
The Constitution
Yes, we were prepared to make some compromise in the best

interests of Canadians. For those who say compromise is a
dirty game, let me say that were it not for the constructive,
determined and progressive efforts of our party, many of the
59 changes to the original resolution would not have occurred
as they did.

As a western Member of Parliament, I am proud of my
party's amendment which secures for the provinces the right to
manage, own, tax and control the non-renewable resources, the
forestry resources and the hydro resources within their bound-
aries. These rights are key building blocks on which to create a
sound, secure and diversified economic future for western
Canada, as well as Canada per se. This is especially important
for some provinces, particularly those in the west, since the
ability to direct and develop the sale of depleting resources is
absolutely crucial.

During the first 100 years of confederation the west, richly
endowed with natural resources, was forced to forgo the
development of a manufacturing base. Manufacturing was
largely focused in central Canada and was nurtured by almost
a century of strong protective tariffs. The resources of the
other provinces now deserve comparable protection. Many
provincial governments have been apprehensive about past
judicial decisions on their traditional right to manage and
control the resources within their own boundaries. Therefore, a
constitutionally entrenched affirmation confirming provincial
ownership and management of resources is a key element of a
fair confederation package.

The amendment of the hon. member for Oshawa (Mr.
Broadbent) will help to ease the apprehension of many people
in resource-producing provinces concerning their ability to use
their resources to help build their economic future and to ease
their uncertainty about the equity of the confederation bar-
gain. The amendment gives the provinces the right to control
the level and nature of exploration of non-renewable resources.
It offers them the right to regulate the way and rate at which
forestry, non-renewable and electrical resources are exploited.
The amendment would permit provinces to institute resource
management and conservation schemes as they deem neces-
sary. It allows provinces to develop electrical generation
projects in ways and at rates they see fit. Provinces would be
able to regulate the movement of their resources within
Canada, so long as it did not contravene federal legislation.
Provinces would also have the right to set resource prices and
levy direct and indirect taxes on the resources sold in Canada,
as long as the provinces did not discriminate in the prices
charged or the availability of resources to all Canadians.

These rights would apply fully to non-renewable resources,
resources generating electricity and forest resources. I believe
this amendment will help to allay the fears, particularly of
western Canadians, that when they seek to regulate their
resources their ability to do so will be halted by the complexity
of federal powers. It will help to renew their conviction that
the Canadian federation can be constructed fairly in ways
which allow all partners to develop fully in the best interests of
their people.

I should like to take a few moments to look at the four main
parts of the present resolution: patriation, equalization, a
charter of rights and an amending formula. I think one can
gloss over quickly the section on patriation. There is no
question that a few months ago this House voted unanimously
for the patriation of Canada's Constitution. This must be done
and as far as I am concerned, the sooner the better.

However, the topic of equalization is a very important one.
The concept of the rich parts of Canada assisting the poor
parts of Canada is a matter of profound concern to social
democrats. Disparities exist between regions of Canada which
result in unequal opportunities for Canadians at the present
time. Young people from the outports of Newfoundland may
not have the same opportunities as youngsters growing up in
metropolitan Toronto. People from some parts of the western
provinces may not have the same opportunity as those people
coming from other parts of Canada. Equalization is a concept
that we all use when we raise our families. Certain parts of the
family are always prepared to stand by and assist other parts
during times of need. In that spirit, the concept of equalization
is something about which we feel extremely strongly.

Perhaps the most important section in the resolution before
us is the charter of rights. I believe passionately in the
protection and the existence of human rights. They must be
entrenched in the Constitution to provide legal protection for
all Canadians, not subject to the whim of provincial govern-
ments nor, for that matter, to the whim of federal govern-
ments. There are those who protest that protection by parlia-
ments and legislatures has been a safe enough protection of
individual rights in Canada, but I do not think history bears
this out.

May I call it nine o'clock, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: It being nine o'clock, the House will
now proceed to the consideration of private members' business
as listed on today's Order Paper, namely, notices of motions
and public bills.

e (2100)

PRIVATE MEMBERS' MOTIONS

[English]
Items Nos. 31 to 36 inclusive and No. 38 allowed to stand

by unanimous consent.
* * *

OFFICIAL LANGUAGES
EQUALITY OF MINORITY LANGUAGE RIGHTS

Mr. Hal Herbert (Vaudreuil) moved:
That, in the opinion of this House, the government should consider the

advisability of introducing legisiation to ensure that the officia] language minori-
ty groups, being the English mother tongue residents of Quebec and the French
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mother tongue residents of the other provinces and territories, be accorded
exactly the samne rights and privileges as are presently accorded by law and
common usage to ail Canadians of the other official language.

