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THE MINISTRY

According to Precedence

December 12, 1988

The Right Hon. Martin Brian Mulroney
The Right Hon. Charles Joseph Clark

The Hon. John Carnell Crosbie
The Hon. Donald Frank Mazankowski

The Hon. Eimer Maclntosh MacKay
The Hon. Arthur Jacob Epp
The Hon. Robert R. de Cotret

The Hon. Henry Perrin Beatty

The Hon. Michael Holcombe Wilson
The Hon. Harvie Andre

The Hon. Otto John Jelinek

The Hon. Thomas Edward Siddon
The Hon. Charles James Mayer

The Hon. William Hunter McKnight

The Hon. Benoit Bouchard

The Hon. Marcel Masse

The Hon. Barbara Jean McDougall
The Hon. Gerald Stairs Merrithew

The Hon. Monique Vézina
The Hon. Frank Oberle

The Hon. Lowell Murray

The Hon. Paul Wyatt Dick
The Hon. Pierre H. Cadieux
The Hon. Jean J. Charest

The Hon. Thomas Hockin
The Hon. Monique Landry
The Hon. Bernard Valcourt

The Hon. Gerry Weiner
The Hon. Douglas Grinslade Lewis

The Hon. Pierre Blais
The Hon. Lucien Bouchard
The Hon. John Horton McDermid

The Hon. Shirley Martin

iii

Prime Minister

Secretary of State for External Affairs and Acting Minister of Justice
and Attorney General of Canada

Minister for International Trade

Deputy Prime Minister, President of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Agriculture

Minister of National Revenue

Minister of National Health and Welfare

Minister of Regional Industrial Expansion and Minister of State for
Science and Technology

Minister of National Defence and Acting Solicitor General of Canada

Minister of Finance

Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs

Minister of Supply and Services and Acting Minister of Public Works

Minister of Fisheries and Oceans

Minister of State (Grains and Oilseeds)

Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development and Minister of
Western Economic Diversification

Minister of Transport

Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources

Minister of Employment and Immigration

Minister of Veterans Affairs and Minister for the purposes of the
Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency Act

Minister of State (Employment and Immigration) and Minister of
State (Seniors)

Minister of State (Science and Technology) and Acting Minister of
State (Forestry)

Leader of the Government in the Senate and Minister of State
(Federal-Provincial Relations) and Acting Minister of
Communications

Associate Minister of National Defence

Minister of Labour

Minister of State (Youth) and Minister of State (Fitness and Amateur
Sport)

Minister of State (Finance)

Minister for External Relations

Minister of State (Small Businesses and Tourism) and Minister of
State (Indian Affairs and Northern Development)

Minister of State (Multiculturalism and Citizenship)

Minister of State and Minister of State (Treasury Board) and Acting
President of the Treasury Board

Minister of State (Agriculture)

Secretary of State of Canada and Acting Minister of the Environment

Minister of State (International Trade) and Minister of State
(Housing)

Minister of State (Transport)



THE MINISTRY
According to Precedence

At Prorogation, February 28, 1989

The Right Hon. Martin Brian Mulroney
The Right Hon. Charles Joseph Clark
The Hon. John Carnell Crosbie

The Hon. Donald Frank Mazankowski

The Hon. Elmer MacIntosh MacKay

The Hon. Arthur Jacob Epp

The Hon. Robert R. de Cotret

The Hon. Henry Perrin Beatty

The Hon. Michael Holcombe Wilson
The Hon. Harvie Andre

The Hon. Otto John Jelinek
The Hon. Thomas Edward Siddon
The Hon. Charles James Mayer

The Hon. William Hunter McKnight
The Hon. Benoit Bouchard

The Hon. Marcel Masse

The Hon. Barbara Jean McDougall
The Hon. Gerald Stairs Merrithew
The Hon. Monique Vézina

The Hon. Frank Oberle
The Hon. Lowell Murray

The Hon. Paul Wyatt Dick
The Hon. Pierre H. Cadieux
The Hon. Jean J. Charest

The Hon. Thomas Hockin
The Hon. Monique Landry
The Hon. Bernard Valcourt

The Hon. Gerry Weiner

The Hon. Douglas Grinslade Lewis

The Hon. Pierre Blais

The Hon. Lucien Bouchard

The Hon. John Horton McDermid
The Hon. Shirley Martin

The Hon. Mary Collins

The Hon. Alan Redway

The Hon. William Charles Winegard
The Hon. Kim Campbell

The Hon. Jean Corbeil

The Hon. Gilles Loiselle

Prime Minister

Secretary of State for External Affairs

Minister for International Trade

Deputy Prime Minister, President of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Agriculture

Minister of Public Works and Minister for the purposes of the Atlantic
Canada Opportunities Agency Act

Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources

President of the Treasury Board

Minister of National Health and Welfare

Minister of Finance

Minister of Regional Industrial Expansion and Minister of State for
Science and Technology

Minister of National Revenue

Minister of Fisheries and Oceans

Minister of Western Economic Diversification and Minister of State
(Grains and Oilseeds)

Minister of National Defence

Minister of Transport

Minister of Communications

Minister of Employment and Immigration

Minister of Veterans Affairs

Minister of State (Employment and Immigration) and Minister of
State (Seniors)

Minister of State (Forestry)

Leader of the Government in the Senate and Minister of State
(Federal-Provincial Relations)

Minister of Supply and Services

Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development

Minister of State (Youth) and Minister of State (Fitness and Amateur
Sport) and Deputy Leader of the Government in the House of
Commons

Minister of State (Small Businesses and Tourism)

Minister for External Relations

Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs

Secretary of State of Canada and Minister of State (Multiculturalism
and Citizenship)

Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada and Leader of the
Government in the House of Commons

Solicitor General of Canada and Minister of State (Agriculture)

Minister of the Environment

Minister of State (Privatization and Regulatory Affairs)

Minister of State (Transport)

Associate Minister of National Defence

Minister of State (Housing)

Minister of State (Science and Technology)

Minister of State (Indian Affairs and Northern Development)

Minister of Labour

Minister of State (Finance)




SENATORS OF CANADA

ACCORDING TO SENIORITY

At Prorogation, February 28, 1989

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

David A, Croll o i e inem. . oo cising ves TN s sk Toronto-Spadina.........ccoccoemrernenene Toronto, Ont.
Hartland de Montarville MOISON ............cccoocuiuiiriniiicinnininiie s snsssaes T i g e A P e Montreal, Que.
John Michael Macdonald ... Cape Breton ........c.coooveeceiininsnnnss North Sydney, N.S.
Jacques Flynn, P.C............. . ROUGEMONL......ooocmiurnirrannicacasens Quebec, Que.

David James Walker, P.C..........c.ccoovreisinemscisimsusinssssassssssassmsssanscssnsensassssessnes FFORODIO. s e s Toronto, Ont.
RBEaIBAlRE S 0 r s s o o e A e Rl SHADHEY .t S s Sudbury, Ont.
Orville Howard Phillips ...........cooooeiiriiniiminrinsississsisis i PINCE e e Alberton, P.E.I.
AZellUs DEMis. PG i it it stk i mssdon st e e ban st st mies I e e SRR Ry Montreal, Que.
Daniel Aiken Lang ..... ot SoUtRIVOrK: . i g Toronto, Ont.
Earl Adam Hastings....... ... Palliser-Foothills.. .. Calgary, Alta.
Charles Robert MCEIMaN...........cocoooiiiiiiiinienncinie et Nashwaak Valley. .. Fredericton, N.B.

" Douglas Keith Davey ...........c..ccooooeiiieaes e T K0 e Yok ik .. Toronto, Ont.
Hazen Robert Argue, P.C. ... nees v REGINA e Kayville, Sask.
Douglas Donald Everett........ ‘50 ABOTHROURE. ... 55 oo il cniies Winnipeg, Man.
Andrew Ernest Thompson ... Dovercourt ....... .. Kendal, Ont.
Herbert O:Sparrow: i s ol L el e st ... Saskatchewan .. .. North Battleford, Sask.
Richard James SANBUEY - oot i st fhaens et e i YorkGentre WL T S Toronto, Ont.
William John Petten ...... i -Benavisth T st o el St. John's, Nfld.
Gildas L. Molgat ........ e STETROSES eenr o el St. Vital, Man.
Ann Elizabeth Bell ... ... Nanaimo-Malaspina .............c........ Nanaimo, B.C.
Edward M EawWson=. . s iin oo e s Vancouver ... .. Vancouver, B.C.
George Clifford van ROBEN........cccoiviiriiiiiiii s ... Vancouver-Point Grey ................... Vancouver, B.C.
Sidney L. Buckwold .......... s SasKAOON e e Saskatoon, Sask.
Mark Lorne Bonnell ... CoeMurray River S0 e Murray River, P.E.L
Henry D. Hicks.................. .... The Annapolis Valley..................... Halifax, N.S.
Bernard Alasdair Graham ..o i inimimisomssosmmas caaIncEhgmands o o S Sydney, N.S.
MartialiAsselin. PIGEwe o0 o - e A RAABACONU Tl ot el oo oiiins La Malbaie, Que.
Joan Neiman..................... S R S S e Caledon East, Ont.
Raymond J. Perrault, P.C. .... North Shore-Burnaby ... .. Vancouver, B.C.
Maurice Riel, P.C. ... ... Shawinigan................ .. Westmount, Que.
Tonis-JiRobichatde PC = v or = o e .... L'Acadie-Acadia ... ... Saint Antoine, N.B.
dack Aushn PG o e it ... Vancouver South ...........ccceeeenene. Vancouver, B.C. :
Paul'Lueier:..aotais. TR YRON. = o Sl i i Whitehorse, Yukon.
DavidiGOTBON SIEUBTE .ot iieiie s hins bl o it s shaessshasobs Prince Albert-Duck Lake ... Regina, Sask.
Pietro Rizzuto............ <. Repentigny... ............. ... Laval sur le Lac, Que.
S L it b Bt e 0 e e R e Northwest Territories ... . Rankin Inlet, N.W.T.
Horace Andrew Olson, P.C. Iddesleigh, Alta.

Raoyce Frithr. ... 5 i sl Perth, Ont.

Peter Bosa ........... ... Etobicoke, Ont.
Duff Roblin, P.C. ............. ... Winnipeg, Man.
Joseph-Philippe Guay, P.C.. .. St. Boniface, Man.
Stanley Haidasz, P.C. ... Toronto, Ont.
Philip Derek Lewis ... St. John’s, Nfld.

