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of Beauchesne's Fifth Edition, found at page 130, which reads
as follows:

A question, oral or written must not seek information
about proceedings in a committee which has not yet made
its reports to the House.

A debate followed and the views expressed by honourable
senators indicated disagreement on the interpretation and
meaning to be given to the word "activities." I found the
comments most helpful and I am grateful to the honourable
senators who participated in that debate.

Rule 20 permits questions relating to the "activities" of a
committee. Beauchesne, on the other hand, prohibits questions
relating to the "proceedings" of a committee. In my view there
is no inconsistency between these two concepts. In fact, each
complements the other.

The "activities" of a committee would obviously be the
specific things that are done by the committee, such as the
holding of meetings, the election of a chairman, the calling of
witnesses, the hiring of staff, advertising, and any other matter
relating to the manner in which the committee conducts its
proceedings. These are all "activities" of a committee.
[Translation]

The Honourable Leader of the Government countered the
question by the Honourable Senator Flynn in the following
terms:
[English]

HON. ROYcE FRITH (DEPUTY LEADER OF THE Gov-

FRNMENT): I rise on a point of order. Since the members
opposite, particularly yesterday and earlier, displayed
such an interest in compliance with the rules, I would
draw their attention to chapter 9, page 129, of Beau-
chesne, on the subject of questions:

A question oral or written must not-

(hh) seek information about proceedings in a Com-
mittee which has not yet made its report to the
House.

[Translation]
The first thing that comes to mind upon analyzing the

disputed statement is that the Rules of the Senate refer to the
"activities of that committee" while Beauchesne refers to
"proceedings" for which the French equivalent could be
"délibérations".
[English]

The term "proceedings" with respect to a committee, on the
other hand, is a term that, in a parliamentary context, is more
closely associated with the actual deliberations of a committee.
In fact, the French word is "délibérations." The English word
"deliberation" is defined in the dictionary as including "care-
ful consideration with a view to decision" and "the consider-
ation and discussion of the reasons for and against a measure
by a number of councillors."

According to May's Parliamentary Practice (19th edition,
at page 87), the term "proceedings in Parliament," as a
technical parliamentary term, has a meaning that goes back as
early as the seventeenth century.

[The Hon. the Speaker.]

May states that it means "some formal action, usually a

decision, taken by the house in its collective capacity." "This is

naturally extended," according to May, "to the forms of
business in which the House takes action, and the whole

process, the principal part of which is debate, by which it
reaches a decision."
[Translation]

Now, we agree on the terms "proceedings" or "délibéra-
tions", but what is meant by "activité" or "activities" of the

committee?
Though the word "activity" has a very broad meaning, and

can encompass every form of action, joined to the word
"committee" its meaning is considerably limited. A committee

acts as such when it passes resolutions, reaches decisions on

rules, statements, reports and so on. In other words, the

acitivity of a member of the committee including its chairman,
or a witness appearing before it, or a person connected with it

in any way or working for it, is not considered to be the

activity of the committee unless the committee makes its own

the position adopted by one of those persons.

There, then, is a first restriction to the term "activité" or

"activities".
Questions may not be asked of the chairman of the commit-

tee unless they pertain to the activities of the committee itself.
The last restriction, with regard to the questions that may be

put to the committee chairman, relates to rule 73 of the
Senate, which stipulates:

Members of the public may attend any meeting of a
committee of the Senate, unless the committee otherwise
orders.

So if the committee decides to sit in camera, what then
would be the meaning of rule 73, if honourable senators could,
in the Senate, invite the committee chairman to reveal all that
was decided at a given committee sitting?

Let us now come back to the question put by the Honour-
able Leader of the Opposition. His question dealt with the
activities of the Joint Committee on the Constitution. On the
other hand, the committee chairman at no time mentioned
that the meeting was held in camera. I therefore conclude that
to my mind the question seems to be in order.

Senator Flynn: The answer, then, is of no consequence.

QUESTION PERIOD

[English]
THE CONSTITUTION

SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE-TELEVISING OF PROCEEDINGS

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Honour-
able senators, again we are missing two of our three cabinet
ministers. Only Senator Argue, the Minister of State for the
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Canadian Wheat Board, is here. Maybe some of us have
questions for him, but I suggest that the greatest number of
questions will be directed either to the Leader of the Govern-
ment or the Minister of State for Economic Development, who
holds a rather broad portfolio.