He said: Mr. Speaker, one may wonder wby 1 would be
speaking today on a motion concerning language. 1 should
point out that this motion was put on the Order Paper earlier.
In fact, it was put on the Order Paper on April 30, 1980, long
before the discussions on constitutional reform resulted in the
presentation to the House of the proposai which is presently
under discussion. 1 find it quite appropriate that I should bave
the opportunity tbis evening to discuss a subject wbich bas
been a favourite of mine sînce 1 carne to tbis chamber some
eigbt or fine years ago. It obviously ties in witb the constitu-
tional resolution wbich is presently being debated. Tbus, 1
shall be rnaking frequent references to that resolution.

Only tbrougb an amendment to tbe Constitution can
Canadians be definitely assured tbat certain common basic
rninority language rigbts will be observed tbroughout tbe
country. Reciprocal arrangements cannot guarantee protection
against alterations as a result of sbort-terrn political or social
changes, or against witbdrawal at any time by any province
wbich may consider tbat its commitrnent is no longer desir-
able. Altbough recîprocal arrangements have been discussed
since 1977 none currently exist. The charter of rigbts gives
effect to the prînciple of minority language and educational
rights agreed to by ail provinces in 1978.

1 cannot belp but make reference here to my colleague
seated beside me wbo bas sorne very specific opinions and who
may flot bave the opportunity to express tbern tonight. 1 wiîl be
making some reference to tbern myself in a little while.

On October 16, 1980, the Prime Minister (Mr. Trudeau)
said that it is flot only the federal goverinment whicb is
responsible for bilingualism, but that every province wbicb bas
jurisdiction over education sbould be concerned witb that. He
went on to say:
We have been funding substantially education systemrs in the provinces to the
extent of an amnount in excess of $2 billion a year ... The spirit in which we
helped bilingual education specifically. or education in tihe other officiai Ian-
guage. was that the provinces themnselves bc prepared to accept somne respon-
sibilities. and it is in that sense that we hope the provinces wiIl continue to show
interest in the matter and that the federal government wiIl flot always have to
continue supporting themn in areas which they dlaim very strongly are within
their jurisdiction.

It is abundantly apparent that we have flot been able to
obtain agreement on almost any matter in connection witb the
constitutional proposai, Ieast of aIl when it comes to education
and language rigbts.

1 would like to make a point bere with respect to some
allegations wbich bave been made by members of the opposi-
tion. It bas been alleged by several members, in recent writings
of theirs, that members of the goverinment party are in some
fashion rnuzzled, that in some undefined way we do flot have
the freedom to express our own opinions. I want to go on the
record rigbt bere and now as saying that during my fine years
as a Member of Parliarnent, atternpting freely to express my
opinions, on not one single occasion bas either the Prime
Minister, the leader of rny party, or the Quebec leader ever

Officiai Languages
suggested to me that 1 should flot freely do so. 1 want to make
tbat very clear.

Some bon. Members: Hear, bear!

Mr. Herbert: 1 suggest that the so-called authoritarian
discipline to which mnembers of tbe opposition party often
allude is, in fact, a jealousy whicb cornes from the fact that the
party which presently forms the goverfiment is a party bound
by freely discussed common goals and objectives. In tbat free
discussion we sometimes have our dissenters. 1 suggest that
maybe tbis type of bonding that we have on this side of the
House is something which is unknown to members of tbe
official opposition.

What bothers me somewbat is that too many Tory MPs will
flot speak openly against individual rights, language rights,
provincial sharing and measures for the common good. Surely
every Conservative MP must know in bis or ber beart tbat a
cbarter of rights wilI neyer be incorporated into our Constitu-
tion after patriation. Tbey do not seem to admit that.

Mr. Stevens: Wby?

Mr. Herbert: For once tbey ask why. Tbe obvious answer to
tbat is tbat there is one premier wbo says under no conditions
will he ever admit to having a charter of rigbts in the Constitu-
tion after patriation.

Mr. MeKinnon: Are you certain be is immortal?

Mr. Herbert: The only way tbey bave of suppressing the
rigbts of the minorities and Iess favoured citizens is to con-
struct wbat 1 consider to be a pbony issue. They imply that tbe
most important decision in our history is flot being made in
Canada by Canadians.

Mr. Stevens: True.

Mr. Herbert: I say openly tbat members of the Tory party
are lacking tbe courage to openly say wbat tbey are tbinking,
tbat individual rigbts must always be subservient to state and
provincial interests. That is flot rny point of view.

Mr. MeKinnon: Rubbisb!

Mr. Herbert: Mr. Speaker, 1 would like one of tbe members
of tbe officiaI opposition to tell me what is the essential
difference between a charter of rigbts incorporated after
patriation and a charter of rigbts wbicb is included with
patriation. Maybe if tbey would explain it to me 1 couid better
understand it.

Mr. Stevens: Tbe one is Canadian. You wouldn't under-
stand that.

