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showing the net capital investment as at December 31,
1979, pursuant to section 9, Chapter 56, Statutes of
Canada, 1960-61.

Report of The St. Lawrence Seaway Authority, includ-
ing its accounts and financial statements certified by the
Auditor General, for the fiscal year ended March 31,
1980, pursuant to sections 75(3) and 77(3) of the Finan-
cial Administration Act, Chapter F-10, R.S.C., 1970,
together with the 1979 Operations Report.

Reports of the Atlantic Pilotage Authority, the Lauren-
tian Pilotage Authority, the Great Lakes Pilotage Author-
ity, Ltd., and the Pacific Pilotage Authority, including
their accounts and financial statements certified by the
Auditor General, for the year ended December 31, 1979,
pursuant to section 28 of the Pilotage Act, Chapter 52,
Statutes of Canada, 1970-71-72.

Capital Budget of the Pacific Pilotage Authority for the
year ending December 31, 1980, pursuant to section 70(2)
of the Financial Administration Act, Chapter F-10,
R.S.C., 1970, together with copies of Order in Council
P.C. 1980-2046, dated July 31, 1980, approving same.

QUESTION PERIOD

[English]
THE CONSTITUTION DEBATE

INTERPRETATION OF SECTION 44 OF PROPOSED CONSTITUTION
ACT, 1980

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Honour-
able senators, in order to prepare for the coming debate on the
resolution which is before the other place concerning the
Constitution I have started reading with careful attention the
document entitled "Proposed Resolution for a Joint Address to
Her Majesty the Queen respecting the Constitution of
Canada."

Today I just want to ask a question of the Leader of the
Government on section 44. I am reading what is relevant to my
question:

44. An amendment to the Constitution of Canada may
be made by proclamation under subsection 41(1) or sec-
tion 43 without a resolution of the Senate authorizing the
issue of the proclamation if, within ninety days after the
passage by the House of Commons of a resolution author-
izing its issue, the Senate has not passed such a resolution
and if, at any time after the expiration of those ninety
days, the House of Commons again passes the resolu-
tion-

Do I understand correctly that if this address goes to
Westminster and becomes law, thereafter any amendment to
our Constitution, including the abolition of the Senate, could
be made without the Senate having a word to say about it?

* (1410)

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, we are really not engaged in the process
of debating this proposed resolution.

Senator Flynn: It is a question.

Senator Perrault: It is not for me to provide a definitive
interpretation of that section. Quite understandably, a number
of senators have asked questions with respect to section 44 and
with respect to a number of other sections of this proposed
resolution and the appended suggested bill that it is hoped will
be dealt with by the British Parliament. I want to provide
assurances, and I am certain the Leader of the Opposition is
aware of the fact that after a debate has been concluded in the
other place and the motion dealt with, there is every chance
that the Senate will be invited to unite with the other place in
sending the resolution to Westminster. Before that takes place,
of course, there will be a debate in the Senate itself on the
subject matter of the bill and the various sections contained
therein.

Honourable senators, I do not think it would be in order to
initiate a debate at this time before the resolution has been
received.

Senator Flynn: I am not asking for a debate; I am just
asking if the intention of the government is the one I read into
the text. Does the government know what it is doing?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, the government has
the best intentions in its efforts to advance this resolution
through Parliament.

Senator Flynn: I can see that.

Senator Perrault: An opportunity will be accorded for fuli
debate in the other place and in this place. It is surmised that
ten senators could be members of a joint committee. Whatever
the number, should we be asked to participate, there will be
more than adequate opportunities for honourable senators to
debate the various sections and to obtain explanations of the
wording of the address to Her Majesty and the proposed
appended bill.

[Translation]
Hon. Arthur Tremblay: I have a supplementary question. If

I understand clearly the answer that was just given to Senator
Flynn, we have yet to reach the stage where the full meaning
of the content of the resolution will be explained. We have not
reached that stage yet.

Are the emissaries, sent to London by the Canadian Parlia-
ment-

Senator Asselin: The government.

Senator Tremblay: -by the Canadian government, giving
the same answer to the British who want to know the meaning
of the content of the resolution to be debated?