In any event, as I indicated previously, possibly the Senate
should have dispensed with the sitting this week, given what
little there is before the Senate itself. The only questions that
are really relevant today are those questions we might put to
Senator Argue, because even if we put the questions to Senator
Frith, he will just take them as notice, and in that case we will
not get an answer until next week when the ministers will, we
hope, be here.

Hon. Royce Frith (Deputy Leader of the Government):
That would depend on the questions.

Senator Flynn: So I do not see the use in putting any
questions, except those to Senator Argue, or those addressed to
Senator Hays in accordance with the ruling the Speaker just
made a moment ago. The question I wanted to put to Senator
Hays is: Is it his intention to have the Senate approve the
decision of the committee to ask for leave to have its delibera-
tions televised?

0 (1415)

Senator Frith: Under the Speaker's ruling I do not think
that is in order.

Senator Flynn: I am asking whether the committee decided
to ask leave from both houses to have its deliberations tele-
vised, and I am asking Senator Hays if he intends to ask that
permission of the Senate today.

Senator Frith: I guess the first question to be asked is
whether the committee did so decide. I don't know whether
they did or not. I don't think they did so decide.

Senator Flynn: If I am wrong, then I think Senator Hays
can correct me.

Hon. Harry Hays: Honourable senators, it is my under-
standing that insofar as the televising of the committee's
proceedings is concerned, this question will be dealt with by
the House of Commons and by the Senate. As far as the
committee is concerned, we have no intention at the moment
of changing our decision. It is up to the House of Commons
and the Senate as to how they want to proceed insofar as
televising the committee's proceedings is concerned. The com-
mittee has not asked for permission to be televised.

Senator Flynn: As I understand it, the committee has not
made a decision; it has not asked for anything.

Senator Hays: No.

Senator Flynn: Then do I understand that there is a possibil-
ity that the Commons may instruct the committee to do that?

Senator Frith: Perhaps I can help. I understand that a
motion is going to be presented in the other place, using the
word "authorized", not "instructed".

Senator Flynn: Yes, but what is the exact situation? Are we
going to be invited to join in that exercise?

Senator Frith: My instructions are-
Senator Asselin: You have been instructed?
Senator Frith: No, I have not. I am always glad to concede

that I am being instructed if in fact that is the case. I suppose
that the use of the phrases, "according to my instructions," or
"I am instructed," is an occupational hazard, since it is an
expression that is used in court. I apologize for using it here in
that way.

In this case, in any event, neither in that more esoteric sense
of the word, nor in its general sense, am I instructed. I am,
rather, informed that the plan is for a motion to be introduced
in the other place, probably within half an hour from now, and
the motion will propose that the committee be authorized to
televise its deliberations. I am further informed that the
motion finishes with the words, "that a message be sent to the
Senate," asking the Senate to concur in the motion so to
authorize the committee.

That is my information. I understand the motion is to be
presented at the end of Question Period in the other place.

Senator van Roggen: Did you use the words "authorized to
televise"? Or is the motion to the effect that they are to be
directed to televise?

Senator Frith: I was told that the word to be used is
"authorize." My understanding is that they will be authorized
to do it; that is, they will have authority to do it, if they wish. I
cannot tell you anything more than that I was told today that
the word would be "authorized." It may turn out that it will
not be that word, in which case I hope honourable senators will
not feel that I have tried to mislead them. I am simply telling
you what I understand the plan was in the other place.

* (1420)

Hon. Duff Roblin (Deputy Leader of the Opposition): Hon-
ourable senators, I would like to refer to the use of the word
"authorized" in the resolution which my honourable friend
opposite anticipates. In my opinion the word "authorized"
should be replaced by "instructed," because in the first
instance, when this committee was set up, we were under no
misapprehension as to what it was being asked to do. It was
not authorized to do something; it was being instructed to do
something. It seems to me the same reference ought to be
used in connection with this motion that is being forecast.

I think that some weight may be added to that argument
when one knows that the committee has itself already declined,
after a very vigorous debate, to approve the introduction of
television, radio or other electronic media to its proceedings.
This would merely authorize the committee to do something,
which they may nor may not decide to do. If they adhere to
their present frame of mind, they will not do it. In fact, one
wonders whether they have the right to reconsider a matter
that has already been decided.

I leave that open for the experts to decide. But it seems to
me advisable, if this house believes that television and radio
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ought to appear in that committee, that we instruct them to do
so. Otherwise we will have no guarantee that they will do it,
and it will involve the question as to whether or not they are
going to rescind their previous decision.