JackiMar Bl e - B e a el e N L s . Humber-St. George's-St. Barbe.... Corner Brook, Nfld.
Margaret Jean Anderson ... R RARt . Northumberland-Miramichi ......... Newcastle, N.B.

Robert Muir............... G e T e s Rt SR Cape Breton-The Sydneys ... Sydney Mines, N.S.
|- iNprbertTHeraullss % o am o = e n i e Sl S e O AT i e M e v Baie Ste-Anne, N.B.

DaliaWeod = e e R e e Montasiille = o tagi e o Montreal, Que.




= SENATORS—ACCORDING TO SENIORITY

Senator

Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

Fernand-E. Leblanc
Reginald James Balfour...
Lowell Murray, P.C. ....

... Regina
. Grenville-Carleton

.............................................. Montreal, Que.
.. Regina, Sask.
. Ottawa, Ont.

T T L N W Lakeland.................... .. Warspite, Alta.
Guy Charbonneau (SPeaker) ...........cocooiiiriiiieiiieineeiees e Kennebecs. .~ "5 ... Montreal, Que.
Arthur Tremblay.................... The Laurentides................ . Quebec, Que.

C. William Doody ...
Heath Macquarrie....

... Harbour Main-Bell Island ..
. Hillsborough

. St. John's, Nfld.
. Victoria, P.E.L

Nathan Nurgitz........ Winnipeg North ...........cooonnenne... Winnipeg, Man.
Cyril B. Sherwood ............ ... Royal Norton, N.B.
Peter Alan Stollery............... . Bloor and Yonge......................... Toronto, Ont.

Peter Michael Pitfield, P.C.

Ottawa-Vanier

. Ottawa, Ont.

William McDonough Kelly . o BOTE SEVEIN. .5l i Mississauga, Ont.
Jacques Hébert .................... .... Wellington . Montreal, Que.
Leo RO~ = s o W Tl R W M e Westmount, Qué.
Philippe Deane Gigantés.................................... .... De Lorimier Montreal, Qué.
John B. Stewart ................ ... Antigonish-Guysborough. ... Bayfield, N.S.
Michael Kirby............... . South Shore....................... ... Halifax, N.S.
Jerahmiel SCGrafStein ... S e e e G Metro Toronto.......... ... Toronto, Ont.
Anne C. Cools................ Toronto Centre .. . Toronto, Ont.
Charlie WattaRS oo s e b bl i e s i L Inkerman e, in lns i miondss Kuujjuaq, Qué.
Lorna Marsden ..........cccccoovvrennerrncnnnnn. e Rl Toronto-Taddle Creek ................... Toronto, Ont.
Leonard Stephen Marchand, P.C. .. ... Kamloops-Cariboo........ ... Kamloops, B.C.
Daniel Phillip Hays ...................... .. Calgary............... ... Calgary, Alta.
Joyce Fairbairn...... ... Lethbridge.. . Lethbridge, Alta.
Colin Kenny ........... T L T N ol S Ottawa, Ont.
Pierre De Bané, P.C.. . DelaVallitre.......ccc...oooenvvvonnnrnns Montreal, Que.
Allan Joseph MacEachen, P.C .. Highlands-Canso............................ R.R. 1, Whycocomagh, N.S.
Romeéo LeBlanc, P.C.............. ... Beauséjour.............ocooooiiinn. Grand-Digue, N.B.
Eymard Georges Corbin .. .. Grand-Sault ...........cc...cooooeevie Grand-Sault, N.B.
Thomas Henri Lefebvre.... . DeLanaudiére....................ocoooo.... Davidson, Que.

L&) Ty T L L B o e S e Eondonaee. ..o imnithocnst London, Ont.
BEinlayiMacDonald o0 e TH A Tt et Wl s e Halifax, N.S.
Brenda Mary Robertson ...... SRIVETVIEw. ~ S L Shediac, N.B.
Efstathios William Barootes ... Regina-Qu'Appelle......................... Regina, Sask.
Richard J. Doyle................ . NeortheYork., % o Toronto, Ont.

Paul David...................... Bedfords - =~ a0 Montreal, Que.
Jean-Maurice Simard ..., Edmundston............ocvmiiciiniiinninn Edmundston, N.B.
MR O e e T Lauzon......... .. West Brome, Que.
Norman K. Atkins. ... Markham ....... .. Markham, Ont.
Ethel Cochrane...... ... Newfoundland .............. .. Port au Port, Nfld.
Eileen Rossiter ... . Prince Edward Island.... .. Charlottetown, P.E.I.
MITASPIVAK oo i it it e n s eeens Manitoba.................. Winnipeg, Man.
JeamBazin®e Tl e T e e De la Durantaye ........................... Montreal, Que.
Gerald R. Ottenheimer ... ... Waterford-Trinity ... St. John's, Nfld.
Roch Bolduc....................... GOl e Ste. Foy, Que.
Solange Chaput-Rolland ... Mille Isles...........coooooooiiiiii. Montreal, Que.
Jean-Marie POItras. ... De Salaberry ... Quebec, Que.
Geérald-A. Beaudoin ... Rigaud . i Hull, Que.

Note: For names of senators who resigned, retired, or died during the First Session of the Thirty-fourth Parliament, see Index.

vi




SENATORS OF CANADA

ALPHABETICAL LIST

At Prorogation, February 28, 1989

Senator Designation Post Office Address
THE HONOURABLE
AGAMS, WHIEE i e cmeoestes eusepessrssbsingossessssnssdibioniessnnstrasase s osy Northwest Territories .................... Rankin Inlet, N.W.T.
Anderson, Margaret JEan ..........ccooewirrmueriierinciisesiss s sssassssssenss ... Northumberland-Miramichi .. Newcastle, N.B.
Argue, Hazen, P.C. ..o o Reginas L. el .. Kayville, Sask.
Asselin, Martial, P.C. ..o ssssssssnssasanssssascaseassssess Stataconal o s La Malbaie, Que.

ALKins, NOTMAN K.......oooceecciiiiincsianmeencuistassnssssssnssissessssrensssssasastaresessosnas Markham ..
Austin, Jack, P.C.......... ... Vancouver South

Balfour, Reginald James.............ccccoooovviininicnns . Reging.. ... ouceene o

Barootes, Efstathios William Regina-Qu'Appelle

Banngdean ... r o aai 7 ; De la Durantaye ...

Beaudoin, Gérald-A ..
Bélisle, Rhéal .........

Bell: Ann Elizabeth ..o . e M e Nanaimo-Malaspina .
Bielish, Martha P. .......................... .. Lakeland

BolBUC, ROCK ..o s o e tatuniitiansgsrassasaasssbisssnsnsinanstiotnssssitutsnsssadspuants oty Gallesl e o
Bonnell, M. LOTNE ...t ssnssnasas s s ssssses Murray River.

Bosa Peler i o 2 At T e g bt ..... York-Caboto ..

Buckwold, SIANEY L. ...ttt st rsntrssnasasnasesce Saskatoon .......
Chaput-Rolland, SOIange ............cccooooirmreiiniininsiissiinssissss e Mille Isles....

Charbonneau, Guy (Speaker)

Cochrane, Ethel...................... Newfoundland
CoggeriMichel 5o mii i i dn s e e selquzon ="
COOISTANNE G T ie i cioiossnr sossosmonssmeneat i st syl s onscimpbiasso g Toronto Centre ..

Corbin, Eymard GEOTBES ............cocveruerierieisienitiiieisicinsssissssssesssssssssisescnsss Grand-Sault .......

Croll; David A. ... . Toronto-Spadina............ccccoveveinn
Davey, Keith ......... S ¥orksg - oo =

David Paul @ i e e st i .. Bedford.......

De Bane Pietie PiCci . .ol m. 5o By iisrpiaiissbistnss i ionn s De la Valliére ...
Denis, AZEHUS, P.C.. . o it snentssinesnsnesesiorsaashebeimissbonsnsssmionsisnnsssss EaSalley = 0 s
Doody, C. Willlam ......c..cioiimnniiinticisciieiin st Harbour Main-Bell Island .............
Doyle, Richard J.........c.cooiii Northfork ... ..o
Everett, Douglas D . oo .. Fort Rouge .....

Fairbairn, JOYCE. .......cocuevuiimiiierinmmiiiinin e ninstiseusssssenassassasssnianionassassssssnasens s Lethbridge......
Flynn, Jacques, P.C.. ..o ROUGEMONL. o v e
Frith Royce: 2o oot ATk e R e
Gigantes, Philippe Deane .. De Lorimier ......

Grafstein, JerahmielSovc oo il ... Metro Toronto ..

Graham, Bernard Alasdair.................ooiiiiiinniiiiemsnsminsiosssssasmsssthossuseanss The Highlands ..

Guay, Joseph-Philippe, P.C...co.ooooiiiiiiiii i SteBonace-n . s
Haidasz, Stanley, P.C....... s “Tofomo-Parkdale ................uat
Hastings, Earl A......... ... Palliser-Foothills...

Hays. Daniel PRIlIP........ccoirriinriiiiiiini s Calgaty.. ...

Hébertadaoqnes - - -l ol sl R T L R Wellington_..................
HiCKSEHEREY D i oo ons s e servsnsditmsmsnnsesdond ooy sdsve docse st s ....... The Annapolis Valley..................
Kelly, William McDonoug igrr POrGSSYEIn . = 0
KenayiColin.w. oo 5 S s CRIdealE e B
Kirby.Michael.. ... e RO SHOTE MR
KOIBEr B0 E s ittt ot vt e s et s S oo ss s aE e 00 Victlonas. s 0 e
Lang, Daniel A. ..o SouthilYorkwe. ok ol

Markham, Ont.

... Vancouver, B.C.

... Regina, Sask.

... Regina, Sask.

... Montreal, Que.

... Hull, Que.

... Sudbury, Ont.

... Nanaimo, B.C.

... Warspite, Alta.

... Ste. Foy, Que.

... Murray River, P.E.L

... Etobicoke, Ont.
. Saskatoon, Sask.

Montreal, Que.
Montreal, Que.

... Port au Port, Nfld.
... West Brome, Que.
. Toronto, Ont.

Grand-Sault, N.B.
Toronto, Ont.

.... Toronto, Ont.
... Montreal, Qué.
. Montreal, Que.

Montreal, Que.
St. John's, Nfld.

.... Toronto, Ont.
... Winnipeg, Man.
. Lethbridge, Alta.

Quebec, Que.
Perth, Ont.
Montreal, Qué.

Toronto, Ont.
. Sydney, N.S.