If those emissaries can, before the proper time that will
come when the resolution is passed, enlighten the British and
clarify for them the real meaning of the resolution, then why
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could not the Senate, as an integral part of the Canadian
parliamentary institution, receive the same clarifications now?

[English]
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, there is no attempt

being made to deny information about any aspect of this bill.
As far as the visit to the United Kingdom by two members

of the ministry is concerned, I understand that Her gracious
Majesty demonstrated a lively interest in ail aspects of the
question of constitutional change and patriation; indeed, some
reports have suggested that the conversations ranged through a
luncheon as well as an hour-and-a-half further meeting with
Her Majesty. Of course, explanations were given to the British
government and to the Queen with respect to the various
sections of the bill.

During the process of what will be a very detailed debate, a
great deal of information will be provided by the government.
If the committee is established, it will be empowered to call
witnesses. Indeed, I am sure that members of the opposition
will have access to exhaustive detail before the committee
process has been completed. However, this is not the time
when the bill and its contents should be debated. We have yet
to receive a message from the other place asking us to consider
the proposed resolution, but it would not be in order and it is
not our parliamentary procedure to move into substantive
debate at this stage.

Senator Flynn: It is only a question. We are trying to
understand this resolution.
e (1415)

Hon. Daniel Riley: I have a question for the Leader of the
Government in the Senate. Are the press reports true when
they state that two ministers of the Government of Canada
spent ail of four minutes with the Prime Minister of Great
Britain discussing this resolution?

Senator Murray: Four and a half minutes.
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I do not know the

time involved by Canada's representatives in speaking to the
Right Honourable the British Prime Minister and to the
leaders of the political parties in the British Parliament. I have
no specific report as to the time involved in those meetings.
That information will be sought. However, over a number of
weeks and months, many parliamentary contacts have been
made in Great Britain and assurances have been given, I
understand, that the British Parliament is prepared to deal
expeditiously with the constitutional resolution.

Hon. Azellus Denis: Am I right in understanding that
before December 9 the only people allowed to debate this
matter will be the 15 members of the subcommittee?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, that is not correct
but I am pleased to clarify the situation. A debate is under
way now in the other place. After the motion under consider-
ation has been dealt with there, and if a decision is taken to
invite the Senate to participate in a joint committee, a message
to that effect will be sent to this chamber. It will then be up to
honourable senators to decide whether they wish to participate

[Senator Tremblay.1

in that committee's activities, and presumably that decision
will follow a debate in this house. It would be inconceivable
that the Leader of the Opposition would agree to the accept-
ance of such an invitation without speaking. As well, i know
that many of his colleagues and senators on the government
side will wish to speak. There will be many, many opportuni-
ties for debate.

To make things abundantly clear, what the House of Com-
mons is debating now is a motion that a joint committee
consider and report upon a document entitled "Proposed Reso-
lution for a Joint Address to Her Majesty the Queen Respect-
ing the Constitution of Canada." Parliament is considering a
motion to study proposais to patriate Canada's Constitution
with certain amendments. A motion is now being debated in
the Commons to determine whether or not that resolution and
the appended proposed bill should be referred to a joint
committee of the Senate and Commons. That is the motion
that is being debated there. In the process of that debate, a
good deal of discussion is taking place with respect to the
content of the proposed bill. After the debate has been con-
cluded in the other place, a vote will be taken to refer the
resolution to a joint committee and to send a message to the
Senate asking us to participate in the committee, and then the
debate process would begin here. So there will be many
opportunities for honourable senators to participate in discus-
sion and debate.

Senator Denis: Could a good part of those resolutions be
amended before they are sent to the committee?

Senator Perrault: No, in the other place they are only
debating the motion to refer this matter to a joint committee.
It is not possible to amend before that committee has been
established.

