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CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS

ALLEGED CONTRAVENTION 0F RAILWAY ACT-MOTION UNDER
S..43

Mr. Rod Murphy (Churchill): Madam Speaker. 1 too rise
under the provisions of Standing Order 43. Since Canadian
National Railways plans to cut back on its express service by
Up to 40 per cent nationally, wbich will affect many communi-
ties whicb do not bave reasonable, low-priced alternatives,
since in nortbern Manitoba the cuthacks will mean an aban-
donment of service in many communities wbicb do not even
have road access, meaning that essential goods wilI cost mucb
more for those residents, and since section 262 of the Railway
Act gives the federal government the autbority to intervene to
ensure that the railways provide suitable accommodation for
traffic offered, 1 move, seconded by the bon. member for
Winnipeg-Birds Hill (Mr. Blaikie):

That the Minister of Transport immediately intervene in this matter by
charging CN as being in contravention of the Railway Act, and by ensuring that
parce[ service is continued to Manitoba's northern communities.

Madani Speaker: For presentation, tbis motion requires the
unanimous consent of the House. Is there unanimous consent?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Some hon. Meinhers: No.

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD
[En glish]

THE CONSTITUTION

SPECIAL JOINT COM MITTEE-APPEARANCE 0F EXPERT
WITNESSES

Hon. Jake Epp (Provencher): Madam Speaker, 1 would like
to direct my question to tbe Prime Minister. The question
relates to government policy. At the time the joint committee
studied the constitutional proposais known as Bill C-60, the
committee bad the opportunity to bear a number of expert
witnesses give their opinions and views on tbe bill. In fact, the
committee beard a total of il so-called expert witnesses at
tbat time. Will the Prime Minister advise wbetber it is govern-
ment policy to deny parliamentary committees tbe rigbt to
bear expert witnesses and wbetber it is government policy to
deny Canadians wbo are expert witnesses to appear before the
constitution committee.

a (1415)

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, there is no policy in tbis regard. Our intention witb
regard to that committee is tbat it sbould do its job, particular-
ly regarding the substance of tbe proposais before it, to wit,
tbe patriation of the Canadian constitution, tbe acceptance of
an amnending formula and the insertion of a bill of rigbts.
Within its time framework the committee is master of its own

procedures and it should get on with the job rather than bog
down in procedural debates for fear that it would have to
debate the substance.

Mr. Epp: The Prime Minister says that the committee
should be, and is master of its own proceedings and agenda,
yet the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice, in
replying to the committee yesterday, said that it sbould be up
to the House to decide the matter of the scbeduling of the
expert witnesses. I would like to ask the rigbt hon. gentleman,
since many of the umbrella groups which have appeared before
the committee have shown that there are serious flaws in the
proposed package that is before the committee, is it the fear of
the government that, if such experts were allowed to appear,
additional and more glaring deficiencies of the proposed reso-
lution would be made public to Canadians at large?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, 1 tbink you will recognize
that the tenor of the question indicates the wisdom of the rule
that we not comment in this place on wbat is going on in
committee until the committee makes the report. 1 think the
hon. member bas given a good illustration of why that rule
should be adhered to.

As to bis suggestion tbat we are not willing to bear wit-
nesses, 1 point out to the bon. member that altbougb 1 do not
bave the exact figure, it seems to me there are more tban 200
submissions whicb have been made. There bas been ample
occasion for Canadians tbrougb tbese submissions to indicate
tbeir points of view. Wbat the opposition seems to fear is that
it might bave to make up its mmnd on the substance. Tbat is
why tbey seem to be spending so much time on this kind of
preoccupation that is raised now by tbe bon. member.

Mr. Epp: Madam Speaker, again my supplementary ques-
tion is for the Rigbt Hon. Prime Minister. This party bas no
fear as to tbe substance of our position.

Some hon. Members: Hear, bear!

Mr. Epp: I arn pleased that tbe Prime Minister bas indicat-
ed that there are 200 groups or individuals wbo want to appear
before the committee. As a result of the government's time-
table, tbey will not be able to appear. Tbat is the point. Tbey
cannot appear, nor are tbey asked now by the government to
appear. Tbey are denied tbe rigbt to appear by the very policy
whicb bis government bas adopted tbrougb its members on the
committee. In view of tbat policy and tbe manner in wbich
those members voted yesterday to deny Canadians the right to
be beard, will tbe Prime Minister now-

Some hon. Members: Ob!

