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they will not settle for less than the people they are supervising
are to receive, which is really not unreasonable, I suppose.

The question is this: How is the government to monitor the
40 hours' work to be done in 372 hours? That concept is in
itself a little difficult to understand. How is it to be monitored
if the supervisory personnel are not given at least equal
treatment and perhaps superior treatment to that meted out to
the clerical staff?

Senator Perrault: Those are two perfectly valid questions,
but I must take them as notice. The exact monitoring proce-
dure is not known to me. That information will be sought.

Senator Doody: Further on the same line, honourable sena-
tors, perhaps the honourable leader could make some further
inquiries. I shall try to be brief. I understand there are certain
rules and regulations governing the preambles to questions but
since I have not been given a copy of them I shall have to ask
the government ministers to bear with me.

I understand that this agreement by which 40 hours' work is
to be done in a 37/2-hour week is applicable to the postal
workers, or at least to that unit covered by the Canadian
Union of Postal Workers. Will the same circumstances and
conditions be applied to other people employed by the public
service directly, or by crown agencies, or is this to be specifi-
cally related to the Post Office and to no other area of
government?

Senator Perrault: The question will be taken as notice.

THE CONSTITUTION
FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL CON FERENCE OF FIRST MINISTERS

Hon. Richard A. Donahoe: Honourable senators, my ques-
tion arises as a result of a television broadcast last evening in
which the person being interviewed was no less a person than
Mr. Maurice Dupras, the Quebec Liberal Caucus chairman.
Mr. Dupras, in his response to questions, said that he and his
colleagues-representing a substantial portion of the total
Liberal caucus, I may point out, because there are 74 members
whom he may class as his colleagues from the province of
Quebec-favour a Canada-wide referendum on constitutional
reform, and they also favour unilateral patriation of the Con-
stitution if the first ministers are unable to reach agreement.
• (1420)

When asked how much time he would allow the ministers to
reach that agreement, he said only that he saw no reason to
wait if an agreement were not to be reached.

My question is: Would the Leader of the Government please
tell us how long the federal government intends to allow the
constitutional talks to go on with the first ministers before
proceeding to conduct a national referendum?

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
First of ail, honourable senators, it should be stated that Mr.
Dupras was speaking for himself. As all Canadians have, he
has a perfect right to express his views with respect to the
constitutional changes under discussion. Similarly, I know that

Senator Donahoe, with his background, has strongly held
views with respect to the way in which constitutional changes
should be effected. Mr. Dupras was not speaking on behalf of
the government, but was speaking for himself.

Secondly, no rigid time limit has been placed on the length
of these discussions, to my knowledge. I think there is some
feeling of regret in certain quarters that the Leader of the
Officiai Opposition has not chosen to join with the Right
Honourable the Prime Minister and the Leader of the New
Democratic Party in attempting to achieve a united front, at
least initially, with respect to certain aspects of the process of
constitutional change. That is an option that the Leader of the
Conservative Party certainly has a right to choose. There is no
real criticism of that position.

As I said, no precise time limits have been set. However, the
Prime Minister has indicated that he believes there is some
urgency with respect to this matter. Certainly, no one wel-
comes the prospect of another five to ten years of deadlock
where no progress is achieved.

No decisions have been taken with respect to the holding of
a national referendum. Again, I emphasize that Mr. Dupras
was speaking for himself.

Senator Choquette: He has funny thoughts, hasn't he?

Senator Donahoe: As I understand the reply, the Leader of
the Government is saying that the views expressed by Mr.
Dupras are not the officiai views of the Liberal Party.

At the conclusion of his remarks, the Leader of the Govern-
ment referred to the question of a referendum. My supplemen-
tary question was directed to that point, so for the sake of
greater clarity I will put the question again.

I am interested in knowing if the Leader of the Government
is prepared to inquire whether current Liberal thinking on this
matter of a national referendum involves the possible re-intro-
duction of the referendum bill that was before the 30th
Parliament. If it does, would he inquire on our behalf whether
there would be a need for a simple national majority vote or a
majority in each province and territory?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, may I say that the
government holds out real hope for the outcome of the
Monday meeting of first ministers. At this point we are
optimistic about the outcome of that and subsequent meetings.
We do not believe that this is a time to prepare fall-back
positions for the government in anticipation of failure. We do
not anticipate failure.

There is a growing realization in ail provinces that certain
changes must be made, such as changes in the area of division
of powers as well as certain constitutional changes. The subject
of patriation has been discussed for many years. I must say
that the meetings the Honourable Jean Chrétien had with the
provincial first ministers in recent weeks give cause for a good
deal of optimism about the future of constitutional talks.
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bc arranged to find a peaceful political settlement it would bc
preferable to another long dciay in development.