Hon. David Walker: Honourable senators, is it not effron-
tery on the part of the Trudeau government to send over to the
British House of Commons something more than what they
expected would be simply the repatriation of the Canadian
Constitution? Now the Prime Minister has added to that in
this resolution some further clauses, particularly section 44,
for the British Parliament to pass, something that he could not
pass in the Parliament of Canada. In his attempt to by-pass
the Canadian Parliament, is he not deceiving the British
Parliament?
e (1420)

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I cannot agree that
there is any deceit involved. First of ail, let us understand what
the government is attempting to do here. The first idea is to
patriate the Constitution-

Senator Walker: We agree with that.
Senator Perrault: -with no amendments possible, unless

there is the consent of aIl the provinces, for a two-year period.
If there is no agreement on a new amending formula during
that two-year period, then it is proposed that the Victoria
formula be adopted, which would require consent by two of the
Atlantic provinces representing at least 50 per cent of that
region's population and two of the western provinces represent-
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ing at least 50 per cent of that region's population, and
provinces representing 25 per cent of the population of
Canada. In addition, there are a number of other amendments
relating to human rights in this country. In the case of that
human rights package, al] of the provinces have at one point
expressed their support-

Senator Flynn: No.

Senator Perrault: -for those rights-

Senator Flynn: Not so.

Senator Perrault: -which this government would hope to
entrench and enshrine.

Senator Walker: Section 44 of the proposed resolution
states:

An amendment to the Constitution of Canada may be
made by proclamation under subsection 41(1) or section
43 without a resolution of the Senate authorizing the issue
of the proclamation if, within ninety days after the pas-
sage by the House of Commons of a resolution authoriz-
ing its issue, the Senate has not passed such a resolution
and if, at any time after the expiration of those ninety
days, the House of Commons again passes the resolution,
but any period when Parliament is prorogued or dissolved
shall not be counted in computing those ninety days.

Patriating the Constitution is a brand new, important and
vital amendment to the Constitution of Canada, in which the
Prime Minister, in his effort to finally become the dictator, is
attempting to take unto the House of Commons, which he can
control, the whole of the passage of any such legislation, and
from then on be won't have to get the support of the Senate. It
is one of the most shocking bits of effrontery that I have ever
seen any statesman attempt to impose on Parliament.

Senator Perrault: Here again, honourable senators, we are
now getting into a debate on this proposed resolution, and I
would suggest that section 44 relates as well to other sec-
tions-

Senator Asselin: Which ones?

Senator Perrault: -which require the support of the Senate
and the Commons-

Senator Walker: Oh no.

Senator Flynn: No.

Senator Perrault: -and a number of the provinces to bring
proposed amendments into place. I don't think this is the time
or place to get into a detailed debate on the content of the
proposed resolution, when the proposed resolution itself is
under discussion in the other chamber. There will be full
Senate representation, including representation from the offi-
cial opposition, on the proposed Senate-Commons joint com-
mittee, where these questions, which are entirely appropriate,
can be answered and dealt with. I am not questioning the right
of honourable senators to pose their questions, but this is not
the best time to pose them.

Hon. G. I. Smith: I must ask the Leader of the Government
to remember that yesterday he tabled this document in this
house. I always understood that when a document was tabled
in this house it was for the perusal of the members thereof, and
for the members, if they wished and thought it useful, to ask
the Leader of the Government questions based on the content
of those papers. I do not understand this sudden reluctance,
because the matter has not come before us officially by a
message from the other house, to deal with legitimate ques-
tions based upon the content of a document that was tabled
here yesterday.
* (1425)

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, of course the pro-
posed resolution was tabled here, and I know it gives rise to
questions. Indeed, a number of questions have been asked of
me personally by various members of the Senate. However,
what I do not think would be appropriate-and I find no
parliamentary precedent for it-is to have a full debate on the
motion, the resolution and the appended bill before they come
to us for debate and discussion. We must decide at the
appropriate time whether (a) we will participate in the joint
committee, or (b) we will join in the debate. That is the only
point I make.

Senator Walker: Isn't the very essence of the reason we are
here-we do not want to debate the particulars of it-that we
should protest in the event that somebody should try to pull
the wool over the eyes of the British House of Commons and
the British House of Lords by sending them a bill which, under
clause 44, would annihilate the Senate as a body with any
power. Anything that it rejected could be passed again by the
House of Commons without any suggestion of another vote.

Senator Flynn: Senator Haidasz has a reply for his leader.
Senator Walker: I did not hear what he said.
This is paramount, and it needs an answer before we can go

any further. Clause 44 would eliminate the Senate as a power
in this land, and to make the British House of Commons
responsible for that heinous error is really effrontry, in my
consideration. To have those two soft-soapers go over and
address Her Gracious Majesty the Queen, two completely
insignificant people, is shocking, because the effect of this
measure is to destroy the Constitution of Canada as we
understand it.

