the economy, the budget and, I
hesitate to say, the Bank Act, as weil as other issues with
which this Parliament is vitally concerned.

Having said that, I wish to begin by reading a poem written
by Earle Birney some years ago entitled "Canada, a Case
History". It reads:

This is the case of a high-school land,
deadset in adolescence,
loud treble laughs and sudden fists,
bright cheeks, the gangling presence.
This boy is wonderful at sports
and physically quite healthy;
he's taken to church on Sunday still
and keeps his prurience stealthy;
He doesn't like books except about bears,
collects new coins and model planes
and never refuses a dare.
His Uncle spoils him with candy, of course,
yet shouts him down when he talks at table.
You will note he's got some of his French mother's looks
though he's not so witty and no more stable.
He's really much more like his father and yet
if you say so he'll pull a great face.
He wants to be different from everyone else
and daydreams of winning the global race.
Parents unmarried and living abroad,
relatives keen to bag the estate,
schizophrenia not excluded,
will he learn to grow up before it's too late?

The question we must ask ourselves is whether he will grow
up before it is too late. We hope, Mr. Speaker, that Canada
will grow up before it is too late and we believe that now is
time for this country to grow up. Quite frankly, we do not need
any Canada goose ads or goose Canada ads to tell us so.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Kristiansen: We were able to figure that out all on our
own. I only wish some other members, particularly in the party
sitting to my right, would recognize that there is a certain
degree of urgency in this matter because, quite frankly, I have
had enough of the "nattering nabobs of negativism" who
refuse to recognize the limitations of the roles within the
political process or the limitations of the bargaining process.
This party is not the government-I wish it were-and if we
were the government, I am sure we would be introducing a
package which is substantially different from that which the
government of the day has introduced.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Kristiansen: We are not the government and therefore
our approach to the issue is different and the proposals which
we put forward are not what we would consider to be ideal.
But we will play our role and, if the government demonstrates
good faith over the next few weeks and months, we intend to
play our role in a constructive way to ensure that we grow up
as a nation and begin the job of settling down to the kind of
work that has to be done if Canada is to grow and thrive.

Perhaps my view is somewhat jaundiced but I have my own
definition of the democratic process. It is that democratic
political action is the process by which you stop worse things

from happening. It is also hoped that somewhere along the
way something of positive value can be accomplished. Perhaps
that is too limited a view, but in the current context of our
present role as a third party it is perhaps the most we can
achieve in the life of any Parliament, and that is the role we
intend to pursue now.

What is in the resolution which we are considering and what
are the motives for its presentation? The Minister of Justice
(Mr. Chrétien), speaking to the Canadian Club in Toronto
yesterday, said that the government was acting for three
reasons. He stated that the second reason for acting now was
to provide a momentum for some change. I have been around a
sufficient number of bargaining tables, I think, to know that
when matters of vital interest are at stake, people and major
forces seldom move unless a gun is put to their head. I do not
find that insulting. Other people seem to be threatened by it,
but this is part of the daily process in the business world and
certainly in the world of industrial relations. I do not feel the
least intimidated by it. Rightly or wrongly, the government
finds it necessary, or says it finds it necessary, to do a little
sabre rattling and to say to some of the provincial jurisdictions
that if some accommodation is not reached soon-and I hope
the federal government is willing to make some as well-the
matter will be decided unilaterally. It is in our interests as a
people and as a party, and in the interests of the gentlemen
and lady to my right as a party, to realize that the invitation is
there to take part in a realistic way. We should do so. To sit
there in petulance, as the people to my right have done on
other issues, sucking their thumbs and feeling sorry for them-
selves is not being realistic. They sit there and say, "Why did
you not give us a chance to go ahead and do all these
wonderful things?" For a government, the first cabinet in
history to swear in using the kamikaze oath, to take that kind
of position is absolutely incredible. They say we did not give
them a chance. They did not give themselves a chance. The
first time they had a prime minister during the course of my
lifetime, in effect they murdered him. This time they did not
have to; he committed suicide. We have had enough of that.
a (2130)

I should like to comment on one major change we feel the
government must make if we are to give serious consideration
to the many other important proposals before us. My leader
said that we support in principle most of the items, if not all, in
the current resolution. We agree that patriation is necessary.
We agree, historically and now, that a charter of rights is a
good thing, though we may have differences as to some of the
wording and the possible implications of the government's
current wording. We agree in principle to the incorporation of
language rights into the constitution. We have some concern
over the manner in which that will be interpreted. We hope
that is an issue which, along with other items, the government
will sit down in good faith and discuss in the weeks to come.