Madam Speaker: Order, please. The bon. member is refer-
ring to a vote or some proceeding that took place in tbe
committee.

An hon. Member: No.
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Madam Speaker: The hon. member was asking a question
about policy but then he proceeded to comment on a vote that
took place in the committee. I would ask him not to do that.

Mr. Epp: Madam Speaker, I am relating my question to
policy. I ask the Prime Minister whether he will now reverse
the government policy of denying expert Canadian witnesses
the right to appear before the constitutional committee.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, the hon. member obviously
did not listen to my first answer. I said there was no govern-
ment policy in that regard. I indicated the government policy
was to have this matter dealt with as expeditiously as possible.
Members of Parliament know well the subject matter which is
before them.

As to the legality or otherwise of certain procedures, the
hon. member knows that some provinces have taken the matter
to court. If the provinces want to bring in expert witnesses to
explain legal subtleties to the courts, they can always do that.
But what we are asking for, Madam Speaker, is that this
House essentially pronounce on three things: patriation of the
Canadian Constitution, the insertion of the bill of rights and an
amending formula. I wish the Tory opposition would get on
with the job.

e (1420)

SPECIAL JOINT COM MITTEE-OPPORTUN ITY FOR INDEPEN DENT
ADVICE

Hon. James A. McGrath (St. John's East): Madam Speak-
er, my supplementary question is directed to the Minister of
Justice. In replying to my colleague, the Prime Minister said
that the committee should get on with its job. Our problem is
that the committee has been hampered in getting on with its
job by the government majority on the committee. That is
what prompts our concern.

The Minister of Justice has said that he is prepared to
provide the committee with the legal advice of his officiais.
Given our experience with respect to Bill C-60 and the advice
we received and given the testimony last night by Mr. Justice
Clyne that the bill was badly drafted and would not stand the
test of law in Canada, will the minister now give the House an
assurance that he will provide an opportunity for the parlia-
mentary committee to hear independent, expert advice and not
the bad advice he has been getting?

[Translation]
Hon. Jean Chrétien (Minister of Justice and Minister of

State for Social Development): Madam speaker, it is clear
that Parliament is called upon to pass pieces of legislation and
if they are not lawful they can be reviewed by the courts. I
have testified 17 hours before the committee, and the commit-
tee members have had all possible opportunities to question me
as well as my advisers about the legality. During those 17
hours, there were very few questions on the matter of legality,

and the committee members seemed satisfied with my
answers.

When I appear again before the committee, I shall still be
willing to answer the questions put to me. However, as stated
by the Prime Minister, if the legality of any legislation is to be
challenged, it must be done before the courts. Since some
provincial governments have started court proceedings, it does
not belong to me to make any comment on their submissions.
The federal government will be represented before the courts
and will assess the legality of the action taken by the sovereign
Government of Canada.

[English]
Mr. McGrath: Madam Speaker, far from satisfying the

committee with his evidence, the minister made the committee
and the people of Canada more apprehensive about what he
proposes with this bill of rights. In view of the fact that at least
four departments of the government, including the department
of the minister's seatmate, the Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development, are now seeking their own legal advice
with regard to the impact of the bill of rights on mobility and
the effects it will have on these various departments, is it the
view of the government that what is being provided to these
four departments, independent legal advice, is to be denied a
committee of Parliament?

Mr. Chrétien: Madam Speaker, we intend to enshrine in the
constitution non-discrimination clauses and mobility rights for
all Canadians. Every department will have to look at the
legislation they administer to make sure that it conforms with
the desire of the Parliament of Canada that there shall be no
discrimination and that the mobility rights of Canadians are
protected. Of course, we have to look at the present legislation
to make sure that the laws of Parliament passed in the past
will be in conformity with the charter we will be giving
Canadian citizens.

NORTHERN PIPELINES

EXPROPRIATION OF LAND IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

Mr. Sid Parker (Kootenay East-Revelstoke): Madam
Speaker, my question is directed to the Minister of Energy,
Mines and Resources. Last Friday the minister assured this
House that Foothills would negotiate with B.C. land owners
whose property it requires under procedures outlined by Sena-
tor Oison in 1979. I have in my hand copies of writs filed by
Foothills expropriating the lands of four of my constituents.
These writs were issued under the provisions of the antiquated
Railway Act, which is something the minister assured this
House would not happen. Will the minister direct Foothills to
use the provisions outlined in Bill S-12, as he promised us
would be the case, or is he going to allow Foothills to continue
to trample on the civil liberties of my constituents?
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Hon. Marc Lalonde (Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources): Madam Speaker, I refer the hon. member to my
answer in the House last week. There is no way by which
Foothills can act other than under the provisions of a law
which is in effect in this country, namely the Railway Act. I
have told the House, however, that Foothills has indicated
that, as far as compensation is concerned, Foothills is ready to
work out compensation arrangements on the basis of the bill
introduced by my colleague, Senator Oison, which bas not yet
been passed by Parliament. Foothills voluntarily agreed to
follow the rules proposed in that particular bill. As far as I can
see, nothing has happened which is contradictory to what I
indicated to the House or what Foothills had indicated public-
ly before.