Mr. Herbert: 1 must admit, Mr. Speaker, that maybe 1
speak from a somewhat disadvantageous position, in tbe sense
that I arn adopted by tbis country, a fact of wbich 1 am proud.

Mr. Stevens: You are still back in England.
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Mr. Herbert: As an immigrant from an English-speaking
country i am well supported by a constituency which is
two-thirds French speaking. In the discussions which I have
had with my constituents they seem to be of one accord with
the actions of the government in trying to enshrine in our
Constitution protection for everyone, including the subject
under discussion tonight, the protection of minority language
rights.

Citizens of Canada, whose first language learned and still
understood is that of the English-speaking or French-speaking
minority population of a province, will have the right to
educate their children in that minority language at the pri-
mary and secondary school levels, wherever the number of
children warrants the provision of such educational facilities.
We have had lots of discussions about that term "numbers
warrant." i will make specific reference to my colleague and
good friend, the hon. member for Ottawa-Vanier (Mr. Gauth-
ier) because, as he is possibly aware, it is here that we part
company to some degree. We have discussed this on several
occasions. One can stick on principle and one can say on
principle that one should apply the constitutional provisions
right across the country, in ail provinces. Note that I say "in
ail provinces", not just the province of Ontario. I feel that if
we are to worry about the rights of the francophones in the
province of Ontario we must be equally concerned with the
rights of the francophones in the other English-speaking prov-
inces, for example, British Columbia.

* (2110)

From a purely practical point of view it might be extremely
difficult to stick on that particular principle. i have often
suggested that there have been considerable strides made in
the nine years that I have been in this House. Maybe the
progress has been slow, too slow, but there have been consider-
able advances and surely no one can deny that. It is my sincere
hope that the action that is presently being taken with the
support of the premier of the province of Ontario will continue
and that after the current election is over, whoever forms the
government of the province of Ontario will see fit at that time
to exercise the right to enshrine in the Constitution the equiva-
lent rights for the minorities in Ontario which are presently
applicable only to the English in Quebec and the francophones
in Manitoba.

I want to make a brief reference to something whilst we are
talking of language. This is something that has bothered me
considerably and it is the part the federal government has
played in bringing some fairly considerable sums to the prov-
inces for second language education.

Since 1970 the federal government contributed $1.3 billion
to the provinces for education in the official languages. This
enables Canadian students to learn, as a second language, the
other official language of Canada. We had an agreement
which expired March 31, 1979, and which was extended for a
year on the same basis as the original agreement, which
transferred some $95 million to Quebec in the past year.

The Quebec Federation of Home and School Associations in
the province from which i come has been somewhat concerned
that there has been no accountability for federal funding
provided to the provincial governments for second language
training. The federation proposed to the federal government
that under the previous agreements, accountability regarding
distribution of the funds by provincial departments of educa-
tion to the schoolboards has not been required and that the
provinces have resisted providing an accounting of the funds
received and the manner of their distribution for the purpose
designated under these federal grants; that taxpayers were
entitled to an awareness that their contribution to federal
funds be allocated in such a manner that the intent of the
program be fulfilled; and that the placing of these moneys
received for the purpose of minority language education into
provincial general revenues could be termed misappropriation
and the federal government should be ever watchful as to the
proper expenditure of taxpayers' moneys. As a result, the
Quebec Federation of Home and School Associations request-
ed the federal government to require accountability from the
provinces as to the distribution of federal grants for the
purpose of minority language education as a condition for
release of public funds.

This brings me to one of my favourite subjects and that is
the problem we have in placing funding in the provinces in
areas which are recognized as being of provincial responsibili-
ty. I think it should be recognized by everyone that no matter
what we put into the Constitution, the good will needed to
make it operational wili still rest with the provincial legisla-
turcs. I have always maintained that no matter what might
appear in the law, the provincial governments will still have
the ultimate control via the financing of education.

The article to which we have been referring in the Constitu-
tion makes English and French the official languages of
Canada. They will have equality of status and equal rights and
privileges as to their use in ail institutions of the Parliament
and Government of Canada. The purpose for this section was
to exclude the possibility of a government seeking to advance
one language at the expense of the other official language or to
advance one and justify reducing the other. The educational
rights of French-speaking citizens outside Quebec are to be
guaranteed in clause 23.

Clause 19 of the constitutional proposal provides as follows:
(1) Either English or French may be used by any person in. or in any pleading

in or process issung from, any court established by Parliament.

(2) Either English or French may be used by any person in, or in any pleading
in or process issuing from, any court of New Brunswick.

This clause confirms the right to use both English and
French in ail courts established by Parliament. It derives from
Section 133 of the BNA Act. Subelause (2) confirms the right
to use English and French in the courts of New Brunswick. Of
course, these provisions already extend to the provinces of
Quebec and Manitoba by virtue of section 133 of the British
North America Act and Section 23 of the Manitoba Act, 1870.
Clause 21 simply states that the existing language protection
provided by the present Constitution, for example, the protec-
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tion set out in section 133 of the BNA Act and section 23 of
the Manitoba Act, 1870, would continue.