I think all of us in the House agree with the principle of
equalization. Certainly we understand that an amending for-
mula of some type is necessary. While we are concerned with
certain of the implications of the specifics in the resolution, we
hope the government will prove to be open and receptive to
suggestions during the course of the negotiations which lie
ahead and that the committee will keep an open mind.
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My leader has stated one matter about which we are
adamant. In order for there to be be some balance in the
government's proposal, a recognition of the right of the prov-
inces to own, control and indirectly tax their resources must be
included. To do anything else would be a major disturbance of
the status quo. We are talking about bringing the constitution
home in a relatively short period of time. It would be a little
much to expect that any substantial part of this country would
accept a package which does not at least retain the basic rights
they have always enjoyed. That demand on the part of my
party is absolute. It is non-negotiable, it is a "must-have"
demand. Also it is a pre-condition for any further consider-
ation of other items the government wants to see included in
this resolution.

i should like to put the resource issue in a somewhat
different context by referring to the matter of collective and
individual rights. There are those of us in this country who feel
that individual rights cannot be enforced and sustained except
by real and recognized collective rights and that those rights
are a myth. We need the power to deny access to resources,
whether that power rests with our communities, with our
unions, our band or tribal councils or within our provinces. We
need the power and muscle to be able to enforce the individual
rights listed in any charter. It is as important a principle
applied to resources as it is when applied to individual human
rights. Legislation and laws can change, but once people
recognize they have certain powers and rights they will not
give them up. We do not suggest the government can grant
those rights, but it is proper that those basic rights, especially
in so far as our provinces are concerned, be recognized. It is
one further bulwark against the strength of central govern-
ment action which we in my part of the country feel we must
have if we are to ensure the long-term survival of democratic
and open government.

In addition to resources we have many other serious con-
cerns, but I stress again that acceptance of the package rests
and is dependent upon the government's acceptance of our
prime resource demand. In this regard i would also urge the
government to bear in mind the importance to Atlantic
Canada and other maritime provinces of offshore resources
and some tangible recognition of expanded rights thereto by
the provinces concerned. After years of dependency those
provinces now see a chance to become masters in their own
houses or at least to get a piece of the rock.

We should hope to see very soon some tangible proof that
the government recognizes the provincial ownership and right
to indirect taxation of resources. The government and govern-
ment members on the joint committee must show some con-
crete evidence of bargaining in good faith on other key con-
cerns in the weeks and months to come. We are not stipulating
anything, but we insist that there must be some evidence that
the committee is not a rubber-stamp for the Prime Minister
(Mr. Trudeau) or any cabinet minister. They should listen not
only to us but to the official opposition and to the representa-
tives of the provinces. That good faith must be demonstrated
in the time that lies immediately ahead.

We are not in a position to judge the receptiveness of the
government, but if the package is balanced we intend to
support the resolution. Our final decision can only be made on
judgment day when the report of the committee is in and the
final-final offer of the government is clear. At that time the
final answer can be given.

For all provinces, provincial ability to manage and tax
resources is a key part of the confederation bargain. For many
provinces, particularly those in the west, resources compensate
for the lack of a significant manufacturing industry. Resource
proceeds allow provinces the financial ability to help stabilize
and diversify their provincial economies and provide the ser-
vices their people need. With wise management, resources are
the key enabling most provinces to obtain a reasonable level of
economic stability. But the provincial governments' ability to
manage their resources so as to create a more stable economy
has, in recent years, been seriously impaired. The rights of the
provinces to regulate and tax their natural resources have been
reinterpreted by the Supreme Court of Canada. Those judg-
ments have called into serious question the ability of provinces
to raise revenues from resources and to regulate the rate of
production, especially if those resources are sold outside the
provinces concerned. Thus it is necessary to reconfirm jurisdic-
tion to the provinces to manage and develop resources, to allow
provinces to levy both direct and indirect taxes, as long as they
do not discriminate between provincial residents and other
Canadians and to permit provinces to legislate with respect to
the export of resources from the provinces. Of course, federal
paramountcy in trade and commerce would still be
maintained.

(2140)

In summary, the amendment my party would propose would
confirm provincial ownership of resources, would incorporate a
clause with respect to indirect taxation and, finally, would
incorporate a concurrent power with federal paramountcy with
respect to trade and commerce as it affects the export of
non-renewable natural resources, forestry products and elec-
tricity both in interprovincial and international trade.

But resources are more than this to us, especially those of us
from British Columbia and western Canada. Control over our
resources is more than a matter of cash and carry or "what we
have we hold." The British Columbia energy minister perhaps
overstated it the other day. I saw in a column by Marjorie
Nichols in the Vancouver Sun that:
Mr. McClelland, without blushing, said that resources represent the culture of
British Columbia.