So I would ask my honourable friend to communicate with
his friends in the other place and give them some instructions
for a change. Instructions are always coming this way. Perhaps
he could let the instructions flow in the reverse direction and
propose to them-and that is a better word, perhaps-that the
word they use in dealing with the matter should be "instruct-
ed" and not "authorized."

Senator Frith: Honourable senators, in the first place, I
guess my friend was otherwise engaged when I said that in this
case there were no instructions in either direction. I under-
stand the position he has taken. My membership on that
committee was so fleeting that I am unable to say with the
same authority as my honourable friend what took place at the
committee on this subject.

I suggest that we wait to see what the message says, and we
can then decide what our feelings are on the subject of the
operative verb. Since it is a committee that was originally
proposed by a motion in the other place, with a resolution
being sent here for concurrence, I think we should wait until
we receive the wording of the other place, and then of course
we can concur in it or not concur in it.

I do not propose to send a suggestion or instruction or-

Senator Roblin: Proposal will do.

Senator Frith: -or proposal over to the other place, but-

Senator Flynn: You don't want to reverse the trend?

Senator Frith: -but I am sure that all of the questions
raised and the comments made by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition will be taken into account when the message is
received, if it is received. Also, it is quite possible that I am
mistaken or that the change suggested subsequently was
accepted. I am not sure whether the word is going to be
"authorized"; the word may very well be "instructed." Let's
wait and see.

Hon. Heath Macquarrie: Honourable senators, there is
another aspect to this. We must never forget that this is a joint
committee, and that the members of the other place are, in the
final analysis, creatures of the parent body, the House of
Commons, as are our ten members in relationship to this
parent body. I am wondering what the deputy leader, for
whom I have a very high regard, has in mind in terms of the
mechanism and the modalities for this chamber to advise,
instruct, or suggest to our members on that committee as to
the course of action they should take in respect of this very
important matter.

As a member of the Senate of Canada, I would be somewhat
offended if our ten most excellent members should be acting
upon the instructions, advice, suggestions or orders of the other
chamber. I think we must never lose sight of the importance of
the expression "joint committee," and I had thought today,
quite frankly, that the Honourable Deputy Leader of the

[Senator Roblin.1

Government in the Senate would have been proposing a
motion, a measure, upon which we would give our considered,
fair and objective judgment.
* (1425)

I am somewhat unhappy about the suggestion that we
should, with languor and total relaxation, wait to see what
they do in the other place. Our chamber is not always standing
highest in the esteem of the public of this Canada of ours, as
Mr. St. Laurent used to say, but if we ourselves contribute to
this lack of regard for our own position, I think we are
endangering our situation here. I would ask the leader to think
just a bit more about this. We do not want our 10 among the
25 to be in any way subsidiary to anyone else's "diktat."

Senator Frith: Honourable senators, earlier in the day I
considered and discussed with the Leader of the Opposition
the possibility of our dealing with the matter and not awaiting,
for example, a message from the other place. He and I felt
that if we could deal with the matter independently of a
message from the other place that that is what we would
prefer. I did check into it and I was advised by the resident
experts that in a case of this kind, involving a joint committee,
it is usual to await the message from the chamber which
originated it. In other words, in reverse circumstances it would
be considered discourteous or against the respected practice to
have messages cross, for example, or to not wait for the
initiating chamber-be it this one or the other-to send a
message asking for concurrence. For that reason I abandoned
the proposal, which was somewhat like the one suggested by
Senator Macquarrie, of bringing forward a motion on the
subject. I was told that that would be contrary to the practice
in the case of joint committees, and so I did not do so.

Hon. Louis-J. Robichaud: Honourable senators, last night
on television I had the pleasure of seeing my former colleague,
the former Premier of Manitoba, and now my colleague in the
Senate. I think his question a moment ago was pertinent. Can
the deputy leader tell us if this will come to the Senate in the
form of a resolution, or in the form of a bill, which would
require one day's notice? In addition, might it take three or
four days before the matter is resolved here, or could we get a
message from the House of Commons this afternoon? How is
the matter going to be dealt with? In other words, are we
going to have three readings of a resolution and have to sit
tomorrow, as well as on Saturday and Monday?

Senator Flynn: What do you mean, three readings?

Senator Frith: Honourable senators, I understand that the
practice is not really unusual. It is quite normal for us to
receive a message with reference to a joint committee and to
be asked to concur in that message, and that is what is
contemplated in this instance. We expect to receive a message
from the Commons informing us that they have adopted a
motion-whatever it may be-and asking us to concur in it.
The message applies to a joint committee and requires concur-
rence by both houses. The chamber that initiates the joint
committee normally initiates the message as well. In any event,
according to the authorities I have consulted, one house waits
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for the message from the initiating house, thus avoiding the
crossing of messages somewhere in between.