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, wherever they livc, should be most
cnthusiastic about the fact that thc devclopment of potentially
rich new resources is proceeding in Newfoundland. It is great
news, flot only for Newfoundland but for ail Canadians. It is
good news for the Canadian Confederation "'famiiy." 1 do flot
have information immcdiatcly available at my desk on the
subjeci of' the negotiations with Newfoundland. Howevcr, it is
the hope of the governmcnt that these resources can be
brought into production as expeditiously as possible for thc
benefit of Newfoundland-yes, and for the benefit of ail
Canada.

Senator Doody: Could thc Leader of thc Govcrnmcnt undcr-
take to get some information for this chamber on whether it is
the intention of the two govcrnments to carry on conversations
with a view to breaking the impasse that now appears to cxist,
or is it the intention of the govcrnments to take it to court,
resulting in perhaps ten years' or more delay, which the
officiai mentioned in his speech?

Senator Perrault: That question will be dircctcd to the
Ntinister of Energy, Mines and Resources, and an iniquiry will
be made about possible negotiations with the Governmnent of
Newfoundiand.

POST OFFICE

SETTI EMENT WITH CANADIAN UNION 0OF POSTAL WORK[ RS

Hon. C. William Doody: 1 should like to direct a question to
the Leader of the Governmcnt on the Post Office, which wc
talkcd about carlier. i thank the honourable senator for his
promptness in gctting a copy of the statement to me. That is
apprcciatcd. 1 have flot had a chance to study it. but in looking
through it 1 notice that the total cost of the settlement is flot
includcd. When the leader obtains the other information that
we asked for, could he try to get that for us as well?

Senator Perrault: Yes, that inquiry wili go forward. i think
that measured against the fact that we have achicvcd a
successful postal service negotiation must be measured the
other dire alternative that could have occurrcd, namcly. a
disastrous tic-up of the postal service and resultant huge
economic damage-the terrible primary and sccondary effects
of a strike or lockout on the economy of this country.

In net, honourable senators, i suggest that this wili be a very
beneficial settlement for aIl Canadians.

Senator Doody: 1 appreciate that. but the point 1 was
making was that the settlement, welcome indeed though it is,
will flot prove to be a settlement unless ail the facets in it are
measured against the overail impact on the economy,' the
public service in Ottawa, as well as the public services in the
provinces, ail of whom get involvcd in that spiral.

iSenator Doody.1

ENERGY
TERMINATION OF OIL IMPORT COMPENSATION PROCRAM

FFFECT ON ATL ANTIC PROVINC ES

Hon. Orville H. Phillips: 1 have a question for the Minister
of State for Economic Dcvelopment. In vicw of the fact that
the Right Honourable Prime Ninistcr has announced the
termination of the Oul Import Compensation Program, can the
minister advise us if some form of special assistance will be
granted for oii-burning electrical generating plants in Atlantic
Canada?
* (1440)

May 1, as background, point out that Nova Scotia and
Prince Edward Island have the highcst clectrical costs in
Canada. The termination of the oul import compensation pro-
gram wiil double the cost of producing elcctricity in oil-burn-
ing plants.

Senator Oison: Honourabie senators, 1 don't believe that the
interpretation that the Prime Minister's rcply announced the
tcrmination of the compensation program is accurate. It is an
interpretation that has a large element of opinion in it rather
than fact. He hoped that a pricing policy for crude oul could be
workcd out which would phase out the nced for the program.
It may be only a matter of semantics, but 1 do flot have at this
moment a spccific answcr as to what form an alternative
assistance program would take in connection spccifically with
oil-fircd thermo-generating plants, but the honourable senator
should take some comfort from the fact that wc have indicatcd
that the cost of using these fuels will bc rclatively uniform
across the country.

Senator Phillips: In rcplying to various questions 1 notice
that the minister usualiy states that it is a matter of interpreta-
tion. The statemrent in the Comnmons Hansard is clear that the
Prime Minister says the program will be terminated. How can
you interpret that in any other way? i know the Prime
Ministcr docs flot usually mean what he says, but surcly that
cannot be intcrpretcd in any other way.

Senator Oison: Wcll, honourable senators, it is a vcry
specifie matter of interpretation. When the honourable senator
says that the Prime Minister does flot usually mean what he
says. that is an interpretation with which 1 totally disagrec.

THE CONSTITUJTION
FEDI-RAt -PROVINCIAL CONFERENCE OF- IIRST MINISTERS

Hon. Lowel Murray: H-onourable senators, 1 have a ques-
tion for the Leader of the Govcrnment. It is supplementary to
those askcd carlier by our colleague, Senator Donahoc, relative
to the statements attributed to the Chairman of the Quebec
Liberal Caucus.