As far as giving directions or orders to Foothills is con-
cerned, I have no power under the law to give any such orders.

* (1425)

Mr. Parker: Madam Speaker, my supplementary question is
for the same minister. As I indicated two weeks ago, my
constituents watched as riot police occupied their land against
their will. I refer to the minister's statement in the House last
Friday, when he said that "we have succeeded in obtaining a
commitment from the builders that they will settle on the basis
of the rules put forward in a bill in the Senate".

I should like to ask the minister the following question. If
that is his intention, then why not use clause 75(1) which
allows mediation to take place, so that a proper settlement can
be reached instead of using the arbitrary figures in the Rail-
way Act of 1919?

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Lalonde: I have said that my information is to the effect
that the company has indicated they are ready to pay compen-
sation on the basis of Senator Olson's bill. I fail to see the
problem raised by my hon. friend if the company has agreed to
pay compensation on the basis of the bill proposed by Senator
Oison.

Mr. Parker: My final supplementary question is also for the
minister, Madam Speaker. I should like to remind him that
Foothills is expropriating Canadian land so that it can export
Canadian gas to Americans for their use. Our people are being
subjected to laws which date back to 1919. I have contacted
Senator Olson, who gave us the very commitment which the
minister gave us in the House, and asked him to negotiate on
that basis-

Madam Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon. member put
his question.

Mr. Parker: Will the minister instruct Senator Oison, who
is in charge of the pipeline, to ask Foothills to negotiate on a
fair and equitable basis?

Mr. Lalonde: I certainly have no power or authority to
instruct any of my colleagues, but I will be very happy to raise
the problem which my hon. friend has pointed out with

Oral Questions

Senator Oison. I also understand that my friend has spoken to
Senator Oison who has indicated that he had the commitment
from Foothills that they would pay compensation on the basis
of the bill he had put forward. I will draw to the attention of
Senator Oison the question raised by my hon. friend this
afternoon, but I am happy to see that he himself has taken the
initiative of talking to Senator Oison.

* * *

[Translation]
THE CONSTITUTION

PROPOSED RESOLUTION-REQUEST FOR MEETING WITH
PROVINCES PRIOR TO PATRIATION

Hon. Roch La Salle (Joliette): Madam Speaker, my ques-
tion is for the Prime Minister. A couple of days ago in the
National Assembly, Mr. Ryan appealed to the federal govern-
ment leader asking him to confine himself to patriation and an
amending formula and to meet again with the provinces before
sending his address to London. In view of the circumstances
and of these objections and considering the wisdom and the
interest shown by Mr. Ryan, is the Prime Minister prepared to
discuss Mr. Ryan's appeal and to support it?

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, I must regretfully inform the hon. member that I
have not heard Mr. Ryan's statement. It is certainly most
welcome. I must remind the hon. member that for about the
past ten years, I have been proposing such a solution, namely,
to patriate the constitution with an amending formula. Several
provinces have repeatedly refused and, if I am not mistaken,
Mr. Ryan also. That is why we have decided to try another
approach. Had the provinces, a few years ago or even this
summer, indicated their agreement with this, perhaps our
position would differ and the resolution before the House
would be different. But the hon. member realizes, I am sure,
that Mr. Ryan's proposai would be unacceptable to Mr.
Lévesque, to Mr. Peckford and to several other premiers who
are purely and simply against patriation unless we are pre-
pared to satisfy their specific demands, which in essence means
more power for Quebec, or Newfoundland, or Alberta, or
B.C., and that, Madam Speaker, is the crux of the problem.
Now the provinces are saying that they would support patria-
tion, but the last ten years have shown us that if we had
proposed patriation of the constitution, they would have been
against it unless they were granted offshore rights in one case,
cultural sovereignty in another, and so on. I remind the hon.
member for Joliette that we must be realistic and consider
what has happened in the last few years.