That may be a little much-she thought so-and I think it
is going a little too far as well. But, if members opposite wish
to understand the attachment by the people of the west to their
land and resources they should take the opportunity to enjoy
some theatre, a play originating in Saskatchewan which toured
across the west and which has twice been covered on CBC
television. It is a great play entitled "Paper Wheat". That
play, people's theatre as it is, outlines not only the growth,
complexion and nature of the developing west and the west
today, it clearly and dramatically outlines the long and popu-
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lar struggle of westerners to gain control of their own
resources from Winnipeg, Toronto and Montreal Exchanges,
the growth of the Wheat Pool in particular and their struggle
to gain popular control of the marketing of their products.
That process, that struggle-and it is a very recent struggle in
western Canada-to gain control of our means of livelihood,
our resources, is very much a central part of our culture. I
hope you will forgive me for being skeptical but we do not feel
that this government appreciates this attitude, this gut feeling
in Western Canada. Unless we have concrete evidence very
soon from the government that jurisdiction over ownership and
resource taxation rights, which until recent years and judg-
ments we always believed was ours, is to be recognized by the
government by the acceptance of a clear amendment to their
patriation resolution, then we simply cannot agree to support
the motion or consider the resolution.

I want to also reject the notion-widespread, apparently, on
the other side-that we in the west are greedy and want, either
as members or as provincial governments, to keep all our
riches, old or new, to ourselves. That has been and remains
untrue. A former British Columbia premier made an offer
some years ago in relation to natural gas and petroleum
resources that if the federal government would guarantee the
public development of those resources for the benefit of all the
people of Canada then British Columbia would be prepared to
share those resources with all Canadians. I understand similar
offers were also made by the government of Saskatchewan.
There were no takers, but the offers were made. The west, or
at least a portion of it has been willing, and is willing, to put
Canada first in the interests of all Canadians. And that, Mr.
Speaker, is not greed.

What is the federal interest and what is the federal govern-
ment's record in resources? In the absence of a clear and open
commitment by the federal government as to its intent on this
matter, within the context of their resolution, one is left to
assume they intend to intrude even further in the traditional
provincial domain. In view of the past Liberal record we must
seriously question the motives behind any such move.

Until the early 1970s there was little expressed interest, not
to mention interference, with western resources on the part of
the federal government. It was not until the western provincial
governments took decisive action to maximize the return on
those resources to their people through royalties, direct owner-
ship, marketing agencies and other means that the federal
government and the federal courts moved to intervene levying,
in effect, double taxation or other penalties which caused great
anxiety and difficulty for both the governments and industries
involved. It seemed that as long as the private sector was the
major winner the feds never acted. But as soon as the people
and their provincial governments moved to secure their fair
share, the federal government intervened. Maybe it was acci-
dental-we are generous-but it was enough to make us very
wary as to some of the motivations which lay behind those
central government actions. If the federal government ever
wants support for a greater role in economic development they
had better start to improve their track record and credibility in
that regard.

The Constitution

There are more than a few, especially in western Canada,
who hold the view that Canada was created because the CPR
needed a country to pay for their railway to resources and the
Hudson's Bay Company needed a country and taxpayers to
pay the cost of policing their territory. Whether that is an
accurate reflection of our origins or not, successive Canadian
governments have certainly continued to act as if it were in
fact very close to the truth. That is the picture many of us have
and federal government actions in recent.years have tended to
add credibility to what was originally a rather humorous
version of the origins of Canada.

Something else has taken place over the years which make
us wonder what the constitutional fuss is all about. I think the
hon. member for Qu'appelle-Moose Mountain (Mr. Hamilton)
referred to it in a slightly different way a few moments ago. It
has to do with why the federal government has again deemed
it necessary to move in on the resource field over the last few
years.

I want to talk about taxation for a minute. Since the Second
World War the direct taxation field has been less and less of a
burden on the corporate sector. Federal governments-mostly
Liberal-have retreated through political pressure, it would
appear, from the field of direct taxation, particularly of the
corporate sector.

• (2150)

The level of resource taxation by the provinces, in their
field, has not retreated at the same time. Consequently, we see
the federal government denying itself, through its own timidity
perhaps, access to revenues in its traditional sector while the
provinces have not been so encumbered. It has thus found
itself in this financial squeeze and obviously it has to find a
way out. It would appear that it is not prepared to turn on the
corporate sector and return it to its appropriate and historical
level of taxation in Canada, so it must find another way.

My friends to my right, during their brief tenure in office,
attempted to find yet another way out. They did not go after
the provinces but decided, instead of raising taxes, to raise
prices as a means of hiding the situation. In the meantime they
would look for another way without causing a major tax revolt
by searching different routes to see if moneys were available to
allow our governments to carry on.