The constitutional proposai which is presently before this
House in very large measure takes care of the proposai in the
motion I have presented this evening and which I put on the
Order Paper in April last year.

I would have been happy to see an extension of section 133
right across the country. From a purely practical point of view
I believe we have to compromise. Is it a compromise on
principle? I have to fight with my conscience but I will say in
all honesty that certainly in the province of Quebec w.e have
never had any fear for the protection of the English language;
at least, we had no fear until the present premier of the
province decided to make things a little bit more difficult for
the English.

I have looked at the situation where the present provincial
Liberal party is discussing the two alternatives, what are
commonly called the "Canada clause" and the "international
clause." For those who have followed discussions in Quebec,
this deals essentially with the so-called inequality that might
apply to immigrants. To that I can only say, and I will put this
on the record as my last statement, that since the federal
government has concluded an agreement with the provincial
governments which effectively passes control of immigration to
the provincial governments, then as long as the control of the
immigrants entering the province of Quebec is in the hands of
the provincial government, surely the provincial government
need have no fear that the number of francophones will be
watered down by the entry of too many speaking the other
official language, English. I put this on the record because I
want to allay the fears of some of my francophone colleagues
in Quebec who are concerned about this particular aspect.

* (2120)

i can only say that I appreciate this opportunity to speak on
a matter very dear to my heart, namely, the protection of
minority rights. I am most appreciative of the attitude of
people in the province of Quebec toward the anglophone
minority. But I say with real conviction that an immigrant
entering this country bas that freedom of choice and should
not expect to have the same privilege when he enters one
province as he enters another. For example, if he enters
Quebec, he should recognize it as being essentially a French-
speaking province. If he enters other provinces, which are
essentially English-speaking provinces, he should be prepared
to speak the first language of that province.

I appreciate being able to talk about minority languages. I
know many members want to speak tonight and I would like to
give them that opportunity. I doubt whether this motion, in
view of the constitutional proposal, will pass. Nevertheless, I
commend it to ail.

Mr. Dan McKenzie (Winnipeg-Assiniboine): Mr. Speaker,
I want to congratulate the hon. member for Vaudreuil (Mr.
Herbert) for bringing this motion forward, but the language
issue goes far beyond what is contained in his motion. I want

Official Languages

to refer particularly to a matter he raised at the Standing
Committee on Official Languages a couple of weeks ago. It
concerned an air traffic controller at Dorval who was forced to
leave his position because he was unable to learn the French
language. He had to spend five years in the courts before be
was able to return to his position, only after it was found that
the present government removed him from his post illegally.
The hon. member for Vaudreuil is well aware of that case
because he raised it in the standing committee. However, he
was more concerned about having bilingual air traffic controll-
ers handling incoming air traffic. I want to point out to the
bon. member for Vaudreuil that there are other duties in an
air traffic control tower which a unilingual English or a
unilingual French person can handle. Air traffic controllers do
not have to be abused in the way Mr. Kelso at Dorval was by
the present government.

When Bill-101 was introduced by the present government in
Quebec, as I recall we requested that it be referred to the
Supreme Court. The Liberal government refused to have that
bill referred to the Supreme Court to find out whether it was
legal. The government has still not done that to this day. When
we read what the leader of the Liberal Party and what Bill-10l
say with regard to English-speaking Canadians in the province
of Quebec, we have to question the sincerity of this motion and
the sincerity of the Liberal Party in protecting the language
rights of individuals across the country. If the Liberal Party
was so concerned about language rights and about individual
Canadian's rights, we could start protecting them right here in
the House of Commons. Speaking tonight in the constitutional
debate, I referred to the 52 unilingual English uniformed
security guards who can no longer appear at the main entrance
or in the gallery because they speak only English.

I want to refer now to the language resolution which was
passed in the House of Commons in June, 1973, particularly
Clause 6 and Clause 7. Clause 6 states:
that unilingual incumbents of bilingual positions may elect to become bilingual
and undertake language training, or transfer to another job having the same
salary maximum, or if they were to decline such a transfer, to remain in their
positions even though the posts have been designated as bilingual;

I would like to see that clause become law to protect all
unilingual civil servants. Unfortunately, this resolution only
refers to federal civil servants. It does not cover the House of
Commons staff, but it should. It does not cover Crown corpo-
rations, but it should. If that were made law, we would still
have these people at the main entrance or in the gallery
instead of having them walking down corridors because they
speak only English.

I would like to see the hon. member for Vaudreuil pursue
this particular point.