St. Boniface, Man.
Toronto, Ont.

.... Calgary, Alta.
. Calgary, Alta.

Montreal, Que.

_ Halifax, N.S.

Mississauga, Ont.
Ottawa, Ont.
Halifax, N.S.
Westmount, Qué.
Toronto, Ont.




SENATORS—ALPHABETICAL LIST

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

Lawson BawatdiM o Gt e NVaneouver. i ... b Vancouver, B.C.
LeblanerBernRnt:=Erve ) - o st e e s Saurel ......... .. Montreal, Que.
LeBlanc, Roméo, P.C....... < BEAUSEJOUL . ian.......cohe oot Grand-Digue, N.B.
Lefebvre, Thomas Henri .. - . Delanaudidre..... . o Davidson, Que.
LewistPhipiDerek Dess. S0 o s e si gL e Stilohn's 2. hnr o o et St. John's, Nfld.
o T 0 T s e it o S YOS otk SRS IS S O Nukon=w. .o i s s Whitehorse, Yukon.
MacDonald, Finlay ... o cHahlaXe =5 Halifax, N.S.
Macdonald, John M. ... - CAPEBretoN ... ..o e North Sydney, N.S.
MacEachen, Allan Joseph, P.C... .. Highlands-Canso.......................... R. R. 1, Whycocomagh, N.S.
MacquasnierHeaths S o R AT U < TIEL o T N — Victoria, P.E.I.
Marchand, Leonard Stephen, P.C. ..........coooiminiinniccccicanes ... Kamloops-Cariboo.......................... Kamloops, B.C.
Marsden, Lorna ... ... Toronto-Taddle Creek ................... Toronto, Ont.
Marshall, Jack ........... ... Humber-St. George’s-St. Barbe.... Corner Brook, Nfld.
McElman, Charles .... .. Nashwaak Valley............................ Fredericton, N.B.
Molgat, Gildas L. .......... GtelROse T W St. Vital, Man.
Molson, Hartland de M . Alma... Montreal, Que.
Muir, Robert................. .. Cape Breton-The Sydneys....,....... Sydney Mines, N.S.
Murray, Lowell, P.C. .. Grenville-Carleton.......................... Ottawa, Ont.
Neiman, Joan............. oPeelal i .. Caledon East, Ont.
NursmtzENathan®iee o Tl i it st S L st Winnipeg North . .. Winnipeg, Man.
Olson, Horace Andrew, P.C..............cccoimiiieiorierieeeeeeceeeeeeee e ssensseees Alberta South ..... .. Iddesleigh, Alta.
OHtenheiMerNGeraldiR . ... . o i Bt smnsmseds sisesionams s e arecsse Waterford-Trinity ...... .. St. John’s, Nfld.
PemavitRaymondel, P.Cov 0l e LT North Shore-Burnaby.................... Vancouver, B.C.
Petten, WilIame W o2 s Aot e el BONAVISIAN U Lo, oo isnsdtito s St. John’s, Nfld.

L 00| PR - G s e N NI NS O et SO PRCel Y. il o S e Alberton, P.E.I.
PithedvReteMiohacE PC. . . - o Ottawa-Vanier............ccocoveeceueenne. Ottawa, Ont.
Poitras, JEan-Marie......................ccoooooviiieioeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e De Salaberry:... 0.0 Quebec, Que.

R ManrIce P G e R e e s Shawinigan:..., ...c..ccocomraioiicesciciiiin Westmount, Que.
RIZZUI0; PICIr0 T s e et Repentigny. R eSS Laval sur le Lac, Que.
Robertson, Brenda Mary ...... sRiverviews =~ 7. 1o o Shediac, N.B.
Robichaud, Louis-J., P.C...... ~ LiAcadie-Acadia ..ol ............. Saint Antoine, N.B.
Roblin, Duff, P.C. ...... REIRIVEr o o Winnipeg, Man.
RossiterdEileent il oo i . Prince Edward Island.................... Charlottetown, P.E.I.
Sherwood, Cyril B................coooooovieie. S RoyalE s Norton, N.B.
Simard, Jean-Maurice ... Edmundston ... Edmundston, N.B.
Sparrow, Herbert O. .. Saskatchewan.................c.cci..ccoinns North Battleford, Sask.
Spivak, Mira ............... . Mamtoba . or e Gl e Winnipeg, Man.
Stanbury, Richard J. .. YorkGentre =le st e o e ) Toronto, Ont.
Steuart, David Gordon..............c..cccocoooeiiiriiiiii, . Prince Albert-Duck Lake .............. Regina, Sask.

N ) T e e o o N Antigonish-Guysborough............... Bayfield, N.S.
Stollery, Peter Alan.... ..... Bloorand Yonge ... .... Toronto, Ont.
Thénanltrls i Notlert i e s BajeduVin..................cce Baie Ste-Anne, N.B.
Thompson, ANAIeW ..o Dovercourt ....... ... Kendal, Ont.
Tremblay, ABINUL . e et et The Laurentides... ... Quebec, Que.
Turner, Charles RODert...........o.cocciviiiiiisinn i sorsessssoeneseseesonnse LLODBOM oo ... London, Ont.

van Roggen, George ........... ... Vancouver-Point Grey ... Vancouver, B.C.
Walker, David, P.C. ... o doronton oo .... Toronto, Ont.

Watt, Charlie........... ... Kuujjuag, Qué.

Montreal, Que.

Note: For names of senators who resigned, retired, or died during the First Session of the Thirty-fourth Parliament, see Index.
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SENATORS OF CANADA

BY PROVINCE

At Prorogation, February 28, 1989

ONTARIO—24
Senator Designation Post Office Address
THE HONOURABLE
15 DavidiA: Croll = 08 R SR Toronto-Spading...........cccovwvueneses Toronto.
2 David James Walker, P.C. ..., R 1 e v AR e ABNED SO Toronto.
3 Rhéal Bélisle................... T LT T i i R Sudbury.
4 Daniel Aiken Lang..... 2oSouth York oo o o Toronto.
5 Douglas Keith Davey........ e e P Toronto.
6 Andrew Ernest Thompson...........cccooeoviiecivcuecnnns L DOVEICOUTY o i e ren e eemepieniireses Kendal.
7 Richard James Stanbury.................ii. e Nork Centre =0 a L G Toronto.
B [T (LT D e P R D N S e e | et P e B e Caledon East.
9 Royce Frith...... : gree A e S lanark el Perth.
10 PEETBoSE o T s e e e OrE@aboto e T e Etobicoke.
11 Stanley Haidasz, P.C..........cccocoonnmrmrrriiiiinniccnercvcncssssrennesssssssssssennennee. LOTONO-PArkdale oo, Toronto.
12 Bowell Murray, PG .o R e ... Grenville-Carleton..........c.cccocevueen. Ottawa.
13 Peter Alan Stollery .......... ... Bloor and Yonge.............cccoccociinnnn Toronto.
14 Peter Michael Pitfield, P.C. ... Ottawa-Vanier .. Ottawa.
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THE SENATE

Monday, December 12, 1988

THIRTY-FOURTH PARLIAMENT

OPENING OF FIRST SESSION

Parliament having been summoned by Proclamation to meet
this day for the dispatch of business—

The Senate met at 9 a.m., the Speaker in the Chair.

Prayers.

COMMUNICATION FROM GOVERNOR GENERAL’S
DEPUTY SECRETARY, OPERATIONS

The Hon. the Speaker informed the Senate that a communi-
cation had been received from the Deputy Secretary, Opera-
tions, to the Governor General, as follows:

RIDEAU HALL

December 7, 1988
Sir,

I am commanded to inform you that the Right Honour-
able Brian Dickson, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
of Canada, in his capacity as Deputy Governor General,
will proceed to the Senate Chamber to open the First
Session of the Thirty-Fourth Parliament of Canada on
Monday, the twelfth of December 1988 at 9:00 a.m.

I have the honour to be,
Sir,
Your obedient servant,
Jean M. Sévigny
Deputy Secretary, Operations
The Honourable
The Speaker of the Senate
Ottawa

The Senate adjourned during pleasure to await the arrival of
the Deputy of Her Excellency the Governor General.

The Right Honourable Brian Dickson, Chief Justice of
Canada, in his capacity as Deputy Governor General, having
come and being seated at the foot of the Throne,

The Hon. the Speaker commanded the Gentleman Usher of
the Black Rod to proceed to the House of Commons and
acquaint that House that:

It is the desire of the Right Honourable the Deputy of
Her Excellency the Governor General that they attend
him immediately in the Senate Chamber.

@ (0920)
The House of Commons being come.

The Hon. the Speaker said:
Honourable Members of the Senate:
Members of the House of Commons:

I have it in command to let you know that Her Excel-
lency the Governor General does not see fit to declare the
causes of her summoning the present Parliament of
Canada until a Speaker of the House of Commons shall
have been chosen according to law; but this afternoon at
the hour of four o’clock Her Excellency will declare the
causes of her calling Parliament.

The House of Commons withdrew.

The Right Honourable the Deputy Governor General was
pleased to retire.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.

COMMUNICATION FROM GOVERNOR GENERAL’S
SECRETARY

The Hon. the Speaker informed the Senate that a communi-
cation had been received from the Secretary to the Governor
General, as follows:

RIDEAU HALL
OTTAWA

December 7, 1988
Sir,
1 have the honour to inform you that Her Excellency
the Governor General will arrive at the Speaker’s

Entrance of the Senate at 3:50 p.m. on Monday, the 12th
day of December, 1988.

When it has been indicated that all is in readiness, Her
Excellency will proceed to the Chamber of the Senate to
formally open the First Session of the Thirty-Fourth
Parliament of Canada.
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Yours sincerely,
Jean M. Sévigny
for Léopold H. Amyot
Secretary to the Governor General

The Honourable
The Speaker of the Senate
Ottawa

ADJOURNMENT

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment): Honourable senators, with leave of the Senate and
notwithstanding rule 45(1)(g), I move:

That the Senate do now adjourn until three-thirty
o’clock this afternoon.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is leave granted, honourable
senators?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Motion agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until 3.30 p.m.

SECOND SITTING

The Senate met at 3.30 p.m., the Speaker in the Chair.

The Hon. the Speaker: As there is no business before the
Senate, is it your pleasure, honourable senators, that the
Senate do now adjourn during pleasure to await the arrival of
Her Excellency the Governor General?

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

At 4 p.m., Her Excellency the Governor General having
come and being seated upon the Throne—

The Hon. the Speaker said:
Gentleman Usher of the Black Rod,

You will proceed to the House of Commons and
acquaint that House that it is the pleasure of Her Excel-
lency the Governor General that they attend her immedi-
ately in the Senate Chamber.