Mr. La Salle: I have a supplementary, Madam Speaker. I
am sorry that the Prime Minister questioned the good faith of
the provinces by adding today that he is convinced they would
say no to a simple patriation with an amending formula.
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The second question that I should like to ask is this: since
the Prime Minister has said that Mr. Ryan's recommendation
was welcome, this is already a step in the right direction. In
any case, it is the first time we have heard the Prime Minister
say in the House of Commons that Mr. Ryan's recommenda-
tion would be welcome. The leader of the Quebec Liberal
party also indicated to the federal government that it would be
wise to wait until the Supreme Court has ruled on the legality
of the constitution, since some provinces have already
expressed the wish to ask for such a ruling.

Under the circumstances, would the Prime Minister be at
least willing to give an affirmative answer to the leader of the
Quebec Liberal party by postponing his address to the British
parliament until he learns how the Supreme Court will rule on
this proposal?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, i must repeat to the hon.
member that I am not questioning the good faith of the
provinces. i will state to him the position made publicly by the
provinces during the week of September 9. They said: Patria-
tion is out of the question until you accept certain things. Mr.
Peckford talked about offshore rights, Mr. Buchanan men-
tioned federal jurisdiction over fisheries, Mr. Lévesque talked
about communications as a whole and sovereignty in this area,
and so on. They said this publicly, and we have taken the
position that since the provinces are determined to try to
extend their powers before giving to the Canadian people what
they have wanted for 50 years, namely, a Canadian Constitu-
tion, negotiation is impossible.

I would prefer that the hon. member ask supplementary
questions if he does not agree with what I say. In this case, this
statement was made publicly on television in September, and I
know what i am talking about.

e (1430)

[English]
PATRIATION-REPORTED PRESSURE BY CANADA ON UNITED

KINGDOM GOVERNMENT

Hon. Flora MacDonald (Kingston and the Islands): Madam
Speaker, my question is also directed to the Prime Minister,
who I am sure will be aware that the Secretary of State for
External Affairs seriously misled the House last week when he
denied that pressures were being brought to bear on the
government of Britain by the Government of Canada with
respect to getting its constitutional proposals through. I say
that in light of the report which appeared in yesterday's
edition of the Edmonton Journal in which Sir Anthony Ker-
shaw, chairman of the select parliamentary committee on
foreign and commonwealth affairs, confirmed in a telephone
interview that Ottawa is putting extreme pressure on West-
minster to rubberstamp the Trudeau formula for patriation of
the British North America Act. Who is responsible for this
extreme pressure? What does the government feel about the
propriety of this act? Why does it feel it has to resort to this
kind of tactic?

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, it would seem to me that that question should be
addressed to Sir Anthony rather than to me. I can state quite
clearly that there has been no extreme pressure or no pressure
at all. Indeed, I would find it undignified that any member of
this-

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Trudeau: If hon. members opposite do not understand
the meaning of the word "dignity", I suggest they look it up in
their dictionaries.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Trudeau: I would not want this government to be in the
position of begging anything of the United Kingdom. We think
it is their duty to respond to a joint address of both Houses of
Parliament.

An hon. Member: Blackmail.

Mr. Trudeau: It is as simple as that. That is the way it has
happened in the past. They have no more right to look behind
an act or resolution passed by this Parliament than the govern-
ment of any other country would have a right to look behind
the composition of some delegation we would want to send to
an international meeting.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Miss MacDonald: Madam Speaker, the Prime Minister
may try to refer me to Sir Anthony, but when he denies stories
of extreme pressure being brought to bear on British par-
liamentarians by the Canadian government, indeed he is
accusing these people of lying. That is what the question is all
about; that is how far he has gone.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Miss MacDonald: There have been statements issued by Sir
Anthony which indicate that there are Canadian officials
operating in London-

Some hon. Members: Question.

Miss MacDonald: -who are bringing pressures to bear on
British parliamentarians. That story is backed up by a number
of British members of parliament. It is backed up by George
Foulkes, the Labour member for South Ayrshire-

Madam Speaker: Order, please. The supplementary ques-
tion is getting a bit long, and i would ask the hon. member to
co-operate with the House by putting her question.

Miss MacDonald: Who are these Canadian officials who
are making these threats and giving warnings to British
parliamentarians?