Clause 7 states:
that employees who, as on April 6, 1966, had at least ten years of continuous
service and who, since that date, have been employed continuously n the federal
public service, will be entitled to apply for any job that has been identified for
future designation as bilingual without having to indicate their willingness to
become bilingual

March 2 1981
COMMONS DEBATES



Official Languages

I would question whether anyone in the civil service, anyone
on the House of Commons staff or with any Crown corpora-
tion could do that today. Therefore, I would be most interested
to see the hon. member for Vaudreuil make those two clauses
law. He is not even listening to the debate tonight, so I really
cannot take his motion seriously. I think the motion is rather
facetious.

Mr. Herbert: Mr. Speaker, maybe the problem is that the
hon. member was not pronouncing my constituency in a
fashion that I could recognize it. Perhaps that was the
difficulty.

Mr. McKenzie: Mr. Speaker, I apologize. I have difficulty
in pronouncing the hon. member's constituency of Vaudreuil
correctly. However, he knows perfectly well what I mean. That
was a great answer he gave. He has great fun with private
members' hour and motions, slowing them up and causing us
no end of problems. I think this is nothing but a facetious
motion he has presented here tonight.

I would ask the hon. member for Vaudreuil to consider
looking at Clauses 6 and 7 in this resolution which the Liberal
Party refuses to make law, introduced in June, 1973, if he is so
concerned about individuals, language rights and what have
you. I will toss that out to him and to the other members of the
Liberal Party who are having great fun tonight laughing at
English-speaking Canadians who are being abused and not
being given the opportunity to learn a second language, or who
cannot learn a second language. The Liberal Party thinks it is
a big joke that they are being abused and are having to go
through the courts to protect their jobs. I ask the hon. member
to bring this matter to the attention of the caucus, and take a
look at Section 7 of this phony resolution presented in 1973.
Perhaps then we can take the motion more seriously. In the
meantime, I cannot take it seriously after the way I have seen
the hon. member conduct himself here in the House tonight.

Mr. Maurice Harquail (Restigouche): Mr. Speaker, I want
to begin my remarks by expressing my appreciation to the hon.
member for Vaudreuil (Mr. Herbert) for bringing this motion
forward. I also want to recognize the good work of the
parliamentary secretary who is concerned with this motion.
His incentive and obvious natural ability to muster together
Members of Parliament to contribute to this motion should be
recognized.

I realize the debate got off the rails a bit a few moments ago
when we heard about a particular name being mentioned in a
certain fashion, but quite apart from that type of exchange, I
think that opportunities for members to debate in this House
should not be used in a personal way but should be directed
more to the subject matter at hand. The subject has to do with
a commitment by this government that all Canadians would
have equal opportunities and rights. That commitment was
kept. This is not something which came up in the last 24 hours,
six months or year. It is a commitment we heard from the
Prime Minister (Mr. Trudeau) even before he became Prime
Minister of this country.

* (2130)

There have been many exchanges in the historic debate on
the resolution with respect to patriation. As the hon. member
who introduced the motion said earlier, it is timely that we
debate this motion now. It gives us an opportunity to remind
ourselves and, more importantly, all Canadians, of the con-
tinuity of our Prime Minister, the cabinet, the government of
the day and this party. There has been no change in the
momentum, order of deliverance or position by the Prime
Minister.

On each occasion he has been consistent in the fact that if
there is anything that can be donc during his term of office to
entrench language rights in a Canadian Constitution that will
be there forever, he will do all he can to protect the rights of
Canadians, especially those of minority groups.

I come from a province which has demonstrated in the past
and continues to demonstrate its natural ability to embrace
Canadians in this fashion. Therefore, it is appropriate that I
take part in this private members' debate this evening. Before
the resolution package there was a willingness and spirit of
co-operation by both French and English New Brunswickers to
provide the necessary legislation to guarantee government
services, including those of the courts, and educational rights. i
want to express my appreciation to those who made it their
duty to ensure the protection of those rights.

On this subject, i have clearly indicated support for my
party, as have those who supported me in elections over the
past six years. I give my full support to the Prime Minister and
the government in this serious attempt to protect all Canadi-
ans, not only with respect to language rights but general
rights, individual rights, native rights, rights of the hand-
icapped and all others.

Perhaps the hon. member for Vaudreuil is a bit ahead of
himself in introducing this motion. He admitted throughout
his speech that he is satisfied and convinced the government is
doing what is right. The resolution package is broad enough
and, where numbers warrant, provides adequate protection so
that those wishing to achieve proficiency in the other language
will have the proper facilities. I am sure the hon. member
agrees that even though we can legislate all these rights, we
cannot adopt a laissez faire attitude. We must clearly define
the goals and objectives in terms of rights and protecting
individual needs.