The House of Commons being come,

Their Speaker, the Hon. John A. Fraser, P.C., said:
May it please Your Excellency,

The House of Commons has elected me their Speaker,
though I am but little able to fulfil the important duties
thus assigned to me.

If, in the performance of those duties, I should at any
time fall into error, I pray that the fault may be imputed
to me, and not to the Commons, whose servant I am, and
who, through me, the better to enable them to discharge

[The Hon. the Speaker.]

their duty to their Queen and Country, humbly claim all
their undoubted rights and privileges, especially that they
may have freedom of speech in their debates, access to
Your Excellency’s person at all seasonable times, and that
their proceedings may receive from Your Excellency the
most favourable construction.

The Hon. the Speaker of the Senate answered:

Mr. Speaker, I am commanded by Her Excellency the
Governor General to declare to you that she freely con-
fides in the duty and attachment of the House of Com-
mons to Her Majesty’s Person and Government, and not
doubting that their proceedings will be conducted with
wisdom, temper and prudence, she grants, and upon all
occasions will recognize and allow, their constitutional
privileges. I am commanded also to assure you that the
Commons shall have ready access to Her Excellency upon
all seasonable occasions and that their proceedings, as
well as your words and actions, will constantly receive
from her the most favourable construction.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

Her Excellency the Governor General was then pleased to
open the First Session of the Thirty-fourth Parliament with the
following speech:

Ladies and gentlemen, Honourable Members of the Senate,
Ladies and gentlemen, Members of the House of Commons:

It is my great pleasure to greet you on this, the first day of
the Thirty-fourth Parliament since Confederation. This
ceremony is rich in history, custom, tradition and symbolism.
It is also a renewal of the vital relationship among Crown,
people, parliament and government that, today as in the past,
is the essence of Canadian democracy.

The people have spoken in a general election three weeks
ago. Their members in the House of Commons have today
claimed from the Crown the ancient rights and privileges that
enable them to carry out their responsibilities.

In the election, my government sought and received a
mandate for its policies, including the Free Trade Agreement
between Canada and the United States that is to take effect on
January 1, 1989. The purpose of this early session of the
Thirty-fourth Parliament is to seek your approval for legisla-
tion to implement this Agreement as scheduled. Similar legis-
lation was passed by the House of Commons in August. It had
also received approval in principle in the Senate and had
reached the stage of Senate committee study, prior to dissolu-
tion of the Thirty-third Parliament.

My government is determined to secure the benefits of
economic opportunity for this and future generations of
Canadians. This Agreement reflects my ministers’ confidence
in Canada’s ability to compete with the best in the world.
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In due course, we will hold a second session of this Parlia-
ment, at which time my ministers will place before you a
statement of policy for this, their second mandate in office.
Meanwhile, you may be asked at the present session to consid-
er other matters as deemed advisable by my government.
Ladies and gentlemen, Honourable Members of the Senate,
Ladies and gentlemen, Members of the House of Commons:

As you carry out the will of the people and serve the
national interest, may Divine Providence be your guide and
inspiration.

The House of Commons withdrew.
Her Excellency the Governor General was pleased to retire.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.

RAILWAYS BILL
FIRST READING
Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment) presented Bill S-1, relating to railways.
Bill read first time.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
CONSIDERATION AT NEXT SITTING
The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, I have the
honour to inform you that Her Excellency the Governor
General has caused to be placed in my hands a copy of her

Speech delivered this day from the Throne to the two Houses
of Parliament. It is as follows—

Hon. Senators: Dispense.

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, when shall this
Speech be taken into consideration?

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment) moved:

That the Speech of Her Excellency the Governor Gen-
eral, delivered this day from the Throne to the two

Houses of Parliament, be taken into consideration at the
next sitting of the Senate.

Motion agreed to.

COMMITTEE ON ORDERS AND CUSTOMS
APPOINTMENT

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment) moved:

That all the Senators present during this Session be
appointed a Committee to consider the Orders and Cus-
toms of the Senate and Privileges of Parliament, and that
the said Committee have leave to meet in the Senate
Chamber when and as often as they please.

Motion agreed to.

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION
APPOINTMENT

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment) moved:

That pursuant to Rule 66(1), the following Senators, to
wit: the Honourable Senators Corbin, Denis, Doody,
Frith, Macdonald (Cape Breton), Molgat, Nurgitz,
Petten and Phillips, be appointed a Committee of Selec-
tion to nominate (a) a Senator to preside as Speaker pro
tempore; and (b) the Senators to serve on the several
select committees during the present Session; and to
report with all convenient speed the names of the Senators
so nominated.

Motion agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment) with leave of the Senate and notwithstanding rule
45(1)(g), moved:

That the Senate do now adjourn until tomorrow, Tues-
day, 13th December, 1988, at ten o’clock in the forenoon.

Motion agreed to.
The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at 10 a.m.
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The Senate met at 10 a.m., the Speaker in the Chair.

Prayers.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

ADDRESS IN REPLY—TERMINATION OF DEBATE NO LATER
THAN EIGHTH SITTING DAY

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment): Honourable senators, with leave of the Senate and
notwithstanding rule 45(1)(i), I move:

That the proceedings on the Order of the Day for
resuming the debate on the motion for an Address in
reply to Her Excellency the Governor General’s Speech
from the Throne addressed to both Houses of Parliament
be concluded on the eighth sitting day on which the order
is debated.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is leave granted, honourable
senators?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Hon. Royce Frith (Deputy Leader of the Opposition): Hon-
ourable senators, because of the unusual nature of the Speech
from the Throne, dealing as it does with just one subject,
should we not have the motion read *. . . be concluded no later
than the eighth sitting day ...” instead of “...on the eighth
sitting day ...”? Surely, we can conclude the debate before
the eighth sitting day. It is quite a different matter with a
full-fledged Speech from the Throne where there are so many
subjects dealt with, but in this case I think we should modify it
tosay “... no later than the eighth sitting day . . .”

Senator Doody: Honourable senators, I have no problem
with that, but it really does not matter if this sits on the order
paper for eight days and disappears or whether the terminolo-
gy is changed now to make sure that the debate does not go
beyond eight sitting days. It is a matter of small concern to me
if senators wish to make that adjustment.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is it the wish of honourable senators
that I modify the wording?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Hon. the Speaker: The motion will now read:

... be concluded no later than the eighth sitting day on
which the order is debated.

Is it agreed, honourable senators?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.
Motion, as modified, agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment), with leave of the Senate and notwithstanding rule
45(1)(g), moved:

That when the Senate adjourns today, it do stand
adjourned until Tuesday next, 20th December, 1988, at
eight o’clock in the evening.

Motion agreed to.

QUESTION PERIOD

[English]
THE CABINET
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND REPRESENTATION

Hon. M. Lorne Bonnell: Honourable senators, I have a
question for the Leader of the Government in the Senate.
Since the province of Prince Edward Island has gone Liberal
red, since that province is not likely to be represented by any
cabinet minister—

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment): Bonnell for cabinet!

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Senator Bonnell: —and keeping in mind that all provinces
should be represented in cabinet, I should like to suggest to the
Leader of the Government that he suggest to the Prime
Minister that there are three excellent senators on the govern-
ment side who represent Prince Edward Island, any one of
whom could represent that province well in the cabinet,

We have, for example, Senator Phillips, who is the Govern-
ment Whip.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!
Senator Steuart: This is known as the kiss of death!

Senator Bonnell: Senator Phillips was a member of Parlia-
ment for Prince County, the riding in which the fixed link was
supposed to have been built—and I might mention that those
who advocated that fixed link have all faded into oblivion—
and I know that he would represent the government well. He
has answered questions in this chamber in the absence of the
Leader of the Government and the Deputy Leader of the
Government, and he could bring forth many good responses on
behalf of Prince Edward Island.

We also have Senator Macquarrie,—
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Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Senator Bonnell: —one of the longest standing members of
the House of Commons. He has been a member of Parliament
since 1957—and I might add that he lives very close to the site
of the proposed fixed link, at Victoria—and has represented
that province well in the Government of Canada.

Then, since the Conservative Party was unable to elect a
lady in all of Atlantic Canada, I must point out that we also
have Senator Rossiter.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Senator Bonnell: It is only right, I think, that in the cabinet
there be female representation of Atlantic Canada. Perhaps
Senator Rossiter would be the one.

As far as we in Prince Edward Island are concerned,
honourable senators, we would be pleased if any one of those
three senators could be named to the cabinet of Canada to
represent our province. That would do it justice and it would
be much better served than it has ever been over the past four
years.

Hon. Lowell Murray (Leader of the Government, Minister
of State for Federal-Provincial Relations and Acting Minister
of Communications): Honourable senators, first, I welcome
the belated recognition by Senator Bonnell of the great merits
of my colleagues from Prince Edward Island. We have taken
note of that. I have also taken note of his view that the election
results, so far as Prince Edward Island is concerned, constitute
a rejection of the fixed-link concept. I take it he is now
personally opposed to that, and it is interesting to have that
news on the record.

He will know that decisions regarding the composition of the
ministry are made by the Prime Minister and will be
announced by him at the appropriate time. I do, however, have
to remind him that there were times under Liberal govern-
ments when there was no representation in the cabinet from
Prince Edward Island, although there were members of the
House of Commons from that province. There were other
times when there were no Liberal members of the House of
Commons from Prince Edward Island, but Prime Minister
Pearson and Prime Minister Trudeau did not see fit to appoint
Senator Bonnell or other senators from Prince Edward Island
to the cabinet. Indeed, if I recall correctly, Senator Mac-
Eachen from Nova Scotia, then a member of the House of
Commons—and Mr. Jamieson at another time—had the re-
sponsibility of representing Prince Edward Island’s interests in
the cabinet.

Senator Petten: And they represented Prince Edward Island
well.

Hon. Orville H. Phillips: I should like to ask a supplemen-
tary question to that of Senator Bonnell. Senator Bonnell
stated that he is opposed to the fixed link. I would ask the
Leader of the Government in the Senate if the Premier of
Prince Edward Island has informed him whether or not he is
also opposing the fixed link.

Senator Murray: Not recently, honourable senators.