It appears, for whatever the political reasons, that the
federal government does not dare to restore corporation taxes.
Therefore, it has chosen to move in the field of resources. How
it intends to work things out, I do not know, but I do
understand that ministers over there are in a bind. We think it
is extremely unfair to attack provincial administration and
sources of funding in order to escape the rather obvious
answers to their own timidity over the years.

I referred some time ago to the play "Paper Wheat". There
is a section of that play which refers to the expansion of the
Canadian west. It says that it goes on, and on and on and on
and on.

Mr. Nielsen: And on.

October 9, 1980 COMMONS DEBATES 3567



The Constitution

Mr. Kristiansen: That is a fairly accurate description of the
Canadian prairies or it certainly seemed that way to our
people when they first arrived in that part of the country. I am
also afraid that if these last three days are any example it will
begin to characterize the description of the debate we will have
on the constitution, as might be gathered even at this early
stage.

Mr. Knowles: Don't put the idea in anybody's head.

Mr. Kristiansen: It reminds me of a saying which is often
used with regard to strikes, that it does not take much talent to
get one started, but it sometimes takes a great deal of wisdom
to put an end to one with honour and justice. It is not enough
that we write something in stone. For all the importance that a
constitution, or in another sphere a contract, may have in its
wording and its distribution of benefits and powers, the key
thing must be leadership and the willingness of all the parties
to live together.

The important thing when we put together the constitution
is that it be done in such a way that we can live together in
balance. There must be something in it for everybody or
everybody loses. It is the same in a marriage; people are
entitled to their own space, and that space must be recognized.
There must be something of value in the constitution for all
the major parties.

In conclusion, I would simply say that while there may be
many important concerns and differences in addition to the
obvious difference we have over the matter of resources and
provincial rights, this is not the time to let those other differ-
ences stop us from doing what we must. We must rise above
those differences and demonstrate a faith in ourselves as a
maturing nation to deal with all these remaining issues in our
own time, in our own way in Canada and as Canadians. That
is what the process in which we are engaged should be all
about, and we in this party believe this is what it is all about.
We are willing to play our part and recognize the limitations
of our role.

We should have a constitution that is made in Canada. We
should have a constitution and a structure in which all Canadi-
ans from all areas and all regions can work together and live
together to produce what should be in this world of ours the
greatest and most wonderful quality of life imaginable any-
where on this planet. Again, that is how we see it and we are
prepared to move. We hope that others are as well.

Mr. Roy MacLaren (Parliamentary Secretary to Minister
of Energy, Mines and Resources): Mr. Speaker, 113 years
ago, with the British North America Act, the people of
Canada engaged in an act both of rejection and of affirmation.
It was an act of rejection in the sense that we rejected the
"Manifest Destiny" which some saw as our future, to be
annexed to the United States. But much more important, as an
affirmation of our commitment to an equal partnership be-
tween our two founding races, Canadians acted at that time to
create a political structure that would accommodate the inter-
ests of the two founding peoples. Today we are engaged in

another stage of that evolution, that of providing political
unity without racial, cultural or linguistic conformity.

We are no melting pot. We are committed to a nation in
which two founding races can live in equal partnership. How-
ever, that equal partnership has been variously interpreted at
different times and places in our country's history, creating
confusion and frustration. The most recent manifestations of
course are the Quebec referendum and the regional preoccupa-
tions which mark much of our country today.

Those various interpretations of how we must achieve our
political unity have brought practical problems impairing our
collective ability to deal with our difficulties. But that commit-
ment to equal partnership has never wavered in all who believe
that confederation will be judged a failure if we cannot assure
all our citizens full opportunity in either the French or English
language and in their own culture. The time has come to place
that commitment in a Canadian constitution. In the past, as
our country expanded west and east, as industrialization
advanced and brought a changing role for governments, as
social programs were advanced, amendments to the British
North America Act were successfully made.

a (2200)

However, in the absence of an amending formula, that
process of evolution, that process of constitutional change, of
relying upon amendments to the act of another parliament, has
become increasingly cumbersome, increasingly laborious and
increasingly anachronistic.

As Senator Forsey said recently, this idea of unanimous
consent of the provinces was voted down twice by the House of
Commons, in 1869 and in 1871, and that was by a House of
Commons which contained a number of fathers of confedera-
tion, all of whom voted against the idea of unanimous consent
of the provinces.

Against that background, the time has clearly come to
patriate our constitution.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

PROCEEDINGS ON ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

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

deemed to have been moved.

CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD-GRAIN-INVESTIGATION INTO
UPGRADING-VALUE RECEIVED BY WESTERN FARMERS

Mr. Bill McKnight (Kindersley-Lloydminster): Mr. Speak-
er, in the last session on May 29, I asked the minister
responsible for the Canadian Wheat Board if he could inform
the House and the farmers of western Canada whether he had
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