I live in northern New Brunswick. i wanted my three sons to
have the opportunity of learning the other official language. It
was not easy in those days. I was told they would have to
attend immersion courses. I did not agree with that. It was
necessary to expend a lot of energy to get the school board to
permit them to attend a totally French language school so that
they might become fluently bilingual. I am delighted to be
able to report tonight that the system worked for me and my
family. My three sons completed their elementary schooling in
the French language. They did not attend immersion courses
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or something else which did not interest me. They are, as I
said, fluently bilingual. That was some 15 years ago. It
convinced me that the system can and does work. Leading into
the eighties, I can see where there have been some struggles.
We have had to be forceful in putting forward our case to
protect our rights, especially with respect to language. We
have been successful. I was very confident in putting forward
my own personal experience in this regard.

* (2140)

I want to restate, for the benefit of all Canadians, that the
government has certainly carried through on all its commit-
ments and promises. If there was ever a clear example of a
political party or a government keeping its promise, I think the
evidence shows it is the present administration, and the
administration we had leading our government for more than a
dozen years. They have been consistent in their commitment to
ensure that one day we would be able, with the Immigration
Act and the Citizenship Act, to have our own flag, and our
own national anthem, more recently proclaimed, in 1980.
After all that, we are now getting to the last major planning
and that is the patriation of the Constitution.

Canadians have become aware of the fact that the govern-
ment was serious about proceeding with patriation of the
Constitution. There are many people who became very emo-
tional and went off in different directions. Now that they have
had an opportunity to examine what they want for the future
of their own families, they are very quietly accepting the
position of the government and supporting the excellent docu-
ment which has been brought back to the House from the joint
committee.

It bas been my impression that there has been a decided
shift in the attitude of Canadians across the country with
respect to the resolution before the House. With all the months
of hard work by members of the House and the Senate in the
joint committee, and with the concluding work taking place in
the House prior to the resolution being sent over to the British
Parliament, we can be justifiably proud of the fact that, not
only in terms of those who have contributed to this historic
debate, and apart from all the rhetoric and accusations that fly
across the country and the floor of the House, this is a political
party, whose leaders and administrators of the government of
the day have been consistent in their position. They have been
consistent in what they have offered Canadians across the
country and in their words and actions. That consistency is
borne out by the fact that we see the final days of the work
necessary to patriate the Constitution.

I am satisfied we can give assurance to the hon. member for
Vaudreuil this evening, that not only will rights be entrenched
in the Constitution when it is brought back to Canada, but
with the amending formula people in every sector of the
country will have equal opportunity, through the democratic
process of bringing in appropriate change when there is agree-
ment that change is necessary.

I want to conclude by again thanking the parliamentary
secretary and the hon. member for Vaudreuil for giving me
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this opportunity to participate in the debate during private
members' hour this evening. I wish to state again that I am
satisfied the Prime Minister and his cabinet have kept their
word and their commitment to all Canadians, but in particular
to the people of New Brunswick and the constituency I
represent, in that we are seeing the results of the action taken
to bring back that document which will forever protect our
rights, particularly with respect to language.

Mr. John Gamble (York North): Mr. Speaker, I would not
have taken this opportunity to rise with respect to the motion
of the hon. member for Vaudreuil (Mr. Herbert) had it not
been for a couple of occurrences during the address of my
colleague, the hon. member for Winnipeg-Assiniboine (Mr.
McKenzie). The first related to the point of order raised by the
hon. member for Vaudreuil when he questioned the pronuncia-
tion of his riding, obviously indicating that the hon. member
for Winnipeg-Assiniboine was not sufficiently fluent in the
language with which that riding identifies itself to be recog-
nized as having an opportunity to address the hon. member
who made the motion. I am reminded of a motion placed
before the last Liberal general meeting in Winnipeg-which I
hope was defeated-which provided that in the view of the
person making that motion, and presumably seconding it, only
bilingual persons should qualify for membership in the House
of Commons. Quite frankly, if that comment coming from the
hon. member for Vaudreuil was a harbinger of events to come,
then it might be appropriate for hon. members opposite to
stand in their places when the occasion arises, indicating that
is indeed their position.

Mr. Herbert: Point of order, Mr. Speaker. My reference to
pronunciation was simply because the hon. member who was
speaking said that I was not listening, and I wanted to draw it
to his attention, that I certainly was listening.

Mr. Gamble: The record will show the reasons he gave were
rather apparent. He made reference to his mispronunciation.

In any event, the other matter which gave me concern was
the levity which prevailed in the government benches when
some mention was made, again by the hon. member for
Winnipeg-Assiniboine, of the fact that there had been some
injustice done to a unilingual Canadian public servant, and
that injustice happened to be done to a unilingual English-
speaking public servant.

I hope members opposite will recognize that the vast majori-
ty of the population of Canada is unilingual either in French or
in English. That kind of reaction is hardly commendable in the
House of Commons. If there is to be a privileged class
established-a bilingual class-in Canada, then I would sug-
gest members on both sides of the House recognize that it
would be appropriate, until that class makes up the majority of
the population of Canada, not to refer jokingly or laughingly
to the unhappiness or ill consequences that befall Canadian
citizens who speak only one of our two official languages. If
you are laughing, it is for a purpose, I presume.
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I would like to now direct my attention to the motion itself.

