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Oral Questions
out to the right hon. member that it is not at ail unusual for a
minister, who bas made representation to the Minister of
Finance as to what he hopes to have included in the budget, to
make preparations to advertise, in the hope and confidence
that the minister will follow his recommendation, but, nevertheless, he is in the position of not knowing, until the budget is
introduced or until he is briefed in the hour before the budget
is introduced, whether it will or will not be budget material.
Because the minister in question did not have the sealed
envelopes delivered until after the budget was introduced in
the House, this showed, indeed, that he was not sure whether
the information would actually be contained in the budget. It
certainly confirms and strengthens the position the minister
has put forward.
*

*

*

[Translation]
REFORM OF PENSION LEGISLATION-INQUIRY RESPECTING
MINISTER'S PLANS

Mr. Bob Rae (Broadview-Greenwood): Madam Speaker,
my question is directed to the Minister of National Health and
Welfare.
In view of the statement in the budget that government tax
revenues will not be sufficient to provide for any new social
measures, and that substantial cuts are expected because of
inflation, what are the minister's plans with respect to pension
review?
Hon. Monique Bégin (Minister of National Health and
Welfare): Madam Speaker, first of ail I would like to point
out, if I may, that the preamble to this question cannot be
assigned the slightest credibility. I do not know, and the bon.
member has not told me, where be got his information.
Obviously, at this point we cannot launch new programs for
social spending. However, we have managed to hold on to
indexing of ail Canada's social programs.
That being said, I am grateful to the hon. member for giving
me an opportunity, and I shall make use of it immediately, to
point out that the study on pensions in the private sector in
Canada will probably be the most important document on
social reform to appear in the eighties.
I have not yet heard the official position of the New
Democratic Party on the subject, and we are still waiting to
hear the views of the Progressive Conservative Party. On this
side, we shall be publishing a green paper, very shortly, which
will show Canadians what kind of changes we would like to see
and for which we would like their commitment, to help us take
measures that wili benefit ail Canadians.
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INCOME TAX CREDITS-MEASURES TO MAKE TAX SYSTEM
MORE JUST-MINISTER'S POSITION

Mr. Bob Rae (Broadview-Greenwood): Madam Speaker,
the minister is actually talking about the whole pension
system, since instead of addressing the review of the public
sector's system and the Canada Pension Plan, she is referring
to a review of the situation in the private sector and corporate
pensions, which is indeed a dramatic shift in Liberal policy.
The minister is witnessing substantial cuts in social spending
and is aware that the Canadian Council on Social Development has criticized this reactionary measure in the budget. In
view of the minister's statements in favour of tax credits to
make our tax system more equitable, and considering the fact
that the system now being proposed by the Minister of Finance
gives more benefits to the rich and less to the poor, how can
the minister remain a member of a government that has
rejected ail her social and fiscal proposais?
Hon. Monique Bégin (Minister of National Health and
Welfare): For a very simple reason, Madam Speaker. I have
less trouble understanding what I read than the hon. member
does. It seems to me he has missed the point entirely, and in
any case, I do not think he knows what he is talking about.
Regarding his first question on pension, the expression "pension review', has been used for a year and a half because on
this side of the House, a study on corporate pension review was
started a year and a half ago. When he refers to the review of
pensions in the public sector, he should know, and there have
been references in Hansard for months, that thià buvernment,
as soon as the economic situation permits, intends to give first
priority to completing the work started and consolidated in
July 1980; that is, to bring single persons above the poverty
line by supplementing the $420 given in July 1980. I think tbis
is quite clear, and I do not see what his problem is.

[English]
THE CONSTITUTION
RECOGNITION OF WOMEN'S RIGHTS

Hon. Flora MacDonald (Kingston and the Islands): Madam
Speaker, I have a straightforward question that is directed to
the Prime Minister, regarding the constitutional proposais.
Will the Prime Minister confirm that ail of the provinces,
except Saskatchewan, have now agreed to the inclusion intact
of the equality clause, Section 28, as it was introduced to the
House of Commons earlier this year with unanimous approval
by ail parties of this House?
* (1500)

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, the negotiations on this particular subject have been
going on for several days because it was a matter of clarifying
what the premiers intended when they signed the accord.
There has been, effectively, disagreement between them as to
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what particular interpretation should be given to a particular
section. I can only say that to this moment it bas been
impossible to get all nine premiers who signed the accord, on
the same wavelength, and to agree to the same text.

argument has been made before and it has been entertained by
the Chair.
As reported on page 12837 of yesterday's Hansard, Madam
Speaker said:

Mr. Blackburn: You do not have to worry about Sterling
Lyon any more.