Senator Perrault: The honourable senator has made his
point very passionately, and he will have many further oppor-
tunities to make this and similar points. If, for example, his
leader would have him serve on the proposed joint committee,
I am sure Senator Walker would make an outstanding contri-
bution. Certainly there will be an opportunity to debate the
issue in the house. There are many clauses in the proposed bill
which are open to interpretation and explanation. There are a
number of technicalities which invite further clarification.
Even at this early point, the debate in the other place, for
example, has featured useful observations by members of ail
the parties. These will be considered very carefully by the
government, which has stated that it will listen closely to ail
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arguments and proposals for amendment that could be
advanced in committee.

Clause 44 states:
An amendment to the Constitution of Canada may be

made by proclamation under subsection 41(1) or section
43 without a resolution of the Senate authorizing the issue
of the proclamation-

And so on. However, clause 41(1) states:
An amendment to the Constitution of Canada may be

made by proclamation issued by the Governor General
under the Great Seal of Canada where so authorized by

(a) resolutions of the Senate and House of Commons;
and
(b) resolutions of the legislative assemblies of at least a
majority of the provinces that includes

(i) every province-
In other words, the Victoria formula, agreed to by all of the
provinces in 1971 in the city of Victoria.

I know the honourable senator may disagree and say that
because of other considerations there is not adequate protec-
tion for this chamber. I want to reassure him again that there
will be a full opportunity for consideration and debate of his
and other views. There will be no restriction on the right of
honourable senators to speak. The Senate could have, I under-
stand, ten representatives out of the 25 on the committee.

Senator Flynn: Why do you say you understand? On what
basis do you say you understand?

Hon. Joseph-Philippe Guay: Honourable senators, I have
two questions I would like to ask by way of supplementaries.

First of all, I am wondering whether the leader was accurate
a moment ago when he referred to this as a bill. I thought this
was a resolution that we were dealing with.

Also, the Leader of the Opposition made reference to clause
44 of the resolution. While I do not want to discuss any
particulars contained in clause 44 of the resolution, I am
wondering whether the Government of Canada will require the
sanction of the Senate before referring the resolution to the
committee and the assent by the Senate to that resolution
before it is referred to the British Parliament.

e (1430)

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, let me give the
words of the government notice of motion so we will under-
stand what the proposal of the government is:

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

That is the first section.

[Senator Perrault.]

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

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

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

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

That the committee submit their report not later than
December 9, 1980;

That the quorum of the Committee be 12 members,
whenever a vote, resolution or other decision is taken, so
long as both Houses are represented and that the Joint
Chairmen be authorized-

That is a joint chairmanship involving the Senate and the
House of Commons.

-that the joint Chairmen be authorized to hold meetings,
to receive evidence and authorize the printing thereof,
when 6 members are present so long as both Houses are
represented; and

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

It seems to me that the government notice of motion and the
government motion observe the highest standards of parlia-
mentary practice. Here we have an attempt by the government
to assure democratic and orderly procedures-yes, and hope-
fully, perhaps, to achieve something like a consensus at the
very least to reduce the areas of dispute or difference as far as
that is possible.

It seems to me that it would be of great value to present to
Her Majesty a joint address where there is a substantial
consensus in Parliament and across the country. I know that
many questions will arise and many sections may be open to
misinterpretation, but the assurance that I am pleased to give,
is that the government will afford every possible opportunity
for the kind of debate to go forward that will be consistent
with parliamentary tradition.

The honourable senator has asked an important question.
Witnesses will be called before that committee, perhaps expert
witnesses, representatives of the government, to provide expla-
nations to honourable senators. It is hoped that the honourable
senator will be more satisfied after he hears those
explanations.

Senator Walker: Honourable senators, I have nothing more
to add but I should like to clarify the leader's answer. I suggest
to him that section 41 does one thing, and most of us are in
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entire agreement with that, but section 44 is something entire-
ly new and entirely different. It has a profound effect on the
Senate and the whole Constitution of Canada, and the working
of it. That is what my protest is about, and it has nothing to do
with any other ambiguity at this time.

a (1435)

Senator Perrault: I want to assure the honourable senator
that his protest and the statement that he has made today will
be brought to the attention of the Prime Minister and those
responsible for the consideration of this resolution. I want to
give him that commitment.

