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Oral Questions

I say: Canada, it is time to provide just rewards to these brave
Canadians who risked their lives so we could live ours in
freedom.

BILL CH41

Ms. Colleen Beaumier (Brampton): Mr. Speaker, I congrat-
ulate the Minister of Justice for including provisions in Bill
C-41 which ensure that individuals convicted of an offence
motivated by the sexual orientation of the victim automatically
receive a sentence of aggravating circumstances in addition to
their original sentence.

I go on record as supporting the inclusion of sexual orienta-
tion in the sentencing provisions contained in Bill C-41. Crimes
motivated by the sexual orientation of the victim must not be
tolerated. As Canadians we cannot claim to support the protec-
tion and promotion of individual human rights if we do not
oppose hate crimes motivated by sexual orientation.

Sexual orientation is as much a matter of individuality as any
other freedom we enjoy in Canada. As such it should be
protected under Canadian law.

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD

[Translation]

1992 REFERENDUM

Hon. Lucien Bouchard (Leader of the Opposition): Mr.
Speaker, last Tuesday, in an attempt to confirm Robert Bouras-
sa’s version of the facts regarding reimbursement to Quebec for
the expenses incurred in the referendum on the Charlottetown
Accord, the Prime Minister had a telephone conversation with
Mr. Mulroney. In the account of this conversation he gave this
House on Wednesday, the Prime Minister stated, and I quote: “I
called Mr. Mulroney, who did not give me an answer”’.

How can the Prime Minister reconcile the statement he made
before this House on Wednesday with the now established fact
that Mr. Mulroney fully briefed him on Tuesday on all that was
said between himself and Mr. Bourassa?

Right Hon. Jean Chrétien (Prime Minister): Mr. Speaker,
last weekend we contacted several persons to make sure we got
all the facts. We had the privilege of speaking with Mr. Har-
court, calls were made to Mr. Bourassa, and I personally spoke
with Premier Bob Rae. I also called Mr. Mulroney. Our brief
conversation did not satisfy me and we agreed that the best thing
would be for him to send me a written statement.

When one has a $34-million decision to make involving
taxpayers’ money in a matter one did not handle, which had been

on the table for a long time and involving discussions to which
one was not privy, as a Prime Minister one must make sure that
all the facts are in the open and quite clear.

I reviewed the matter and on Tuesday consulted the cabinet
and was authorized to act with the permission of Treasury
Board. When the documentation was received I was not in the
House myself, having been held up with the president of
Tanzania. I was informed at 3.05 p.m. yesterday that the written
communication had come in.

I authorized my minister to take the necessary steps to make
headway with this matter, but I acted cautiously because it
involved taxpayers’ money and was a matter that was not really
the responsibility of this government. It had been dragging on
for some time and we did not have the proof required to
authorize payment. Once proof was received, we authorized it.
It is that simple.

Hon. Lucien Bouchard (Leader of the Opposition): Mr.
Speaker, I bring the Prime Minister back to the central issue.
This Prime Minister said in this House that there was no answer
from Mr. Mulroney, although yesterday Mr. Mulroney reported
all the facts in a letter to the Prime Minister, saying that these
facts were conveyed to the current Prime Minister during
Tuesday’s telephone conversation. There is a flagrant contradic-
tion.
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The least that can be said is that the Prime Minister’s memory
of his talk with Mr. Mulroney is as bad as his recollection of his
recent telephone call to Mr. Parizeau.

Does the Prime Minister not agree that yesterday’s letter from
Mr. Mulroney formally contradicts what he said Wednesday in
this House, namely that there had been no answer from Mr.
Mulroney?

Right Hon. Jean Chrétien (Prime Minister): Mr. Speaker, I
said in this House that I had discussed the problem with Mr.
Mulroney. I had not received a satisfactory answer from Mr.
Mulroney at that time. I told him that I had sent him a letter and
he told me that he would answer. We discussed the matter but I
was waiting for his written reply. I never said that I had not
talked about it with Mr. Mulroney. On the contrary, I informed
the House that I had spoken with Mr. Mulroney.

Furthermore, he told me that he would send me an official
reply. During our discussion, he told me certain things. Was I
satisfied with his answer? Was it enough? I do not think so. But I
had enough after I had spoken with and received information
from Mr. Harcourt, who was involved in the discussions in
Charlottetown, as were Mr. Rae and Mr. Bourassa, and after I
had reviewed the whole matter.

The letter itself is not absolutely clear. It was only after
reviewing the whole matter that I concluded that there was