Notwithstanding the weicome optimism expressed by the
Leader of the Govcrnment, 1 would ask him to confirm that
the Prime Ninister of Canada is cmbarking on these talks
fully expecting thcm to fail-

Senator Oison: That is flot right at ail].
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Senator Murray: -that he expects to pull the plug and call
a national referendum on constitutional matters and to unilat-
erally repatriate the Constitution, and that he so advised his
colleagues in the Liberal Caucus this week.

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I find a statement of that kind to be
rather surprising. Perhaps it indicates the implicit pessimism
which is part of the Conservative philosophy in this country. It
is regrettable that a great national party can find so little that
is constructive to say about this impending series of negotia-
tions with the provinces and, indeed, that it would go so far as
to almost express the hope that they will fail.

Senator Olson: That is what keeps them in opposition.

Senator Perrault: 1 want to assure honourable senators that
those of us who have worked with the Right Honourable the
Prime Minister down through the years, particularly in these
recent weeks, and have seen the amount of time and effort he
has invested in an effort to make these talks succeed, with the
object of building a new Confederation-those of us who have
seen first hand the degree of zeal that this man has invested in
his task as leader of this country, can only have a feeling of
repugnance when suggestions are made that he is somehow
preparing a scenario for failure. This is not the nature of the
Prime Minister, and it is not the nature of the party which has
the responsibility for the affairs of this nation at this time.

We are optimistic about these talks. We believe that
progress can be made. We know that there are cynics in this
country who believe that the talks will not succeed. Some of
those cynics are among those who would shatter Confedera-
tion, whether they live in the west or the east, and this
government intends, with the use of all resources available to
it, to ensure the ultimate success of those negotiations.

[Translation]
Hon. Martial Asselin: Honourable senators, I have a supple-

mentary question. I understand the optimism the Leader of the
Government in the Senate has just shown as to his govern-
ment's fine intentions with regard to this constitutional confer-
ence. However, could he tell us whether the federal govern-
ment's intentions are as fine as he has just stated with regard
to its priority demands for constitutional changes during this
conference? What are these priorities which the Prime Minis-
ter of Canada will demand from the premiers as regards
constitutional changes? Will he insist on the patriation of our
Constitution? If not, will he act unilaterally? Will he insist as
a priority on the inclusion of language and collective rights in
the new Constitution and, in case the provinces refuse these
priorities, what is he going to do? What else can he do should
the provinces refuse-and this alternative may not be that
which the Chairman of the Quebec Liberal caucus has indicat-
ed, namely, that you are about to hold a national referendum,
over the heads of the provinces, to seek the opinion of the
Canadian people on the priorities which the federal govern-
ment will demand from the provinces?

[English]
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, the distinguished

Senator Asselin, who has participated in negotiations of this
kind involving other levels of government, knows that one
never enters into them with a unilateral determination that the
other side shall accept everything on one's agenda. When
Senator Asselin asks what the Prime Minister will require and
what he will demand, I can only reply that these negotiations
which commence on Monday are not being conducted in that

spirit. The Prime Minister and the Government of Canada are
interested in the views of the provinces. This is a dialogue,
which involves constructive proposals from both sides. There
are indications from a number of the premiers that progress
can be made in many areas, including human and linguistic
rights across this country.

I can assure the house that no rigid timetable has been
established. No structured agenda has been set. No demands
are being made by the Government of Canada that progress be
made on a certain number of items. The meeting on Monday is
a preliminary one. The distinguished first ministers of the
provinces are aware of some of the objectives that have been
set forth as suggestions by the Right Honourable the Prime
Minister. It is hoped that progress can be made, but there is no
highly structured, formalized agenda.

If we have achieved anything in the history of this country it
is that we have brought about great reforms by means of
negotiation, by the process of reasonable men and women
sitting down and discussing problems and achieving agree-
ments through a conciliatory attitude, accepting the fact that
Canada is a land of immense diversity that takes a great deal
of understanding. The government is aware that there are
great regional aspirations in this nation, whether they are in
western Canada, eastern Canada, central Canada or the north.

* (1450)

As I said earlier, those of us who have worked with the
Prime Minister and know his approach to this conference,
know that the scenario spelled out by the Conservative Party's
chief political architect is inaccurate, doleful and quite
mischievous.