Senator Bonnell: Honourable senators, 1 have a supplemen-
tary question. First, let me state that 1 do not think that the
Premier of Prince Edward Island has ever said he is opposed to
the fixed link. Therefore, the words “not recently” give a
wrong impression. :

Secondly, I would like to suggest that I have never said that
I am opposed to the fixed link. Therefore, that is another
wrong impression. The Conservative Party lost its four seats in
Prince Edward Island by giving wrong impressions.

Honourable senators, if there is to be a fixed link, we want
to ensure that the environment is protected. We do not want
the environment of our province destroyed. We want an envi-
ronmental study, and we want the people to be informed. We
do not want anything underhanded. That is our rationale, and
that is why we think any one of those three senators would
protect us and look after our rights. They know our Island;
they know our people; and they would do a good job.

[Translation)
SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
MOTION FOR ADDRESS IN REPLY—DEBATE ADJOURNED

The Senate proceeded to consideration of Her Excellency
the Governor General’s Speech at the opening of the session.

Hon. Solange Chaput-Rolland, seconded by Honourable
Richard J. Doyle, moved:

That the following Address be presented to Her Excellen-
cy the Governor General of Canada:

To Her Excellency the Right Honourable Jeanne
Sauvé, a Member of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada, Chancellor and Principal Companion of the
Order of Canada, Chancellor and Commander of the
Order of Military Merit upon whom has been conferred
the Canadian Forces’s Decoration, Governor General and
Commander-in-Chief of Canada.

May it please Your Excellency:

We, Her Majesty’s most loyal and dutiful subjects, the
Senate of Canada in Parliament assembled, beg leave to
offer our humble thanks to Your Excellency for the
gracious Speech which Your Excellency has addressed to
both Houses of Parliament.

She said: Honourable senators, Mr. Speaker, 1 do not know
if the rules of this house allow me to express to you my respect
and deference to your decisions, but our friendship of many
years prompts me to tell you how pleased I am to sit in this
noble and historic chamber with all my colleagues, whatever
their political beliefs.

Honourable senators, nobody here or in the other place
could be surprised by the highly serene royal speech or,
especially in the present circumstances, its conciseness.

However, the very distinguished colleagues around me
would be surprised and probably quite taken aback if, in my
maiden speech in the Senate, despite the trepidation I feel, I
took the liberty of offering a very detailed analysis of the
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strictly economic consequences of the Free Trade Agreement
between the United States and our country. Canadians of all
regions, of all opinions as well as of all origins seem to have
understood better than most of our experts the democratic
qualities inherent in this agreement. Of all our spiritual,
intellectual and national resources, Canadian democracy that
has inspired American democracy and has been inspired by it
is undoubtedly one of the most highly respected realities
throughout the world.

The clauses of the Free Trade Agreement and the appeal
tribunal that will decide on its orientations or perhaps its
exaggerations are living proof of the open-mindedness between
Canada and the United States.

[English]

The free trade negotiations may have been more arduous
between those who set the rules for their respective countries
than we suspect, but they have been, on another level, a model
of friendship which has not passed unnoticed in far away
countries that will be linked together in 1992 by a common
market between nations and people who, in the past, have been
more often enemies than friends.

@ (1010)

Our free trade treaty ratifies the openness and friendship of
one of the longest frontiers in the world and will recall to other
countries that there was never division, dissention or revolution
between our two countries, which we French-speaking citizens
all over the world often call, respectfully,

[Translation]

the mouse and the elephant,

[English]

meaning that proportions between the United States and
Canada are akin to what ex-Prime Minister Trudeau once
described—and 1 was present in the National Press Club in
Washington—as “sleeping next to an elephant.” He added,
“However friendly is the beast we feel every twitch and every
grunt.”

Honourable senators, the very fact that a treaty of that
nature will be signed soon—because Canadians expressed their
confidence in its value on November 21—will demonstrate to
the world that it is possible to come to terms with an over-
whelming military and industrial power, because it is also
possible, in a fraternal entente cordiale, to share the inventive-
ness of millions with the artistic incentive of thousands and yet
be influenced in the right directions in cultural and industrial
matters. Competition with the United States, when well under-
stood, can be stimulating. This is precisely what the Free
Trade Agreement suggests to older countries that have been
traditionally at odds with each other.

[Translation]

Honourable senators, although many of us, individually and
as an institution, have thought that these agreements with the
United States could be a danger to the vitality of some of our
industries, it is nevertheless true that any open-mindedness or
freer trade between a weaker country and a stronger one is

[Senator Chaput-Rolland. ]

irrefutable evidence that if the peoples of the earth wanted to
reach agreements as we did with the United States, they could.

Canada is a prime example of a democracy that is based
more on people’s spiritual than material interests.

Honourable senators, let me say aloud that I did not come to
the Senate to support those who for partisan reasons want to
abolish or radically transform our parliamentary system. To be
sure, I, like many others, reserve the right, if you allow me,
one day to make some suggestions that I have accumulated
during my career. At a time of free trade with our neighbours,
protecting what distinguishes our institutions from theirs
seems to me to be a supreme imperative for the vitality of our
national identities.

The more we weaken our British traditions to which we are
all attached, francophones, English-speaking people or those
from any other country who have come to live with us, the
more we model them on those created by the great American
people, the faster, perhaps, we will disappear into our neigh-
bours’ melting pot. Honourable senators, although I am not
naive enough at my age
[English]
to believe and say that Meech Lake and free trade are of the
same cement, I see both of these accords as conducive to a
stronger Canada, because I cannot, and will not, accept the
belief that our country and our central government might be
weakened by the strength of our regions. Those who assert
such false statements are precisely those who want a strong
country at the expense of weak regions.

[Translation]

Honourable senators, I did not accept the invitation to sit
here after living through difficult times
[English]
to sit and sleep on things I want to tell you but to stand on the
principles in which I have believed for the last 35 years. I do
not intend to impose my will on others—and why should 1? 1
also do not intend to display disrespect for the majority of
Liberal senators. Yet 1 wish to say as clearly as I can that,
when a majority of non-elected members believes that it has
inherited a morality of decisions, then it does not serve its
country nor its party very well.

Senator McElman: That is your opinion.

Senator Chaput-Rolland: Yes, it is.
® (1020)

[Translation)

The four new senators from Quebec have the honour to
represent not only the choice made by the Prime Minister of
Canada—to whom I express my gratitude—but also that of
that province—to whom I also express my gratitude—follow-
ing Premier Bourassa’s decision to put us on his list. I, for one,
will demonstrate first and foremost the respect which non-
elected representatives should have for the legislative will of
elected representatives. In my opinion, any infringement on
this political order of things would only tend to frustrate the
electoral democratic process which I hold in high esteem.
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My loyalty to Canada also reflects the loyalty which
Canada has for Quebec, the land to which I owe everything I
am. Honourable senators, I must confess though that as a
francophone Quebecer, 1 have often wondered over the past
forty years if Canada really considered me as a first class
citizen, especially after its refusal to honour the promises made
during the 1980 Referendum. The day will come when those of
us who fought for the “no” through speeches in some 45
Quebec towns will have to clearly express our disappointment
with regard to the aftermath of the referendum. But this is not
the time to do so. I would overtax your patience and my
ignorance of your rules if I were to venture into such danger-
ous ground.

But after the elections showed the interests of citizens are
reflected in the Right Honourable Brian Mulroney’s Canadian
beliefs, I am still more deeply convinced than before of free
trade’s and Meech Lake’s advantages for a country that is just
starting to benefit from the positive efforts and exceptional
performances of the Conservative government in finally insti-
tutionalizing and constitutionalizing the national reconcilia-
tion.

Honourable senators, I would like, if I may, to suggest that I
will be neither too submissive nor too insubordinate to the
rules of this place. I will use all the energy still left in me to
support the efforts of members of this house who, like myself,
will want to restore the people’s confidence in this institution
whose prime goal has always been profound individual reflec-
tion and overall serenity, with partisanship and confrontation
being its last goal.

As an aside, let met tell you that for more than 35 years I
have been living at the heart of communications, being a
journalist. I know this is not a very popular title, but just like
you I am proud of my profession. Just like you, I am proud of
the opportunity it gave me to meet hundreds of thousands of
Canadians from sea to sea, to speak to them, to listen to them
and to try to understand them from the bottom of my soul. To
me, honourable senators, Canada’s map is not simply a draw-
ing in history text-books but rather faces, smiles, people who
are hurting and searching; people who are tired of our in-fight-
ing, who are asking us to solve their problems rather than
adding new political problems to their own daily problems. I
take the liberty to say so because rather than the thought of a
new senator much too inexperienced to give lessons to anyone,
this is primarily the product of 35 years of reflection, meet-
ings, travelling through all provinces, all areas and most cities
and villages of my country.

Honourable senators, 1 feel that our fellow citizens more
and more need a haven of peace, islands of social and cultural
security. In the coming months, despite a clear-cut victory, we
will together go through difficult moments in the aftermath of
the free-trade debate, of the efforts of those who openly seek to
sabotage the Meech Lake Agreement and who do not care
whether Quebec remains outside Canada. Of course, we are all
anxiously awaiting the judgment which will be rendered this
coming Thursday by the Supreme Court whose wisdom and
profundity we do not doubt. This is why we will have to stick

together and provide our fellow citizens with the opportunity
they are asking for.

As the great author Frangois Mauriac once put it, “The
people do not always know what they want, but they have a
gut knowledge of what they do not want”.

If need be, the peoples in Canada can accept political
debates—the ramps to freedom of speech—but deep down
they expect answers to their problems from their seniors,
meaning by that most of us here in this house. Thus we have a
duty to provide them without partisanship, in all friendliness,
with the benefit of the experiences gone through by each of us
who like myself have white hair. We have lived, won, lost,
loved, suffered—there are things we know. One of those things
is that even if our experience is not requested, honourable
senators, it is still of great value. This is why I would like that
in this house we be—

[English]

a group of individuals capable not only of a second sober
thought but also of a third, a fourth, a fifth or even a tenth
sober thought—but never a first somber thought.
[Translation)]

Honourable senators, you have been more than patient with
me and I want to thank you.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

[English]

Hon. Richard J. Doyle: Honourable senators, our colleague,
Madame Chaput-Rolland, said that she was suffering from
stage fright. I hesitate to think how forceful she might be when
she is not. I am, indeed, indebted to my colleague for a
splendid statement on the motion for an Address in reply to
the Speech from the Throne which is before the house.

However, it is my understanding that it is somewhat tradi-
tional for senators responding to the Speech from the Throne
to say something of the region they represent in this chamber.
It is an honour for me, I can assure you, to bring greetings
from the splendid Province of Ontario—

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Senator Doyle: —which, with customary modesty, hesitates
to describe its endowments from the Almighty or the embroi-
dery work that man and successive governments in Ottawa
have done to those endowments. Indeed, the only doubt of the
day might well be: “Will success spoil Ontario?”