An hon. Member: The Peckfords.
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Miss MacDonald: Whose direction are they acting under?
if they are not being directed, what steps are being taken to
see that they are publicly and quickly reprimanded for the
steps tbey are taking in interfering in tbe British parliamen-
tary system?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, the only officiaIs 1 know
who are trying to put pressure on the British government are a
few officiaIs who were appointed to London by some provincial
governments. Mr. Loiselle, appointed by the Quebec govern-
ment, bas said that be is attempting to do that. We take the
view that this is pure colonialism, and no person in my
government-

Some hion. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Trudeau: -and no officiaI responsible to this govern-
ment bas the autbority to beg anytbing of the Britisb Parlia-
ment in this respect.

Some hion. Meinhers: Hear, hear!

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES

SHIPMENT 0F VITAVAX PESTICIDE TO NEPAL AND INDIA

Mr. Simon de Jong (Regina East): Madam Speaker, in the
absence of the Secretary of State for External Affairs, I direct
my question to bis parliamentary secretary, whose office I
pboned earlier today in order to give notice of the subject
matter I would be raising this afternoon.

During the month of September, 1980, 15 metric tons of the
pesticide Vitavax was sbipped to Nepal and India as a dona-
tion througb CIDA. 1 would like to know why the department
is sbipping this potentially hazardous chemnical to Third World
countries, considering that at present there is a judicial inquiry
being beld in Manitoba into the deatb of a farmer exposed to
Vitavax. His deatb bas been attributed by the medical examin-
er to Vitavax. Also it bas been alleged by Uniroyal, the
company involved, as well as federal government departments,
that the Manitoba farmer did not read the label properly and
did not use tbe proper clothing. If Vitavax requires sucb
extreme caution in handling, bow does the Department of
External Affairs imagine that agricultural workers in India or
Nepal could bandle it safely? Has the department înformed
the countries involved of the potential bealtb bazards of
Vitavax?

Hon. Monique Bégin (Minister of National Health and
Welfare): Madam Speaker. like many of us 1 bave read tbe
clippings attributed to tbe hon. member in tbe newspapers tbis
morning wbich amplify wbat he said at the Standing Commit-
tee on Agriculture yesterday. He suggested that Canada bas
done damage to the people of the Third World by sending
tbem some pesticides whicb we see fit to use in Canada.

Oral Questions
* (1440)

1 take exception to the incredible question wbich the hon.
member bas raised. By way of consequence the bon. member
has suggested that the Canadian government has sucb a policy
toward the Third World countries. He bas suggested in a very
paternalistic way that the people of India and Nepal are not
sophisticated enough to use properly the pesticides which we
use in Canada. Is the hon. member suggesting that there
should not be rural electrif'ication because of the possibility of
electrical shock? What exactly is he suggesting?

Mr. de Jong: Madam Speaker, what 1 arn suggesting is that
the darned government be realistic about the realities in Third
World countries.

Some hion. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Chrétien: Father knows best.

Mr. de Jong: My supplementary concerns the effectiveness
of Vitavax in agriculture. Today in Saskatchewan there are
500,000 pounds of rapeseed treated witb Vitavax wbich bas a
germination rate of 10 per cent. I wonder if the Department of
Agriculture advised the department of foreign affairs to
inform Nepal and India that the rapeseed only has a germina-
tion rate of 10 per cent, and that if Vitavax is used extensively
in those countries, there could be a famine. 1 wonder how the
government would explain that reality.

Miss Bégin: Madam Speaker, it is essential to clarify the
fact that the reasoning of the hon. member is based on the
conclusion that the death of a farmer in Manitoba was directly
connected to the use or misuse of Vîtavax.

Mr. de Jong: Talk about germination.

Miss Bégin: That death bas not been connected to the use of
Vitavax or products containing lindane. This fact sbould be
established first and an inquiry is under way right now. The
hon. member should tell the whole trutb, including the fact
that the liver analysis showed only six parts of lindane per
billion, wbich is inconsistent witb the conclusion that the
person was a victim of an overdose. One must not draw
conclusions based on a single faci with no correlation to other
known facts wbicb would apply to the sending of pesticides to
the Third World. 1 believe that this is unacceptable
intellectually.

[Translation]
POST OFFICE

POSSIBLE ISSUANCE 0F STAMP COMMEMORATING LATE RIGHT
HON. JULES LÉGER

Mr. Pierre Gimaiel (Lac-Saint-Jean): Madam Speaker. my
question is for the Postmaster General. In view of the deatb of
the Right Hon. Jules Léger, whom I have personally always
considered a great Canadian and wbom most Canadians have
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always admired for the many years he gave to our country, can
the minister say whether his department is considering issuing
a commemorative stamp in his honour?