Senator Flynn: That practice is not sacrosanct. I don't see
why we should wait for them. If it is the view of the Deputy
Leader of the Government that we should instruct or author-
ize, or whatever he says, the committee to televise its proceed-
ings, I do not see why we should wait and necessarily have to
join with the other place. We can express our own view. For
instance, if they do not send us a message, if the motion in the
other place is defeated, why should we not say that as far as
we are concerned we are prepared to have the committee
proceed with the televising of its proceedings? I suggest it is
very simple. To calm the worries of my good friend Senator
Robichaud, I would say that we are prepared to give leave to
any motion that may be moved this afternoon. I should also
inform him that in my view-and I think that the Clerk would
confirm-there are not three readings of a resolution.

a (1430)

Senator Frith: As I understand it, we will need leave, in any
event, to proceed to consideration of the message when it
arrives.

Senator Flynn: It is given in advance.

Senator Frith: I would ask honourable senators, in view of
the time, to follow what has been the practice and await the
message, and thus avoid any contretemps between them and us
on this question.

Senator Flynn: There is no contretemps.

Senator Roblin: Honourable senators, I would urge the
deputy leader to reconsider the suggestion of the Leader of the
Opposition, that we proceed, by leave, to deal with this matter
now.

Senator Flynn: Right away.

Senator Roblin: Unless the Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment is prepared to give us his assurance that we will receive
this message from the other place before we rise today.

Senator Flynn: Then we won't need it.

Senator Roblin: I would be prepared to go as far as to say
that if we can get the message today we could proceed with the
matter expeditiously. If we do not get it before we rise today,
then we do not meet again until Tuesday night, which means a
long, long weekend intervening, and no television on Monday
and Tuesday, and probably Wednesday, while some of us are
anxious to get the televising of proceedings in line as quickly as
possible. Could the honourable senator give us an assurance
that we will get the message this afternoon and have an
opportunity to deal with it?

Senator Frith: At this point, of course, there is no matter
before us. All I have done, in elaboration of a matter that was
raised-namely, the question that was put to the joint chair-
man of the special joint committee-is to say that I have been
informed that such a message might be received pursuant to a
motion that I expect will be moved in the other place. There-
fore, we do not really have anything to deal with, in that sense.

The question of the Senate's consideration of the televising
of the committee's proceedings has not really been raised in
the Senate. That is the reason I believe it to be a much clearer
and more acceptable practice, since all we are doing is
anticipating something, to wait until that initiative is taken in
the other place. If it is, we can then deal with it in that context
rather than as we have been dealing with the possibility of its
arriving here.

Senator Roblin: I suggest that is not a very satisfactory
course to follow, because the honourable senator has given us
no assurance at all that we will receive the proposal from the
other place this afternoon. I think it is becoming quite impor-
tant that we should move on this now.

The Deputy Leader of the Government says we have no
matter before us. Would he be prepared to give leave if we on
this side were to produce a resolution with respect to television
and the other media, so that we could deal with it this
afternoon and express our view, and allow the committee, as
far as the Senate is concerned, to get on with televising its
proceedings?

Senator Frith: It seems to me an obvious corollary to the
fact that we would prefer to deal with the message when it is
received from the other place that I would not wish to give
leave to consider the matter in anticipation, but would rather
await the message from the other place and deal with it when
it arrives.

Senator Roblin: Has the honourable senator had any consul-
tations with his colleagues in the other place that would enable
him to tell this house when it will receive the message?

Senator Frith: No, I cannot tell the house when the message
will be received, but perhaps I can estimate when it might be
received. The consultation I have had with colleagues in the
other place confirms what I already have said.

Senator Flynn: Colleagues?

Senator Frith: Yes. Are we going to pick up the word
"colleagues"? Let's have it.

Senator Flynn: I was just curious to find out who the
colleagues were.

Senator Roblin: What do the colleagues say?

Senator Frith: The answer to Senator Roblin's question is
that the plan is to move this motion at the end of Question
Period in the other place. I understand the motion has received
support from the three leaders there, and it is not anticipated
that it will be debated at length. In fact it is anticipated that it
will be adopted quickly, and that we will receive the message
shortly after 3 o'clock.
* (1435)

That is the estimation, and, of course, it is also the reason
why I cannot give an assurance as to if or when. I think it is a
very good bet that we will receive it by 3:30 this afternoon.
However, I cannot guarantee what somebody else is going to
do.