The motion is so badly drafted it scarcely merits the attention
of the House. I draw the attention of the House to the fact
that the hon. member who introduced it did not take the
trouble to read it. I will just do that, if I may.

* (2150)

That. in the opinion of this House, the government should consider the
advisability of introducing legislation to ensure that the officiai language minori-
ty groups, being the English mother tongue residents of Quebec and the French
mother tongue residents of the other provinces and territories, be accorded
exactIy the same rights and privileges as are presently accorded by law and
common usage to all Canadians of the other officiai language.

Exactly what are the same rights and privileges as are
presently accorded? Where are they presently accorded? Are
we to assume that we are to take one of the provinces in this
country and determine what rights are enjoyed? Let us take
the province of Quebec and see what rights are enjoyed there.
For instance, can a businessman conduct his business in the
province of Quebec in whatever language he chooses?

Mr. McKenzie: No.

Mr. Gamble: Is it suggested by the hon. member for Vau-
dreuil that that kind of restriction be imposed upon Canadians
in every province in this country? Surely not, but that is what
he is referring to. What provinces are we to seek out? Are we
to oblige the province of Quebec to follow, in the event he
chooses the province of Ontario where today one can carry on
business in whatever language one chooses, whether it be
Greek, Italian, French, English or Japanese? Does he wish
now to oblige the province of Quebec to permit all the business
in that province to be conducted in any language anyone
chooses?

Perhaps the reference is to the admission to professions in
any of the provinces in Canada. Are we to take as our guide
the admission to the professions in the province of Quebec
where proficiency in the French language is required? Is that
what he is suggesting, or are we to take the province of British
Columbia, where no proficiency test is required other than the
test required to pass a normal examination? These people have
already passed examinations with respect to their ability in the
professions, but now there is a new provincial obligation in
Quebec. What exactly are the same rights and privileges
accorded across Canada?

Are we talking about mother tongue language requirements
for Canadian business corporations before those business cor-
porations can conduct business with provincial governments?
This depends entirely upon the provincial government with
which you are dealing. If you are dealing with the provincial
government of Quebec, then there are certain mother tongue
requirements for your chief shareholders or you cannot deal
with that provincial government under provincial contracts in
that province. Is that what the hon. member is suggesting we
impose on Canadians across Canada? I hardly think it is. The
hon. member speaks of having exactly the same rights and
privileges as are presently accorded by law and common usage

to all Canadians of the other official language, but where is it
that these suggestions apply?

The hon. member for Vaudreuil is a member of this House
from one of the ridings in the province of Quebec, and it is
presumably on the basis of his intimate knowledge of the
requirements of the law in that province that he speaks. It
appears he would like the marvellous provisions of that law
extended across Canada, but I hardly think that is indeed what
he has in mind. If it is, then I submit that the business
community and the professional community in Canada is not
prepared for that kind of artificial restriction. It is better the
way it is. There is only one province which restricts that kind
of freedom. Let us leave it in that province and not extend it
across the whole of this country.

There was some suggestion by the hon. member for Vau-
dreuil that section 16(2) of the constitutional resolution pres-
ently before the House is in some way to be equated with
Section 133 of the British North America Act. i know that is
what he said, but I am sure that is not what he meant. If we
read Section 133 of the British North America Act we find it
applies to the right to use both languages in the courts, in
Parliament and in the legislature of the province of Quebec.
Section 16(2) of the proposed resolution provides:

English and French are the official languages of New Brunswick and have
equality of status and equal rights and privileges as to their use in al institutions
of the legisiature and government of New Brunswick.

Section 17(2) provides:
Everyoie has the right to use English or French in any debates and other

proceedings of the legislature of New Brunswick.

Section 19(2) provides:
Either English or French may be used by any person in, or in any pleading in

or process issuing from, any court of New Brunswick.

Section 16(2) goes far beyond what is required by the
provisions of Section 133 of the British North America Act.

i was intrigued by the comments made by the hon. member
for Restigouche (Mr. Harquail), who spoke of respect for all
minorities. That comment is to be contrasted with the remarks
made by the hon. member for Vaudreuil, who indicated that
there is a convention or agreement between the federal govern-
ment and the governments of the various provinces granting
the governments of the various provinces the rights to control
immigration to those provinces. The hon. member then went
on to say that accordingly any immigrant who comes to
Canada has the right to determine which province and which
major language group he shall join, and has no complaint in
the event he should join a province where the language he
might choose is different from the language used by the
majority. That, of course, is to be contrasted with the com-
ments made by the hon. member for Restigouche.