I can put that proposition best by noting that no province of
the Dominion and very few states of the Union face equal
problems of garbage and waste disposal. Is our progress to be
impeded by the vast quantity and unspeakable quality of what
we throw away?

It is a fact that there are fewer unemployed in my province
than the national average and even fewer in the city of my
birth. Will that success spoil Toronto, where prosperity
attracts the jobless from all parts of the country and every part
of the world where men and women see migration as the only
guarantee of a better future for their children?
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So the airports are choked, the road systems are inadequate
for the rushes and the apartment vacancy rate shrinks to half
of 1 per cent. Being hooked on drugs is one escape from the
tensions. Ontario wrestles with the dilemma that the riches of
the cities and of the prime agricultural lands are spread very
thin in the regions, particularly in the north, where miners and
lumbermen extracted the bounty that originally fuelled much
of the prosperity of the south.

It is all very well to build an opera house and a domed
stadium to signal the success of Ontario. However, to face up
to the issues that threaten to spoil it all is what must be done
by the legislature that directs the future of this province.

The role that the Government of Canada must play in
easing the difficulties of my province is not inconsiderable. The
health and prosperity of Canada as a whole depend, to a great
degree, on the continuing success of Ontario. That prosperity
has just been entrusted for another four years to the Progres-
sive Conservative government.

A previous Prime Minister, Mr. Pierre Trudeau, was given
to reminding Canadians, when they were critical of his poli-
cies, that the only way they could change them was with their
vote at the next election. I would not subscribe to the proposi-
tion that the ballot box is the only vehicle for effective
expression of dissent; nor would I expect any member of this
chamber to champion that thesis. Indeed, in its first man-
date—the greatest ever given to a government of this coun-
try—Progressive Conservatives demonstrated a willingness to
listen to and to act upon the response of the people to
government initiatives.

Was that not the case with free trade with the United
States, which had not been advocated in 1984 but which was
found to be the wiser course when our great neighbour to the
south entered upon a protectionist course in 19857 It was that
year, honourable senators, that this chamber chose to partici-
pate in the joint parliamentary committee which held public
hearings on free trade across this country. From Halifax to
Vancouver, under the chairmanship of Mr. Tom Hockin and
Senators Flynn and Simard, we listened to the briefs of
businessmen, union members and consumer advocates. We
came back to Ottawa, after an exciting summer of listening
and arguing, and we prepared our report to Parliament. We
urged that the Prime Minister immediately undertake the
steps that would lead to a treaty that would produce freer
trade between the United States and Canada. Both Liberal
and Conservative members signed that report. When that
treaty was agreed upon, it went to the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee of this chamber and, at the end of six months, the
chairman, Senator van Roggen, in an article of praise in The
Financial Post, described the agreement as salutary.

The opposition insisted, and the Liberals in the Senate made
certain, that the free trade issue was unresolved when the
election was called. It was a use of Senate power beyond the
reasonable purposes of this place. At least, that is my opinion
and the opinion of many Canadians from whom more will be
heard when the Meech Lake Accord has been ratified and

[Senator Doyle.]

Senate reform comes to the agenda of the First Ministers, as it
most certainly shall in this new mandate.

But in the meantime free trade was the most discussed of all
the issues before the Canadian people in the 1988 election.
That ballot was not a one-issue referendum; in the end it had
much to do with which party the people believed was best
fitted to deal with the management of this country in the next
four years. The management record of the Conservatives in the
last four years, as the opposition kept reminding us, was
another vital factor in the decision-making process.

As many of my colleagues on both sides of this chamber—
colleagues who involved themselves in the campaign—can
testify, there were questions asked on many matters, although
we were never too far away from things related to free trade.

It was my privilege to speak at several campaign gatherings
in Ontario, including those held at homes for senior citizens.
At one meeting I was introduced as a “real, live senator™. I
will tell honourable senators, as I told the audience, that the
description was a compliment that would please any member
of this chamber. To be realistic and to be lively was implied,
and what more could a senator ask?

At the same meeting a woman in a wheelchair, who had a
formidable visage and a firm voice, told us that she was tired
of hearing all the nonsense about people in the homes and how
they were worried ‘sick about losing their pensions and their
medical aid. “I'd be concerned”, she said, “if 1 thought there
was any truth in that, but what I’'m really worried about is
what’s going to happen to my grandchildren, and nobody’s
talking about that!” I should not have been surprised. Most
older people I know are not selfish; they are concerned that the
generations that follow them will be spared the trials they
faced and will be open to opportunities they did not know. The
woman who spoke up could accept free trade and rewards that
might not be fully realized for ten years. She could accept that
by voting for a candidate who seemed best equipped by record
and by intent to provide prudent management of her country.
Matters of such consequence are not settled by plebiscites.

I was reminded, honourable senators, of lines from the
report of the commission which Mr. Trudeau appointed to look
into the economy. Honourable senators will remember that
that commission was headed by Donald Macdonald, the
former finance minister who, three years ago, told us:

Protective barriers may seem on the surface to offer a
measure of security in an uncertain environment. We
must also recognize them, however, as unmistakable
confessions of weakness. Until these barriers are gone, the
exhilaration that can come from a true sense of maturity
will remain beyond our reach.

How | have wished that those words had been on the tip of my
tongue that morning in the senior citizens’ home!

Yesterday, in the Speech from the Throne, Her Excellency
noted that the people had spoken in an election and that we
would be moving in this session to implement the free trade
legislation so that it might be in place on January 1, as
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scheduled. That will secure the benefits which the agreement
provides.

It is encouraging to me to note that in statements to the
press senators on both sides of this chamber have indicated
their intention to deal with this historic business with dispatch.

Later, as the Governor General indicated, there will be
another Speech from the Throne, at which time the govern-
ment will set forth its agenda for the days ahead. It is then
that we might anticipate legislation dealing with child care
and broadcasting and with new initiatives for Parliament’s
consideration. It was here that Her Excellency spoke of the
renewal which is the essence of Canadian democracy. For
“real, live senators” renewal is an invigorating challenge.

Honourable senators, it is well that we dwell on the bright
promise a new session brings to these precincts. The mood of
optimism is heightened, too, by the fact that we are together
again on the eve of the holiday season when differences of
outlook and persuasion are dimmed by the sharing of tradi-
tions, beliefs and hopes.

Yet it is impossible to ponder our own good fortune without
acknowledging that all pleasure is clouded by the great tra-
gedy which has befallen the people of Armenia. Last week’s
earthquake was one of the greatest disasters of our history. It
is almost impossible for us to conceive of loss of life on such a
scale or damage to property so extensive.

From all parts of this cynical world of ours aid is pouring in .

to the crushed and rubbled cities—Spitak, Leninakan, Kirova-
kan and Stepanavan—places that most of us had scarcely
heard of a week ago. Our government has committed $550,000
in relief and has promised $5 million more. Mr. Clark has
offered expertise in clearing the ruins left by the quake. Help
from Canadian organizations and individuals has been swift
and generous.

But how little it seems to those who give. Whatever, it goes
with prayers for rescue and recovery and with understanding
of the special grief of Armenian Canadians.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!
On motion of Senator Gigantés, debate adjourned.

PRIVILEGE

Hon. H.A. Olson: Honourable senators, I should like to
raise a question of privilege. My question of privilege has to do
with the action that has been taken by the members of this
chamber, in an unusual sitting—in that the Senate met at ten
o’clock this morning—to do away with the sittings for the rest
of the week, and the main reason for my rising is that this
action also washes out all of the Question Periods for this
week.

Honourable senators know full well that we have not had a
chance to get at the government for over three months to ask
questions that we have an obligation to ask and that the
government has an obligation to answer. I wanted to raise a
number of questions about the rescue team that is being held
up at Mirabel Airport in Quebec, which has been trying to get

over to Armenia to be of assistance. It is comprised of trained
people from western Canada who have carried out this sort of
operation before, and the government did not give them the
kind of clearance they needed in order to be part of that rescue
operation, which the whole world realizes is so desperately
needed. I wanted to raise questions about Canada’s failure to
respond to the speech made by Chairman Gorbachev at the
U.N. a few days ago. I wanted to raise questions about the
GATT meeting and the absolute failure of Canada to do
anything positive respecting the agricultural problems that
were brought up there.

® (1040)

I know what happens. You ask a question and the Leader of
the Government, who is responsible for giving or obtaining the
answer, takes the question as notice, and sometimes you get an
answer a few days later. Anyway, he has an obligation to carry
such questions to the ministers who are responsible and to
come back with answers. Now that is not going to happen.

I say to you, honourable senators, that it is an irresponsible
act on the part of this chamber to meet for one short Question
Period and then adjourn for a week, when we have all those
matters in which the Canadian people are interested, in which
they are desperately interested in some cases, and now we do
not even have a chance to get at the government.

Senator Flynn: You have a chance now!

Senator Olson: I understand that, but when you were sitting
on this side of the house you had an obligation to ask the
questions; and we accepted our obligation when we sat over
there to provide answers to them. That does not happen
anymore, and I am getting fed up with the way this govern-
ment responds to its public responsibility.

Senator Flynn: That is not a question of privilege!
Senator Olson: It is a question of privilege—
Senator Flynn: No!

Senator Olson: —because we are changing the rules of this
house. Normally, we meet at two o'clock. 1 had an appoint-
ment at the hospital at ten o’clock this morning so, after you
changed the hour of sitting, I was unable to be here.

Some Hon. Senators: Oh, oh!

Senator Olson: I don’t like it, and it is wrong in my view. |
know my colleagues agreed to sitting at 10 a.m.—I was not at
that meeting either—but I object to the Senate’s abdicating its
responsibility to provide an opportunity for members of the
opposition to ask questions and to oblige the Leader of the
Government to seek answers to them.

I know that you are going to go through the process. You
have leave to adjourn a little later until next Tuesday, but I
give notice now that there is not going to be unanimous
consent any more for this chamber to abdicate its responsibili-
ty and adjourn so that we wash out Question Periods.

Senator Flynn: We had one when you were not here!
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Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment): | think the honourable senator is very exercised, and I
really do not know what got him so excited this morning. I
hope that his trip to the hospital was not in any way—

Senator Olson: If you understand plain English, you might
have heard what I just said! I want some Question Periods.

Senator Doody: I heard the honourable senator say that he
was upset because he did not get to Question Period this
morning.