Hon. Richard A. Donahoe: I have a supplementary question.
Would the Leader of the Government tell us whether he
believes that the Leader of the Quebec Liberal caucus and his
Quebec colleagues share the optimism he expresses about the
results to come from the conference being undertaken by the
Prime Minister?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, it is not for me to
speak on behalf of the Quebec caucus, but had it not been for
the superb optimism of the Liberal candidates in Quebec
during the last election the Liberal Party would not be the
government today.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

[Translation]
Senator Asselin: Obviously, there is no room for party

politics here, though the Leader of the Government would try
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to resort to them, and I must tell him, in order to reassure him,
that we on this side of the house, the Conservative Party and
its leader, extend our very best wishes of success to the federal
government and the provinces in the new endeavour to be
undertaken on June 9. Still, the Leader of the Government
always manages to avoid answering our questions.

Senator Langlois: He tries to.

Senator Asselin: It may be, but my questions are so clear he
should be able to understand them!

When a meeting is organized, like the one scheduled for
June 9 between the Prime Minister of Canada and the provin-
cial premiers, it should be done with a purpose in mind. I
asked the Leader of the Government if there was an agenda.
He was to give me an answer but I am still waiting for it.

I ask him the same question today: what are the priorities,
the demands of the federal government; what priorities and
demands will it present to the provincial premiers on June 9
with regard to constitutional changes? Will they start by
saying unanimity can easily be achieved, that the Senate
formula will be modified? Is Senator Langlois slipping him the
answer?

Senator Langlois: No, I am trying to understand what you
are saying.

Senator Asselin: Will the premiers be told that unless they
do such and such the Canadian people will be consulted
unilaterally on constitutional changes? I should like to know
what the priorities of the Prime Minister are, what the agenda
of that constitutional conference will be.
[English]

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, may I answer as
candidly as possible under the circumstances?

Senator Asselin: You can do it.

Senator Perrault: The reason for the meeting on Monday is
to draw up an agenda, in concert with the first ministers from
the provinces, and to establish the priorities of both the federal
and provincial governments.

It would be presumptuous of the federal government, as 1
suggested earlier, to go in with a structured agenda and say,
"This is the way we are going to proceed with constitutional
change, a rearrangement of powers. This is our view with
respect to entrenchment of certain human rights, and we
expect you to say yes or no." That is not the reason for the
meeting on Monday, and that will not be the manner in which
the federal government will proceed. It will attempt to achieve,
in concert with the provinces, an agenda involving both provin-
cial and federal governments.

[Translation]
Senator Asselin: So, 1 understand there is no agenda. It is

simply a discussion between the premiers and the Prime
Minister. There is no agenda.

[English]
Senator Perrault: The meeting will be informai and com-

pletely private. There will be no newspaper reporters present
[Senator Asselin.]

and no representatives of radio or television. It will be an
attempt by reasonable people meeting together to come to
terms with the realities of Canada in 1980 and to determine
whether they, as good Canadians, can work out the basic
pattern that should be adopted in order to achieve the reforms
that are needed.

Hon. Azellus Denis: If I understand the Leader of the
Government correctly, the priority will be discussed between
the government and the provinces and between the provinces
and the government-not between the government and Sena-
tor Martial Asselin.

[Translation]
Senator Asselin: Let there be light. We have just been

enlightened by the Holy Spirit!

[English]
Hon. Orville H. Phillips: Honourable senators, I have a

supplementary question for the Leader of the Government
arising out of his reply to Senator Donahoe. In his reply he
expressed regret that the Leader of Her Majesty's Loyal
Opposition was not joining the Prime Minister in the common
front. Does his regret extend to agreeing to have the Leader of
the Opposition attend as an active participant rather than
assume a minor role?

An Hon. Senator: Right on!

Senator Perrault: I believe that all Canadians, regardless of
political belief, applauded the gesture of the Prime Minister
when he met separately with the Leader of the great Conserva-
tive Party and the Leader of the New Democratic Party to
discuss the challenge ahead, the priorities, the manner in
which we should proceed toward constitutional change and
reform. The Leader of the Conservative Party had the right to
decide not to participate, as I believe he said, at this stage.
That is his right. That is beyond criticism. But many Canadi-
ans regret that in an important matter of this kind it was not
possible to achieve a certain all-party agreement on the
method of proceeding.

Senator Phillips: My question was whether the government
would consider allowing the Leader of the Opposition to attend
as an active participant and take part in the debate-not
whether people applauded the Prime Minister's gesture in
meeting secretly with the Leader of the Opposition. I would
like an answer to my question, not praise for the Prime
Minister.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, it is my understand-
ing that the Leader of Her Majesty's Loyal Opposition has
declined to participate or to be an observer-

Senator Asselin: That is not true.
Senator Perrault: -and, as I said, it is his right to abstain.

Senator Asselin: That is not truc.

Hon. G. . Smith: Would the Leader of the Government not
be more accurate if he were to add that the Leader of the
Opposition declined the invitation for the time being because,
among other things, he did not wish to be associated with any
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presentation that he did not help formulate or in which he had
no opportunity to participate?