Senator Asselin: And if we don't?
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Senator Frith: If we don't, we don't. That will simply mean
that they have not adopted it. If that message is not received it
could be that the motion was not adopted, and there could be
any number of reasons for that. If the message is not here by
the time we have finished our business we can either adjourn
during pleasure until it arrives, or we can adjourn for the day.

If we find out-and I shall certainly try to find out shortly
after 3 o'clock-that the motion has been adopted, then I
suspect we would want to avoid what Senator Roblin has
spoken of, namely, our not being here when the message
arrives.

Hon. Lowell Murray: In view of the fact that when this
matter came up in committee, Senator Goldenberg, as I am
given to understand, argued that the television lights would be
too bright and too hot, I wonder whether he could be equipped
with a set of sunglasses and a parasol to encourage him to
change his vote when the matter comes up again.

Senator Frith: I take it that that question is not addressed to
Senator Goldenberg as Chairman of the Legal and Constitu-
tional Affairs Committee but to me, and I shall take it as
notice.

Senator Flynn: Honourable senators, with leave, I would
move, seconded by Senator Roblin, that as far as the Senate is
concerned, the Special Joint Committee on the Constitution
may have its proceedings televised if it so desires.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is leave granted?

Some Hon. Senators: No.

Senator Robichaud: I want to rise on a point of order. I
understand that at the moment we are on Question Period, and
I am wondering if a motion is in order.

Senator Flynn: I asked leave, and when you say "No" that is
the end of it. I withdraw the motion because I cannot move it
without your concurrence. You acting alone can block it.

The Hon. the Speaker: There is not unanimous consent and
so the motion cannot be put.

ENERGY

EFFECT OF SPOT PURCHASES ON OIL PRICING

Hon. Jack Austin: Honourable senators, I would like to ask
a question of the Deputy Leader of the Government, which he
can take as notice. There is an increasing concern in the world
energy community about upward pressure on spot oil prices,
and part of the pressure, if not a good deal of it, is based on
the purchases by both private and state companies in the
western industrial community. In order to avoid this despera-
tion that takes place in the marketplace which creates a
ratchet-like effect on everybody's oil prices, I wonder if the
government is considering, or discussing with other industrial
countries, the possibility of limiting purchases as to price
except by government agreement.

[Senator Asselin.]

Hon. Royce Frith (Deputy Leader of the Government):
That question will be taken as notice.

e (1440)

Hon. Duff Roblin (Deputy Leader of the Opposition): When
my honourable friend is looking into that question, perhaps he
would address himself to a supplementary matter and tell us
whether the International Energy Agency, which is our proxy
in these matters, has considered these increases in prices and
whether it has made any recommendations to the member
states with respect to them. That is a corollary of the question
my honourable friend, Senator Austin, has asked.

Senator Frith: Yes, I agree it is a corollary, and it will also
be taken as notice.

THE CONSTITUTION

SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE-PRINTED PROCEEDINGS

Hon. Jean-Paul Deschatelets: Would the Deputy Leader of
the Government inform this chamber whether honourable
senators will receive a transcript of the deliberations of the
Special Joint Committee on the Constitution?

Hon. Royce Frith (Deputy Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I believe that the first group of tran-
scripts of the proceedings have been received. I noticed the
transcript covering the first two days of proceedings on my
desk the other day.

CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION

COVERAGEOF BUDGET SPEECH

Hon. Royce Frith (Deputy Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I have a delayed answer to a question
asked by Senator Godfrey on October 29, 1980, concerning the
CBC coverage of the budget speech.

The decision to cover the budget speech in the way it did
was made by CBC management, which Parliament has not
interfered with in the past. I am informed that CBC chose to
present the broadcast in the manner it did in order to make the
budget more easily understood by the viewing public and also
to maintain interest in the program.

Honourable senators will remember that the point of the
question was that when the CBC coverage of the budget was
presented-and, as I recall, it was the same on CTV-the
Minister of Finance was frequently interrupted, taken off the
screen, and a journalist would explain either what was coming
up or what had taken place. Senator Godfrey would have liked
to have heard the Minister of Finance make his own judg-
ments about what was taking place, and then later to have
listened to the commentary.

While the decision made by the news department of the
CBC may have been unacceptable to most parliamentarians, I
must reiterate that Parliament has no ability to interfere in the
day-to-day decisions of that corporation.
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