Senator Olson: Yes, and now there will be no Question
Period tomorrow.

Senator Doody: 1 am sorry about that. I regret very much
that happening, but the major thrust of his complaint appears
to be one of not having communication with his caucus. I had
no problem at all in discussing this matter in our caucus, and
the people on this side agreed that this was the procedure we
would adopt. My understanding was that the people on the
other side did exactly the same thing.

If Senator Olson did not communicate with his people or did
not have them communicate with him, then I am sorry about
that, but there is nothing I can do about it. If there are enough
senators here who want to come back tomorrow, or this
evening, or this afternoon, or any time that is convenient for
them, then certainly we are prepared to do exactly that. There
is no desire to cut off Question Period and there is no desire to
deprive the honourable gentleman of all the information he
needs about these matters of tremendous import that he has
raised, and we will see that he gets the information as soon as
the Senate is prepared to sit and discuss them.

Senator Olson: | am glad it is in writing.

Senator Doody: In the meantime, I feel that there was no
question of privilege.

Senator Flynn: It is as if he was born yesterday!
@ (1050)

NATIONAL DEFENCE
NOTICE OF MOTION TO APPOINT SPECIAL COMMITTEE
Leave having been given to revert to Notices of Motions:

Hon. Henry D. Hicks: Honourable senators, with leave of
the Senate and notwithstanding rule 45(1)(d), I move, second-
ed by the Honourable Senator Molgat, deputy chairman of the
previous Special Committee on National Defence—Senator
Marshall is not here and that is why Senator Molgat is
seconding this motion:

That a special committee of the Senate be appointed to
hear evidence on and to consider the following matter
relating to national defence, namely, Canada’s land forces
including mobile command, and such other matters as
may from time to time be referred to it by the Senate;

That, notwithstanding Rule 66, the Honourable Sena-
tors Balfour, Bonnell, Buckwold, Doyle, Gigantés, Hicks,
Lewis, MacEachen (or Frith), Marshall, McElman,

[Senator Flynn.]

Molgat, Molson, Murray (or Doody) and Roblin, act as
members of the Special Committee and that four mem-
bers constitute a quorum; g

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

That the papers and evidence received and taken on the
subject during the Thirty-third Parliament be referred to
the Committee; and

That the Committee report to the Senate no later than
31st March, 1989.

May I be permitted a brief word in explanation, honourable
senators?

Hon. Orville H. Phillips: ' Before the honourable senator
does that, may I rise on a point of order? I believe the motion
as moved by the honourable senator is out of order. My
understanding of the rules is that the Committee of Selection,
not the individual moving such a motion, selects the members
of the committee.

Senator Hicks: In reply to that I would say that this is not a
select committee: this is a special committee and one which is
being continued from the previous Parliament.

I should say, if I may be permitted to go a little further, that
the committee was within a few weeks of completing its work
when Parliament was dissolved. Had we had another three or
four weeks the work of the committee would have been
completed and the report would have been ready by the middle
of December, which was the original undertaking.

As it is now, of course, certain delays have been introduced.
It is important, I think, that this work be finished as quickly as
possible. I should say that there is enough money left in the
budget in this fiscal year—

Senator Phillips: There is no budget.

Senator Hicks: —to pay for the work of the committee. 1
agree that this committee has to be reconstituted, but the
moneys have been budgeted for and are there. I think it is of
vital importance that the work of this committee be completed
as soon as possible.

I asked for leave to make this motion so as to reconstitute
the committee and to complete the work of the committee as
quickly as possible.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is leave granted, honourable
senators?

Hon. Royce Frith (Deputy Leader of the Opposition): No.

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment): No, honourable senators.

Hon. Jacques Flynn: Senator Hicks was granted leave to
give notice of this motion, not to proceed with it.

Senator Frith: Yes. It will be dealt with at the next sitting of
the Senate.
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The Hon. the Speaker: This is a notice of motion; so it will
appear on the order paper at the next sitting of the Senate.

Senator Doody: Yes.

Senator Hicks: 1 would be satisfied with that, honourable
senators.

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment): Before I move that the Senate do now adjourn, honour-
able senators, I should like to say how impressed I was with

the speeches given by the mover and the seconder of the
motion for an Address in reply to Her Excellency the Gover-
nor General’s gracious Speech from the Throne. They were
two of the finest performances 1 have heard here and I simply
want to congratulate them both.

Having bootlegged that in, I move that the Senate do now
adjourn.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, December 20, 1988, at
8 p.m.




THE SENATE

Tuesday, December 20, 1988

The Senate met at 8 p.m., the Speaker in the Chair.
Prayers.

THE HONOURABLE IAN SINCLAIR
TRIBUTES ON RETIREMENT FROM THE SENATE

Hon. Allan J. MacEachen (Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, I should like to draw your attention to
the fact that our colleague, the Honourable lan Sinclair, has
reached that time in his career when he can no longer remain a
member of the Senate of Canada. In fact, Ian Sinclair will
reach that magic moment on December 27 next. However,
because this is the last day he will spend with us in the Senate,
I thought I ought to rise and say something about his remark-
able career, not only as a lawyer and a businessman but also as
a parliamentarian in the five years that he has spent as a
member of this chamber.

It is unnecessary for me to review in detail Senator Sin-
clair’s career, except to say that, initially, he made his reputa-
tion as a solicitor in the legal department of the Canadian
Pacific Railway. During that period he gained great experi-
ence in making presentations and arguments on behalf of the
railway before such notable commissions as the Kellock Royal
Commission and the MacPherson Royal Commission on
Transportation. In fact, he became known as the ‘“Perry
Mason” of railway law.

That career as a lawyer subsequently led to even higher
responsibilities when, in 1966, he became president of the
CPR. During his leadership of that organization it was trans-
formed from a single operation to an important Canadian
conglomerate. The name “Sinclair” became synonymous with
the CPR. In fact, it is said that many people believed that he
owned the CPR. Probably he behaved as if he owned it.

Senator Sinclair was a realist in those days. He knew—in
much the same way as we all know about the Senate—that the
CPR was not really loved. He said that he worked desperately
to secure respect for the CPR even if he could not win the love
of the Canadian people for that institution. Honourable sena-
tors, he has taken somewhat the same attitude since he has
come to the Senate. He knows that the Senate, too, is not the
most loved institution in Canada, but he has worked very hard
to increase respect among the Canadian people for the Canadi-
an Senate.

I believe that by his participation in the law, in business and
in various public service activities Ian Sinclair was well pre-
pared to become an active contributor to the Canadian Senate.
For example, in 1982 he took on the onerous task of heading
up the restraint program called the *‘six-and-five program”.
During his undertaking of that task he exercised all of his

persuasive ability in informing not only the business commu-
nity and the labour unions but also citizens in general of the
necessity for taking action to restrain price increases.

Honourable senators, one might have expected that lan
Sinclair, in coming to the Senate, would regard the work of
this chamber as having a low priority among his many respon-
sibilities and the many urgent demands made upon his time.
Quite the contrary; the Senate became one of his chief priori-
ties. He performed his work as a member of the Standing
Senate Committee on Banking, Trade and Commerce with
great care; subsequently, as chairman of the committee, he
maintained the high standard of operations of that committee
that had been set by his illustrious predecessors.

It may have surprised some people that, as a member of that
committee, he would become an investigator of the pricing
habits of the multinational pharmaceutical industry, but that,
indeed, is what happened. This business tycoon adapted easily
to the necessity of ensuring, to the best of his ability, that the
interests of the Canadian people were protected. In a sense, he
transformed the concept of the Senate as a place of special
privilege. Those who knew lan Sinclair were not surprised that
he would take on a role of that kind. Former Canadian Pacific
Chairman Fred Burbidge stated that lan *‘genuinely enjoyed
doing things . . . If there wasn’t a crisis going, he’d create one.
Partly out of fun, partly from a desire for the resolution of an
issue.”

It must be said that lan Sinclair really has enjoyed the
Senate. Certainly, he enjoyed that first caper, if 1 may call it
that, that attracted so much attention at the time, but that was
small in and of itself—namely, holding up the borrowing bill
until the Main Estimates were tabled. Today that caper looks
like a small incident, but in the period in which it occurred it
was regarded as somewhat of a parliamentary crisis. So all |
can say at this moment to Senator Sinclair and his colleagues
is that he has been a tower of strength as a member of the
Canadian Senate.

Senator Perrault: Hear, hear!

Senator MacEachen: He has been a doer. He has insisted on
making a contribution and, despite all the other demands on
his time, has been able to give a high priority to the work of
the Canadian Senate.

I regret very much indeed that Senator Sinclair will no
longer be one of my colleagues. However, I hope that he will
drop around now and then to the committee meetings so that
the next time we need a crisis we may call Senator Sinclair as
an important witness to give it that atmosphere which he
enjoys so much.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!
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Hon. Lowell Murray (Leader of the Government, Minister
of State for Federal-Provincial Relations and Acting Minister
of Communications): Honourable senators, I want to thank the
Honourable Leader of the Opposition for having drawn our
attention to the departure, soon, of our esteemed colleague,
Senator Ian Sinclair. 1 am sure that Senator MacEachen
would not expect me and my colleagues on this side of the
chamber to share his enthusiasm for all of Senator Sinclair’s
senatorial initiatives or for all of the precedents he set while a
member of this chamber and a member of its various commit-
tees, but I do agree that he embarked on them all and saw
them through with enormous energy, enthusiasm and dedica-
tion and, really, with incomparable skill and eloquence.

@ (2010)

Senator MacEachen has alluded to the fact that our friend,
Senator Sinclair, has had, in succession—contemporaneously,
really—three careers: one in the law; one as a business execu-
tive; and another as a parliamentarian. It is his career as a
parliamentarian that is now drawing to a close. While he is not
as active as he once was in his profession and in business, still,
wherever intellect and strength of character and conviction are
respected in this country or anywhere else, lan Sinclair is
certainly a force to be reckoned with.

Senator MacEachen has referred to Senator Sinclair’s early
career, when | believe as a native of Manitoba he took law and
later lectured in the subject at university, and to his distin-
guished career in business, in particular with Canadian
Pacific.