Senator Perrault: I don't have a copy of the statement made
by the Leader of the Conservative Party-

Senator Asselin: You should get one before you say
anything.

Senator Perrault: -but that may well be the reason he has
taken that position. He has the right to that opinion, and we
are not criticizing that.

Senator Smith (Colchester): Would the Leader of the Gov-
ernment not agree that had the Parliament of Canada been
invited to participate in formulating the proposals to be put
forward, those proposals might have even greater possibility of
bringing about the result we all desire, namely, agreement?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, that would require a
very large conference, involving all members of Parliament
from both Houses and provincial first ministers and their
officials. May I suggest that honourable senators themselves
can make a great contribution to this process by supporting a
resolution now before the Senate to establish a subcommittee
of the Legal and Constitutional Affairs Committee to study
some of our views with respect to one aspect of change and
reform.

Senator Smith (Colchester): I would not suggest for a
moment that the Leader of the Government does not try to
understand my question, but he successfully gives the impres-
sion that such is the case. I am not talking about inviting the
whole of the Parliament of Canada to attend the conference,
and he must well know that. I am asking whether he would not
feel more satisfied to have the Parliament of Canada partici-
pate in the formulation of the proposals to be put to such
conferences before those conferences are called.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, surely there is not
the suggestion being advanced by Senator Smith (Colchester)
that some parliamentarians are being excluded from this pro-
cess. Let me say, on behalf of our party, both through the
route of the Senate caucus and the general caucus of our
party, that we have had continuing discussions and meetings
on the subject of constitutional reform. There has been no
restriction whatsoever on the right of any member of Parlia-
ment, whether he serves in the Commons or the Senate, to set
forth his views unfettered by any kind of restriction and to
provide advice and input into this process. It seems to me that
that is what our parliamentary democracy is all about. I can
only suggest that the honourable senator engage in similar
initiatives within his own Conservative Party Caucus. There
are many other ways in which this can be achieved.

Senator Argue: And have your leader articulate.

* (1500)

Senator Smith (Colchester): If the honourable gentleman
has something to say, perhaps he has the courage to stand up
and say it. If he hasn't, then let him heckle.

I say to the Leader of the Government by way of a question,
because this is the Question Period: Would it not seem to him
if he were in opposition-and he had some recent experience in
that position-that in a matter such as this there should be a
concerted effort by the government to encourage Parliament as
a whole, and not individual caucuses, to participate in debate
and formulation of such proposals?

Senator Perrault:. Honourable senators, I favour very
strongly a debate on the Constitution in this chamber, and in
my view the same debate should go ahead in the other place.
Parliamentarians have full access to their respective chambers
to debate this question. Certainly there will be initiative here
to have precisely that type of debate and discussion in the near
future. But beyond that there are opportunities to debate the
subject of the Constitution through the means of this subcom-
mittee that has been proposed in the resolution either amended
or unamended. There is the caucus route, and the opposition
will be in a superb position to advance as many constructive
ideas as possible to assist the thinking of the government.

Senator Smith (Colchester): The honourable senator still
has not grasped the nub of my question, but that may be my
fault. I am not talking about action after the fact. I am talking
about action before the fact, before the proposals are formu-
lated, and before the proposals are put before the provincial
premiers. That is what I am talking about. I am not talking
about debating something that has happened.

Senator Perrault: I am having difficulty following the hon-
ourable senator's line of reasoning. Surely members of the
opposition at this moment should be meeting with their leader
and in emphatic and eloquent and impassioned terms be
setting forth their hopes for the future of Confederation. They
should be trying to inspire their leader and then take their
views to the Prime Minister and speak about them in the
House of Commons and make public speeches from coast to
coast. Surely this is the way political parties operate.

I am very concerned, honourable senators, after hearing
another honourable senator's statement earlier, that the Con-
servative Party believes that there is some sort of conspiracy
underway, some sort of plot to assure that these talks are going
to fail, that there is such a basic pessimism in the Conservative
Party that they are incapable of creating constructive ideas
about the future of Confederation.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.
Senator Smith (Colchester): Is not the honourable gentle-

man aware that one of the usual preliminaries, when successful
negotiations are hoped for, is to ensure that any preliminary
comments are of a conciliatory nature, and is he not well
aware that when those preliminary comments are as provoca-
tive as is possible to make them, that that is the very worst way
in which to approach a conference in which agreement is
hoped for?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, surely the ultimate
in conciliatory gestures must be the action of the Prime
Minister of inviting the Leader of the Conservative Party into
his office for a private meeting.
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Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I cannot recall that
when the Right Honourable Joseph Clark was Prime Minister
of this country he ever invited the then Leader of the Opposi-
tion, Pierre Elliott Trudeau, to come to his office to give him
counsel, guidance and assistance on constitutional matters. I
cannot recall that.