What is at issue is the matter of secrecy of the budget, which is not to be dealt
with under privilege.

Mr. Trudeau: Since we told the provinces that we would be
tabling the resolution in its final form today, as a direct answer
to the hon. lady's question I must say that there is more than
one province which disagrees with the complete restoration of
the section as it was. Therefore, in the spirit of the accord, I
think we will have to go with a modified version of the text
that we had originally proposed, not only in the resolution
which has been before the House for a year, but also in the
drafting sessions. I do not think it is appropriate to point out
any particular province. There has been a great deal of
negotiations going on, but obviously there is some lack of
unanimity among the provinces as to what was intended in the
accord.
*

*

*

PETITION
TABLING OF REPORT OF CLERK OF PETITIONS

Madam Speaker: I have the honour to inform the House
that the Clerk of the House bas laid upon the Table the Report
of the Clerk of Petitions stating that he has examined the
petitions presented by the bon. member for Fundy-Royal (Mr.
Corbett) and finds that they meet the requirements of the
Standing Orders as to form.
*

*

*

PRIVILEGE
MR. McGRATH-ALLEGED BREACH BY MINISTER OF BUDGET
SECRECY

Hon. James A. McGrath (St. John's East): Madam Speak-

er, my question of privilege concerns questions raised in the
House today and yesterday directed toward the minister
responsible for housing, notice of which was given to Your
Honour in accordance with the provisions of the Standing
Orders.
Sir Erskine May, in his current edition, in Chapter XXX,
referred to the importance of budget secrecy. It is a wellknown convention, although I would say that it has more than
the force of a convention, that budget secrecy is absolutely
essential if the goveriment is to enjoy the confidence of the
House. It goes beyond that because if we are to subscribe to
the convention of budget secrecy, and if others outside the
House, outside cabinet, are to be given information before that
information is given to the House, then I submit that it is a
violation of my privilege as a Member of Parliament. That

I submit with respect that it is a matter of privilege; it is a
matter of my privilege. If the budget is released to others
outside the House before it is delivered to the House, my
privileges as a member of the House have been violated. That
is the whole pith and substance of my argument, but it goes
beyond that because Madam Speaker said that I have to lay a
charge. I do not have to lay a charge. All I have to do is to
present to you evidence which in your opinion would constitute
a prima facie case. Madam Speaker has to rule whether or not
that evidence constitutes a prima facie case of privilege. It is
then up to the House or a committee of the House to rule on
the matter of substance itself.
I referred to the matter involving the hon. member for
Kenora-Rainy River (Mr. Reid). I think that is very important
and very germane to my case because at that time the hon.
member for Oshawa (Mr. Broadbent), the Leader of the New
Democratic Party, was successful in placing before the House
an amendment which was in fact accepted by the Chair, by
your distinguished predecessor. The hon. member was not
asked to lay a charge; be was not asked to stake his seat on it.
He merely presented an amendment that contained very serious allegations, which is precisely what I am trying to do. I
think the House should be aware of what that amendment
said. It read:
-and that the said member had advance knowledge from official sources of
amendments to be proposed to a bill emanating from the said budget and
conveyed that knowledge to businessmen.

At that time the Speaker did not immediately ask the hon.
member to stake his seat on that charge, because that was a
charge. Mr. Speaker merely accepted that motion as an
amendment to the motion before the House. It was put to the
House and it was agreed to. It so happens that subsequently
the committee found that the bon. member was not in fact
guilty of betraying budget secrets to a businessman or to
anybody else, and he was exonerated. It is conceivable that if
this matter is referred to a committee, the minister for housing
could very well be exonerated. That would be the end of it and
I would not lose my seat. But Parliament will at least have
been given an opportunity to examine the evidence, an opportunity which we cannot possibly have within the precise four
corners of question period. It is impossible to go into the kind
of detail in question period that can be done in the course of a
committee hearing. I submit that the evidence is mounting
and, notwithstanding the assurance today of the minister of
housing whereby he stated categorically that there was not a
budget leak, there is mounting evidence that there were persons outside of cabinet, outside the House, who had knowledge
of the budget prior to the budget being delivered to the House.
If this matter goes to committee, I would attempt to establish that it is physically and logistically impossible for an