Senator Walker: Then it is only proper to say that to
embroil Her Majesty in a matter of this kind is really an
insult.

LEAKED CABINET DOCUMENT-GOVERN MENT ADVERTISING
PROGRAM

Hon. Lowell Murray: Honourable senators, I have a ques-
tion for the Leader of the Government in the Senate concern-
ing this process which has now been launched. I invite him to
recall the famous "document" from the federal-provincial
relations office to the cabinet that was leaked last summer. To
refresh his memory I should like to quote one or two passages
from it:

The fundamental question to be addressed concerns the
legitimacy of spending taxpayers' dollars to promote what
will be deemed by many to be a politically partisan
position.

And a little later:
But once the government has decided what action that

it intends to take, and Parliament has been reconvened to
debate that proposed action, the role of advertising
changes. At that point, public funds are being used to sell
the governing party's position, yet such funds are not
made available to Opposition parties. Thus, the Opposi-
tion has no effective way to respond, in contrast to the
provinces which can (and did during the summer) respond
by running their own advertising programs.

I would draw the minister's attention particularly to this
sentence:

Under these circumstances, Ministers need to decide if
advertising is politically legitimate.

My question to the minister is to ask how that matter has
been resolved by the government and whether, in fact, an
advertising program is continuing or going forward in relation
to these matters while they are still being debated in the other
place and before they even come to this chamber for debate.

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, may I say as a participant in the much
discussed Lake Louise meetings, at which this memorandum is
supposed to have been considered, that this document, from

which the senator has quoted in a highly selective fashion, was
prepared by one public servant. It was his personal opinion on
a certain number of matters.

I know that the honourable senator, with his extensive
background in government, realizes that many, many docu-
ments are prepared by many advisers ti governments on many
occasions-in fact, on almost every occasion.

The document he refers to is not an official cabinet docu-
ment prepared as a result of cabinet consideration. It does not
represent any decision of cabinet. I know the honourable
senator is aware of that and I know that his innate sense of fair
play will inspire him to admit that.

If this had been a cabinet document, a cabinet decision, I
think the kind of interpretation which he is attempting to draw
from that memorandum would have a great deal more import.

So far as the advertising program is concerned, I hope
honourable senators do not feel that that was politically in-
spired. Indeed, at no time did it talk about the Government of
Canada. It talked about the values which most Canadians hold
in common: a great love for their country, a desire to see all
sections of it stronger, an appeal for fair play and tolerance
and understanding. And I know that the great party of which
the honourable senator is a member subscribes to those princi-
ples as well. Surely this was a bipartisan or a multipartisan
advertising campaign, really putting forth in rather attractive
and inspiring terms the values that we hold in common as
Canadians.

I will undertake, however, honourable senators, to obtain,
insofar as I am able, further information about the scheduling
of this campaign and when it may conclude.

If these public announcements were being used to promote
one partisan viewpoint in this dialogue at the present time, I
could understand his criticism. It is likely that I would feel
very much as the honourable senator feels, but it is not a
partisan campaign.

e (1440)

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, first, the great party,
of which I am a member, moved to disband those hucksters
and banish them from the Canadian Unity Information Office
during the brief time that we were in power, and I regret to sec
them resuscitated by the present administration.

Secondly, the document in question does not purport to
report a cabinet decision. It was a presentation to the cabinet
by the bureaucrats, as the Leader of the Government stated. I
understand his desire to disavow it since what it does is pose a
moral dilemma to the cabinet-and, of course, this is not a
cabinet that is accustomed to dealing in moral dilemmas. It
cannot even grasp the meaning of a moral dilemma.

Senator Steuart: They can count the votes.

Senator Murray: Senator Steuart quite properly intervenes
by saying that they can count the votes, and I will give them
that. My question is whether an advertising program is indeed
continuing on these matters while they are being discussed in
the other place and before they arrive here for debate.

80084 -52

SENATE DEBATESOctober 7, 1980



SENATE DEBATES October 7, 1980

various stages of the debate and the processes he has
mentioned?

Senator Frith: Yes.