I do express my concern this afternoon after hearing from
the chief political architect of the Conservative Party his view,
would you term it, his conciliatory view, to the chamber that
the Right Honourable the Prime Minister had deliberately
engineered the failure of these talks? Is that the conciliatory
attitude that the Conservative Party talks about?

[Translation]
Senator Asselin: Honourable senators, I simply cannot

remain silent after these remarks by the Leader of the Govern-
ment. When he says we never made constitutional suggestions,
I would remind them that in 1972 when a report of the joint
committee of the Senate and the House of Commons on
constitutional changes was submitted to the government, that
report was shelved. It was never considered.

Secondly, when we got the Pepin-Robarts report, when was
it discussed in the house? It was also shelved.

When we got Bill C-60 and it was referred to the Supreme
Court for legal consideration, when did we hear about it? It
was also shelved. So how can we have faith now in a govern-
ment which wants to make constitutional changes but which
turned a deaf car to the recommendations of the House of
Commons and the Senate on constitutional changes?

Senator Guay: Why did you not bring them out when you
were in power?
[English]

Senator Perrault: Honourable Senator Asselin, with his
extensive experience in government, knows the long, tortuous
and difficult path of federal-provincial relations with respect to
the Constitution. Honourable senators will recall the Victoria
Conference; honourable senators will recall ceaseless meetings
which ended in deadlock because of a lack of consensus or a
lack of unanimity. Honourable senators know that record.

Recent events in the province of Quebec have inspired many
Canadians to believe that we must make progress this time,
and we can only make progress if parliamentarians, regardless
of party, engage in these talks in an optimistic frame of mind
and dedicate their efforts to success and not to failure.

[Translation]
Hon. Arthur Tremblay: Honourable senators, I have a sup-

plementary. I listened attentively to what the Leader of the
Government in the Senate said earlier about the spirit, the
attitude with which the Prime Minister of Canada would
embark on discussions with his provincial counterparts.
Remembering-and I will try to recall from memory exactly
what that letter contained-that in the letter he wrote to the
provincial premiers in the spring of 1975, the Prime Minister
of Canada who was the same man as today, at that time

{Senator Perrault.]

enumerated the options-pure and simple patriation, patria-
tion with an amending formula, and a third option which
involved also extensive changes.

The letter in question raises the possibility that in the
absence of a consensus the federal government would consider
acting unilaterally.

In light of what the Leader of the Government told us
earlier, my question is as follows: Is he actually assuring us
that between 1975 and 1980 there was a drastic change in
attitudes and that now the provinces would engage in a
constitutional dialogue in another context, in another climate
than the implicit threat of unilateral action by the federal
government?

[English]
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, many events have

occurred between 1975 and 1980. Certainly a new urgency has
been added to the whole question of constitutional change,
reform, redistribution of powers, and other associated matters.
All I can say is that all options are open, and I repeat that the
preliminary meetings that have been held between Mr. Chréti-
en and the provincial first ministers give cause for optimism. I
repeat that a rigid agenda has not been set for the meeting on
Monday. This is to be an exploratory meeting to develop,
insofar as possible, a constructive agenda for future action.
The provincial premiers are attending on that basis.
* (1510)

Without doubt, of course, past meetings which have been
held regarding these matters and the conclusions of those
meetings-all of that material forms part of the background
for the talks starting next week. An enormous amount of
research has been undertaken not only by the federal govern-
ment but by the provincial governments to make sure that the
talks are productive. That is really all that can be said at this
time.

[Translation]
Senator Tremblay: A supplementary. If I understood the

government leader correctly, he just said "All options are
open"-which I translate into French as "toutes les possibilités
sont ouvertes"-including therefore unilateral patriation?

Senator Langlois: That is your comment, but it is not a
question.

[En glish]
Senator Tremblay: If all options are open, this one might be

included. That is why I wanted clarification. Are all options
open except that one?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I am not prepared
to go beyond the statements I have made, and I hope that my
disinclination to comment further on this point will not be
interpreted by the honourable senator as further evidence that
some sort of plot exists. That is not the case.

Senator Smith (Colchester): Honourable senators, I must
ask the Leader of the Government if he would be kind enough
to make an effort to understand the question I have been
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asking him now for some little time. He took advantage of the
fact that I had asked some sort of question to make a long
dissertation about the conciliatory gestures of the Prime Min-
ister. I was not asking about that at all, and I know he is
perfectly capable of understanding a question even when not
very well put, if he puts his mind to it. So I now invite him to
put his mind to a straightforward answer to this question: Is he
not prepared to agree to the general proposition that as a
prelude to a meeting of any kind at which agreement upon
some subject is to be sought, it is best that if any preliminary
statements are made they should be of a conciliatory nature?