Hon. André Ouellet (Minister of Consumer and Corporate
Affairs and Postmaster General): Madam Speaker, I am
happy to confirm that the Canada Post Office will issue a
commemorative stamp in honour of the Right Hon. Jules
Léger on March 5 of next year, which will be the anniversary
of his appointment as Governor General.

* * *

[English]
THE CONSTITUTION

PATRIATION-REQUEST FOR REFERENCE OF PROPOSED
RESOLUTION TO SUPREME COURT

Hon. Perrin Beatty (Wellington-Dufferin-Simcoe): Madam
Speaker, my question is for the Prime Minister. He will be
aware that yesterday former British prime minister James
Callaghan said that the British parliament would likely act on
Canada's request "unless there was some legal challenge in the
courts of Canada which betrayed a taint of illegality".

In view of the growing number of distinguished Canadian
experts on constitutional law, such as the former deputy
minister of justice, Mr. Elmer Dricdger, and Mr. Justice
Clyne, who have raised serious doubts about the constitution-
ality of the government's action, is the Prime Minister person-
ally prepared to take action to resolve these doubts by asking
for a reference to the Supreme Court of Canada so that once
and for all Canadians can bc satisfied, in Canada, that the
actions being proposed by the Prime Minister are both legal
and constitutional before he asks the British parliament to take
those actions?

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, many times since 1 have been in this House the
opposition has demanded that this or that bill be referred to
the Supreme Court. My answer generally has been that the
courts should be brought into the subject when some citizen
refers the matter to the courts, and this is what the Minister of
Justice answered earlier. Let us patriate the constitution, let us
have a bill of rights, and if some citizen or province feels
aggrieved by that action and that it is, to use the words of the
hon. member, "tainted with illegality", the place to plead that
would be in front of the courts.

Mr. Beatty: Madam Speaker, the Prime Minister will know
that three provinces have indeed taken the government to
court on this matter. In view of the fact that three provinces
have taken the matter to court to obtain a decision on the
legality and constitutionality of the government's action, will
the Prime Minister now reject the advice given to him in the
infamous Privy Council office document, which stated:

There would be a strong strategic advantage in having the joint resolution
passed and the U.K. legislation enacted before a Canadian court had occasion to
pronounce on the validity of the measure and the procedure employed to achieve

it. This would suggest the desirability of swift passage of the resolution and U.K.
legislation.

Will the Prime Minister give the Canadian people the
assurance that he will allow the courts to adjudicate and to
make a ruling as to whether or not what he is doing is legal, so
that if it is illegal or improper it would be possible to prevent
this action from being taken, instead of having it passed by
Westminster where it is beyond the reach of the Canadian
courts?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, the essence of much of what
we are doing is, of course, to carry out the intention expressed
by this House with unanimity last May when we all agreed
that the constitution be patriated with an amending formula. I
point out that the party opposite approximately a month ago
moved a motion in this House proposing patriation with an
amending formula.

Miss MacDonald: Which you defeated.

Mr. Trudeau: That is the essence of what I have proposed-

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Epp: You voted against it.

Mr. Trudeau: That is the essence of what I proposed to the
premiers in a letter which I sent to all of them as long ago as
January, 1977. Indeed, that is the essence of the proposal we
had before us in Victoria when Premier Robarts, as he then
was, suggested that we set aside all this debate on the division
of powers and get on with patriation and an amending for-
mula, things which were essentially of interest to the people.

This idea has been before Parliament, the Canadian people
and the premiers for at least ten years in its present form.
What I have argued in answer to an earlier question is that the
provinces have always said no, that they would not permit this
to be done unless we gave them this or that power. It is in the
face of that kind of deadlock that we have indeed acted
unilaterally with the support, as hon. members will know, of at
least some provinces, and certainly of many Canadians, to get
on with the business so that we could have a constitution made
in Canada which could be amended in Canada by Canadians.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

* * *

ENERGY

IMPORTATION OF OIL FROM SAUDI ARABIA -- INSTRUCTIONS TO
PETRO-CANADA

Hon. Michael Wilson (Etobicoke Centre): Madam Speaker,
my question is for the Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources. Yesterday in the House 1 asked the minister to
elaborate on a question which I had put to the Prime Minister,
and which he did not answer very fully, in connection with the
Saudi Arabian oil contract. My question today is: Has the
minister instructed Petro-Canada to obtain more precise terms
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