INTERPRETATION OF SECTION 44 OF PROPOSED CONSTITUTION
ACT, 1980

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Honour-
able senators, I would like the Leader of the Government to
put the following questions to the Minister of Justice, since he
himself does not appear qualified or willing to answer them.

The first question is: Is my interpretation of section 44
correct? Would this section, once Westminster has adopted the
resolution, entitle the House of Commons to abolish the
Senate without any concurrence by the Senate?

I want the Minister of Justice to tell me whether this
interpretation is correct or not.

The second matter is this-and I would like the opinion of
the Minister of Justice; not the honourable leader's opinion,
and certainly not that of Senator Frith. Would the Minister of
Justice tell me whether, if this proposed legislation, the
so-called act to amend the Constitution of Canada, were to be
passed unilaterally by Parliament, it would be contrary to the
decision handed down by the Supreme Court of Canada last
year in the reference concerning the Senate. If this be the case,
then are we not, by going the Westminster route, simply
showing contempt for the Supreme Court of Canada?

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government): As
is the case in ail instances, the comments of the Honourable
Leader of the Opposition will be duly noted and information
sought.
[Translation]

COMPOSITION OF CABINET DELEGATION TO GREAT BRITAIN

Hon. Martial Asselin: I should like to a put a question
further to those already asked about the visit of two ministers
of the Canadian government who are currently in London to
sell to the British government, or rather, to inform the British
government about the present constitutional situation in
Canada, a step which, like some other honourable senators, I
feel is premature and untimely because, once again, it shows
contempt for Parliament which has yet to reach a decision:
still, they are saying, "Here is what will be decided."

I should like to know why no one in the Canadian govern-
ment thought of sending a French-Canadian minister with the
two others now in London? That would have proved, first of
ail, that the strongest opposition to the unilateral patriation of
the constitution comes from Quebec, from ail political parties
in Quebec and from the Quebec population. It would also have
reaffirmed to the British the existence of the Canadian duality.

To my mind, the fact that no French Canadian member of
the federal cabinet was sent to represent the aspirations of
Quebec during those consultations constitutes another affront
to the French-Canadian people.

[Senator Smith.]

a (1500)

[En glish]
Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):

Honourable senators, the two ministers sent to London, one
the Honourable John Roberts and the other the Honourable
Mark MacGuigan, are both bilingual.

Senator Asselin: I am not talking about that.

Senator Perrault: Let me provide an explanation to you
about this matter, and you may or may not accept it. They had
meetings with ail the party leaders and, of course, Her Majes-
ty the Queen.

Mr. Roberts, of course, was co-chairman of the federal
negotiating team during this long process of negotiating with
the provinces. The other co-chairman was the Honourable
Jean Chrétien who remained behind in Canada to introduce
the motion in the other place. He has the important responsi-
bility of piloting this measure through the other place; so it
was a division of responsibility.

Senator Flynn: Mr. Pepin could have gone.

Senator Perrault: The Honourable Jean Chrétien was the
responsible minister in the other place.

[Translation]
Senator Asselin: The minister's answer is absolutely child-

ish. There were French-Canadian ministers other than Mr.
Chrétien. Mr. De Bané could have gone. There are nine of
them in the cabinet. I have difficulty understanding why the
minister could not answer my question. So I will ask him a
supplementary.

In the conclusion of the Pepin-Robarts report, it is said that
the authors were quite in favor of patriating the Constitution,
but not unilaterally. They insisted that the provinces had to be
consulted. Before the cabinet made its decision to patriate
unilaterally, Mr. Pepin said in a public statement that the
federal government could not patriate the Constitution without
the agreement of the provinces. Mr. Pepin was positively clear
about that. Can Mr. Pepin now remain a member of a cabinet
that says precisely the opposite of what he said just for the
sake of ministerial solidarity?

[English]
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, Mr. Pepin is cer-

tainly well equipped to speak for himself. He is an able,
intelligent, articulate, and dedicated parliamentary servant.

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Articulate,
agreed.

Senator Perrault: The second point to be made is that a
good deal has happened since the preparation of the Pepin-
Robarts report up to the present moment.

Senator Flynn: You can say that again.

Senator Perrault: The patriation dialogue has continued for
57 years in this country.

Senator Asselin: It is just the same old story.
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