I want to go one step further and ask him if he is not aware
of the statements made by the Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources about the attitude of certain oil-producing prov-
inces, and is he not prepared to agree that those statements
were less than conciliatory and therefore not well advised to
further a conciliatory attitude at the conference?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I think that general-
ly it can be said that the spokesmen for the government have
been very conciliatory in the remarks that they have made. I
hope that honourable senators will have the opportunity to
read the full speech delivered by the Minister of Energy,
Mines and Resources. It is really a remarkably fine discourse,
and when the minister suggested that we were not about to see
a situation arise where there would be economic sovereignty
with political association-and I presume that those are the
words that were referred to by the honourable senator-when
properly thought out those words have a great deal of rele-
vance, meaning and substance.

There is a view held by most Canadians, I think, regardless
of party, that we are a family in this nation, and that when one
part of the nation finds itself suddenly rich in resources, there
is a responsibility to share with those areas which are less well
endowed. Confederation involves sharing one's difficulties and
joys and problems and successes in the same way that that
process is undertaken in a family. That is why most Canadians
are absolutely delighted that resources, petro-chemical
resources and fossil fuel resources, now appear to be available
in large quantities in the Atlantic provinces. That is a marvel-
lous thing for the Canadian family.

Surely what the minister was attempting to state was that
one section of the country must not keep unto itself all of the
riches it happens, through the bounty of the Lord and nature,
to find in its soil or in its mountains or in its forests or rivers. I
think that most Canadians would agree with that basic con-
cept. When read in its totality, the speech was a good speech,
and I hope that honourable senators will take time to read the
entire text. I think it was misinterpreted by many readers,
unfortunately.

As to the general question, should governments or parties or
negotiators in any type of negotiation be conciliatory, I think
they should be as positive as possible, but in the process of
being positive as possible one can also be very strong.

When I talk about the sharing of resources, there has to be
sharing in other directions as well. I know that the honourable
senator, coming as he does from the maritime provinces,

realizes that there has to be a sharing of economic opportunity
and a sharing of access to markets and all sorts of other
sharing which go beyond the resources which happen to be in
the ground. It is a two-way matter, this family concept.

Senator Smith (Colchester): Well, I thank the honourable
gentleman for his exposition, and I may add the hope that
when the question of sharing comes to be dealt with, particu-
larly in terms of equalization, he will hold the same views and
express them as eloquently as he has now. I would ask him,
however, if he cannot understand that 1, as a resident of the
Atlantic provinces, to whom the preservation of Canada as an
entity is of fundamental importance, am just as concerned with
the success of the federal-provincial conference as he is, and
can he not understand that when I see something that seems
calculated-not intended but calculated-to make the success
of that conference doubtful and difficult, I feel resentful of the
person who created that atmosphere or who seems to have
created that atmosphere. As for reading the speech of the
Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources, I have done so, or
at least I have read what came to my desk, presumably from
that minister's office and was purportedly the text of the
speech. I cannot find in that speech anything which would
attribute to the words used a moment ago by the Leader of the
Government any meaning except, "If you don't do what we
want, we will make you do it." And that, I think, is something
that is calculated to make it difficult to have a successful
conference in an effort to preserve that thing which we in the
Atlantic provinces want above all else. That is why I feel so
strongly about it.
0 (1520)

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, if I am able to
disabuse the honourable senator of the notion that somehow
this speech was intended to convey the idea that the federal
government has adopted a unilateral approach toward future
modifications in Confederation and constitutional changes, I
am pleased to do so. That was not the intent of the speech and
that is not the policy of the government. Again I suggest that
if the full text is read it will be regarded by most Canadians as
a very constructive speech.

The honourable senator makes no reference at all in his
remarks to certain statements made from time to time by
provincial first ministers in the past few months, including
premiers from his own region of Canada. These speeches, I
read with interest, had been condemned by newspapers in
Nova Scotia as being inflammatory and unhelpful. But the
honourable senator makes no mention. of those speeches.

Surely, on both sides there has to be a climate of goodwill
established. So I do not find myself in disagreement with the
honourable senator if that is the thesis he advances.

Senator Smith (Colchester): I thank the leader for his
conciliatory words. I would remind him, however, if I may,
that had he followed the events and comments emanating from
what are supposed to be people in authority in Ottawa, he
would easily understand that the Premier of Nova Scotia
wished to reiterate Nova Scotia's claim to control over its
offshore minerals.
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Senator Perrault: I said in his region. Mr. Peckford has
been criticized in some newspapers of the Atlantic provinces
for certain statements made by him recently. I would not want
to misjudge Mr. Peckford, because I have not read the com-
plete text of the speech which brought so much criticism upon
his head. I make no personal judgment, but the honourable
senator made no reference to that statement made by Mr.
Peckford when he came to the Press Gallery in Ottawa just a
few days ago.