I submit that the statement made by the hon. member for
Vaudreuil with respect to agreements between the federal
government government and the provincial governments across
Canada is inaccurate.

There is indeed an agreement between the federal govern-
ment and the government of Quebec which permits the govern-
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ment of Quebec to control immigration into that province. But
the record should show that no such agreement exists in the
province of Ontario. I submit that we should treat all Canadi-
ans in the fashion I understood the hon. member for Restigou-
che to speak of. That is vastly different from the way the hon.
member for Vaudreuil would have us treated. In other words,
when we are dealing with rights across this country, let us not
segregate Canadians who are immigrants and who may not
fall into one of the two official language designations we have
in the resolution before the House with respect to the Consti-
tution. That is the proper way, not the way suggested by the
hon. member for Vaudreuil.

In the event there is to be good will, to which we have heard
reference by the hon. member, that good will must establish
a basis across Canada on which all Canadians, regardless of
their heritage, have common, universal rights with respect to
language, rather than rights restricted on the basis of whether
those new Canadians-because that is what they wili
become-happen to speak a language other than French or
English when they choose to make Canada their home.

Accordingly, I have no hesitation at all in suggesting to the
House that, because of its inability to deal with and adequately
explain the nature of the existing common rights across
Canada and in all the provinces, this motion is unacceptable. I
doubt whether we should divide Canadians into groups, the
privileged groups being the English and the French-speaking
mother tongue groups. I regret the creation of underprivileged,
second-class citizens as suggested by the hon. member for
Vaudreuil who would, with ease and without compunction as
to the effect such creation would have upon their rights as
Canadian citizens, restrict those rights which should be
enjoyed by all Canadians regardless of the other tongue they
may speak. The hon. member's reference to Section 23 of the
constitutional provisions is one which I reject, and I hope other
hon. members of this House will do the same.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): The hour provided for
the consideration of private members' business has expired.

e (2200)

PROCEEDINGS ON ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

[English|
A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 40

deemed to have been moved.

NORTH-SOUTH RELATIONS-STATEMENT BY NON-ALIGNED
NATIONS-DEVELOPMENT OF CANADIAN POSITION

Mr. Douglas Roche (Edmonton South): Mr. Speaker, I have
come here tonight to again urge the government to implement
the report of the North-South task force presented to the
House more than two and a half months ago with 38 recom-

Adjournment Debate

mendations which, in my judgment, are sensitive to the North-
South dilemma today and are sensible with respect to Cana-
da's capacity to play a role in bridging the wide gap between
north and south today.

The interim report of the North-South task force dealt with
the special recommendation that the four emergency provi-
sions of the Brandt report be implemented. Those four emer-
gency provisions are that an extra $4 billion in official develop-
ment assistance from all donor countries be put into play each
year, that there be a food security program, an energy security
program, and a reform of international financial institutions.
The essence was that the Brandt commission deemed it so
important it urged this in a section of the report called the
emergency provisions.

I am very pleased the Secretary of State for External
Affairs (Mr. MacGuigan) has come here personally tonight to
respond to this brief intervention I am making. He is indicat-
ing again, as he bas before, his concern for the role which
Canada must play in implementing its own set of responsibili-
ties in carrying forward a tradition which bas been a hallmark
of Canadian foreign policy almost since the end of World War
II. I urge the minister again to consider that he has before him
the North-South task force report which carries the support of
all political parties in the House and, indeed, I suggest a wide
section of the Canadian public.

I want to speak for a moment about an organization well
known to the minister since he was my predecessor as the
international chairman of Parliamentarians for World Order,
an organization of 550 parliamentarians in some 18 countries
around the world. I am pleased to say that we benefit from the
strong support of the Canadian Parliament, of both the House
of Commons and the Senate and the speakers thereof, and we
are able to bring focus on the United Nations issues particu-
larly those revolving around development and disarmament. I
regard the work of Parliamentarians for World Order to be so
important that I want to draw to the attention of the House
tonight a statement made by Parliamentarians for World
Order at the council meeting in London a couple of months
ago in which the statement revolving around the Brandt
commission was adopted.

I will spend a moment telling the House precisely what that
statement said in an effort to inform hon. members and to
widen that circle of support for concrete, sensible steps being
taken to close the North-South gap, particularly in this year of
the summits in which special attention is being given to the
North-South question. I quote from the statement issued by
Parliamentarians for World Order which reads as follows:

-recognizing that North-South relations, world poverty and the arms race are
the great social challenges of our time, calls upon parliamentarians throughout
the world to work in their own parliaments and in the United Nations Organiza-
tion to fully implement the report of the independent commission on internation-
al development issues under the chairmanship of Willy Brandt.

If a small fraction of the $500 billion spent annually on military purposes were
to be added to the $20 billion now spent on officiai development assistance, the
possibilities of making much faster progress in solving development problems
would be greatly enhanced.
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