INDUSTRY
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR SYDNEY STEEL CORPORATION,

MICHELIN TIRE COMPANY AND NEW COAL MINE OPERATIONS

Hon. Robert Muir: Honourable senators, I have been listen-
ing intently to the Leader of the Government, and again,
according to the Gospel of Saint Ray, what is good for one
part of the country is good for another part of the country.

Could he please tell us how soon we will be able to get the
moneys that were promised for the development, renovation,
rejuvenation, modernization of the Sydney Steel mil], and how
soon a decision will be reached on the Michelin development in
Nova Scotia? He mentioned fossil fuels. Could he tell us how
soon we will be in a position to know when money is going to
be provided, money that was promised?

Senator Phillips: In a spirit of brotherhood.

Senator Muir: Yes, in a spirit of brotherhood, Dominus
vobiscum! Could he tell us when we will be receiving cash to
promote fossil fuels, the Sydney Steel mill and the Michelin
tire plant.

I am sure that the leader agrees with the statements I made
a few days ago that it was rather ironie that leaders of utiions
should join forces with giant corporations to tell the Right
Honourable the Prime Minister and his government not to
dare do anything for the Atlantic provinces with regard to the
Michelin tire manufacturing plant. In the 22 years that I was a
member of the House of Commons, and in the short time that
I have been a member of the Senate-and I am pleased to be
with the wonderful people who are here-I have never heard
any union from Ontario, backed by the President of the Nova
Scotia Federation of Labour, say that industry should not go
to Brantford, London, Guelph or St. Catharines, but should
instead go to Nova Scotia. But we have the reverse happening
now in an area where, as the honourable leader knows, the
unemployment rate is very high.

I know he does not carry all this information in the top of
his head, but I hope he will take notice of these questions and
bring us some encouraging information.

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government): I
am pleased to take notice of these important questions.

GRAIN
MARKETING OF OATS

Hon. Hazen Argue (Minister of State for the Canadian
Wheat Board): Honourable senators, on May 29, Senator

[Senator Snith (Colchester).]

Balfour asked when the oat pools for 1977-78, 1978-79 would
be closed by the Canadian Wheat Board.

I am pleased to inform the Senate that on May 30 the board
closed these pools and the necessary calculations concerning
them have begun. I am sure members on both sides of the
house will applaud this speedy action by the Canadian Wheat
Board subsequent to the question asked by Senator Balfour. So
those oat pools have now been closed.

Senator Roblin: Are you suggesting that his question started
the thing going?

Senator Argue: I am suggesting that it was a very good
question, and following the question, speedy action has been
taken. That is all 1 am saying.

Senator Roblin: There are a few non sequiturs around here.

TRANSPORT

REPORT ON REVIEW OF WESTERN GRAIN STABILIZATION ACT
EFFECT ON WESTERN GRAIN PRODUCERS

Hon. Hazen Argue (Minister of State for the Canadian
Wheat Board): Honourable senators, yesterday Senator Nur-
gitz asked when the Minister of Transport would be tabling
the report on the Review of the Western Grain Stabilization
Act.

This review, which is required by statute, has not been
forwarded to me as yet as minister responsible for the act, but
I expect to receive it soon. When I have it, I will table it in the
Senate. My colleague the Minister of Transport will table it in
the other place when he receives it.

GRAIN
CANADIAN GRAINS COUNCIL-STATEMENT BY

SECRETARY-GENERAL

Hon. Hazen Argue (Minister of State for the Canadian
Wheat Board): Honourable senators, on Tuesday evening,
June 3, Senator Bielish asked the Leader of the Government to
comment on a news story concerning the Crow rate. The first
paragraph of that article reads:

VANCOUVER-The artificially low Crowsnest Pass rail
rate for hauling grain should be abolished because it will
prevent Canada from meeting its grain export goals, says
Donald Dever, Secretary-General of the Winnipeg-based
Canada Grains Council.

As the minister responsible for the Canadian Wheat Board,
and as one who has studied grain transportation and grain
marketing, and in particular the Crowsnest Pass rate, for
many years, I must take exception to the statement made by
Mr. Donald Dever. I feel that the Crow rate is not the
impediment to meeting our export targets in the years ahead.
As a matter of fact, it is my judgment that if the Government
of Canada and the producers of Canada had depended solely
on railway action-and this no matter what kind of compensa-
tion those railway companies may have been given-the result-
ing transportation facilities and delivery of grain would very
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