I should note that our colleague was made an Officer of the
Order of Canada in 1979 and that we have had him here as a
colleague since 1983. During the past five years he has proven
himself to be a very spirited debater—certainly, he rarely
shrank from argument. I noticed a quotation attributed to him
a couple of years ago in which he is alleged to have said:
*“Guys like Ian Sinclair don’t back off. I mean, we press.” |
must say we have seen that characteristic demonstrated not
once but many times during Senator Sinclair’s senatorial
career. It was the melancholy lot of Senator Finlay Mac-
Donald to serve as deputy chairman of the Standing Senate
Committee on Banking, Trade and Commerce under Senator
Sinclair’s chairmanship, and, while his spirit is not completely
broken by the experience, he does have scars to show for it—
and he may reveal some of them tonight before we finish this
brief exchange.

I must say that my own experience with Senator Sinclair,
when | was chairman of the Standing Senate Committee on
Banking, Trade and Commerce and he was deputy chairman,
was totally different. One could not have asked for a more
*“docile”, cooperative colleague. Future generations who may
want to read Hansard should note that these things are being
said somewhat in jest and in good humour, especially since
Senator Sinclair is going to have the last word! Certainly, the
word *docile” in reference to Senator Sinclair is hardly justi-
fied at any time. He has been a most robust debater and a very
effective participant in the work of this chamber.

Honourable senators, on behalf of my colleagues on this side
and, indeed, on behalf of the Prime Minister and the govern-
ment, I do want to wish Senator Sinclair the best. I want to
express our appreciation that his contribution to parliamentary
debate and to the parliamentary process has been of the
highest quality, as have been his contributions to the profes-
sional life and business life of the country. So we say, “au
revoir” and “bonne chance” to an esteemed and respected
colleague.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Hon. Finlay MacDonald: Honourable senators, over the last
number of years I have come to dislike these occasions, but, if
the purpose of this exercise is to usher Senator Sinclair into a
life of affluent obscurity, I should like to tell you that I wish to
participate with great enthusiasm. If this is the last spike, I
should like to help drive it.

Senator Cools: Dream on!

Senator MacDonald: [ wish to tell honourable senators that
in the few years during which I had the pleasure of serving as
deputy chairman to Senator Sinclair my main task was to
comfort and to apologize to the many witnesses who appeared
before Senator Sinclair, witnesses whose spirit and almost
physical condition were broken as a result of facing the
senator.

There is a book—I think you pay $25 for it and I think
Senator Sinclair has bought most of the copies—called Lords
of the Line in which there is a chapter called “The Bucca-
neer”, and that is Senator Sinclair.

I must say that he was a great teacher. I found him to be a
rather rough individual, sometimes tending to the obscene. I
think that in another life he should have been a Supreme
Court judge, because when he grabbed something he grabbed
it like a bulldog and would never let it go. He was horribly
frustrating to work for, but extremely fair and always straight.
As for those of us who worked on committees with him, even
though we disagreed on a number of occasions we never had
reason to question his integrity or the truth that he sought.

I remember that on one particular occasion he gave a group
of union members the roughest time I had ever seen given to a
group of witnesses, at the end of which I said to them,
“Gentlemen, you have to understand that what the chairman
is seeking here is the truth.” They were worried about job
security. It was a privatization bill and they were worried, of
course, about their future. I said, prophetically, *“You might be
pleasantly surprised by what this committee finally comes up
with under che clear influence of the chairman.” Indeed, one
of those men wrote to me afterwards and said, “We would not
have believed it.” All that Senator Sinclair was seeking from
them, in a very difficult period of questioning, was to know
what they wanted, why they wanted it, and why they felt that
they deserved it. The committee report gave them just what
they were asking for.

I considered it a great pleasure to work with Senator
Sinclair.
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It was an experience, lan, which I shall never forget. I
enjoyed it enormously and I enjoyed our personal friendship,
particularly after committee meetings when we might get
together and have some “warm milk” and—

Senator Cools: —cookies.

Senator MacDonald: —discuss the day’s activities.

I only wish to say, however, since Senator Sinclair will now
be going home for lunch, that I wish to extend my sincere
sympathies to his wife.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Hon. Sidney L. Buckwold: Honourable senators, it has been
my privilege to be the third party of the steering committee of
the Standing Senate Committee on Banking, Trade and Com-
merce; as such, I was somewhat of a go-between for Senator
Sinclair and his deputy, Senator MacDonald, on the occasions
we met to discuss our programs and our decisions.

I am not sure whether the decisions ever emanated from the
the steering committee on the occasions that it met. We had a
chairman who, like an engine, really did not need steering and
managed to stay on the tracks on that main line all the while.

I am sure many of my fellow citizens from Saskatchewan
will be astounded that anyone from that province would have a
good word to say about anyone connected with the Canadian
Pacific Railway. The CPR and the chartered banks are the
number one targets of everyone from that province, and that
remains the case to this very day.

@ (2020

So far as Senator Sinclair is concerned, I think all honour-
able senators would agree that he has been an exemplary
Canadian who, in the careers that we have heard outlined this
evening, has shown a brilliance rarely exceeded by others in
the business world.

I enjoyed being a member of his committee. He ran that
committee in a unique way. Unlike the CPR, the meetings
always started on time and finished on time. When a meeting
was called for 9.30 a.m., at exactly 9.30 a.m. the chairman
called for order and the meeting got under way. That was true
whether anybody was there or not. It really did not matter to
the chairman.

Senator Sinclair could be a little rough on witnesses some-
times, as Senator MacDonald has said. I recall when the
Minister of Communications appeared before the committee; a
nice young lady, she appeared before the committee when it
was considering amendments to the Patent Act and the Copy-
right Act. She was given a very rough ride. I apologized to her,
as Senator MacDonald did, but I think that in the end she
recognized that the chairman was after the facts, and in the
conclusion of the committee’s report she found that her con-
cerns were well satisfied.

That is exactly the way the chairman operated. He was fair;
he was considerate in the end, though not always in the
beginning; he was truthful; and he always “said it like it was”.
He did not hesitate to question witnesses on matters that
bothered him. I think we all respected him for that.

[Senator MacDonald. ]

On behalf of the other members of the committee let me say
that we enjoyed our association with Senator Sinclair. Not
only was it a learning experience but it was a privilege to be a
member of his committee. He showed leadership and made a
great contribution to the Senate and to the country.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Hon. John B. Stewart: Honourable senators, I have a special
reason for speaking because, as honourable senators know, I
have been Senator Sinclair’s seatmate for the past few years.

Senator MacEachen said that Senator Sinclair’s legal and
business experience prepared him well to be a member of the
Senate. That comment reminded me of an article that Philip
Givens, sometime mayor of Toronto and sometime member of
the House of Commons, wrote explaining why successful
businessmen are almost certain to be complete failures in
politics. As I recall, Givens said that businessmen are quite
unprepared for the adjustments and compromises that are
inevitably required in politics; that they are shocked that their
errors and bungles would be revealed to the public, things
which, in their private corporations, are kept quiet, secret and
clandestine; and that they are impatient with the slowness with
which the political mills operate. Givens laid it on. One could
conclude that it was evident that no businessman—certainly
no big businessman—would ever be a success in either the
House of Commons or the Senate.

One now would have to say that Senator Sinclair has shown
that at least once in a while the view stated by Givens is
incorrect. As Senator Sinclair’s seatmate I can testify that he
has enjoyed his work in the Senate and has been vigorous in
his contribution to the country through the Senate. Often the
quiet, little conversations we have had here as seatmates
reminded me of the kind of chats that go on in school when the
teacher is not being too attentive. I must say that I found those
conversations stimulating and, at the same time, encouraging.
I want to say to you, honourable senators, that today I feel a
very special sense of loss. I want to thank Senator Sinclair for
the stimulation and the encouragement he has given me.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Hon. Lorna Marsden: Honourable senators, Senator Sin-
clair is a legendary figure in this country and in our time, and
he was long before he came to this chamber. He is a person
about whom I had heard many powerful Canadians speak with
great awe, but I must say, from the perspective of a feminist
arriving in the Senate, that my expectations were not very
high. However, I was delighted to find that I was wrong about
that, because, in addition to his creative attitude towards this
chamber and towards his work as chairman of the Banking,
Trade and Commerce Committee, which I think has been an
inspiration to those of us who had the privilege of sitting on it,
to my delight and somewhat to my amazement, it became very
evident when dealing with the Privatization Bill that Senator
Sinclair understood absolutely the concerns of women and
women workers in this country, in that he not only ensured
that those questions were raised but vigorously pursued or
pressed the witnesses on that account. Those of us who are




December 20, 1988

SENATE DEBATES 15

concerned about these matters noted that with delight and we
are very grateful to him.

I was most interested in Senator MacDonald’s comment
about Senator Sinclair’s natural talent for the Supreme Court,
and with that in mind I should like to thank Senator Sinclair
and extend our best wishes for his next career.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!
Hon. Ian Sinclair: Colleagues: How sweet it is!

As someone has said, this is the end of my third career,
which I have enjoyed, and I am actively pursuing a fourth one.
I had to make a few adjustments when I came here; however, I
should like to say to my colleagues that, surprisingly, I am the
first person to have among his papers a congratulatory letter
from John Diefenbaker, which I received when 1 was appoint-
ed the president of Canadian Pacific. Those of you who know
John Diefenbaker’s background know that it took a lot for him
to congratulate me on anything that had to do with Canadian
Pacific. I also have among my papers a kind note from Mike
Wilson, whom I have known for many years; 1 think Canada
has been blessed with having him in the position of responsibil-
ity that he has had and continues to have.

I recall the many famed upsets of Senator Flynn in this
chamber. When I went to school they told me cumulus clouds
did not exceed 20,000 feet. After. listening to Senator Flynn it
occurred to me that that was wrong, because he often went
beyond 20,000.

@ (2030)

I came here with the feeling that this institution was not
appreciated. During the course of my other careers I appeared
before committees of both the House and the Senate. 1 always
felt that the Senate committees were better able to understand
the problems we were dealing with. However, the public
generally had a very poor view of the Senate. I am happy to
say that I believe the Senate has a duty to carry out in the
legislative process. I also think few people realize that the first
time our National Finance Committee objected to the passing
of an appropriations bill without the necessary preliminary
work a statistical analysis indicated that the Senate had saved
the country $15 million because of our delay. Now, I tell you,
you have to make some pretty broad assumptions to arrive at
that number. Nevertheless—

Senator Frith: You have no problem with that!

Senator Sinclair: —I have no trouble in making those
assumptions.

In any event, honourable senators, I have to say that it has
been a pleasure to work in committee with Senator Mac-
Donald. Before coming here I did not know him, but I knew of
him. My good friend Cedric Ritchie, who runs the Bank of
Nova Scotia, warned me about him. He said, “He’ll charm
you out of your shoes.” Honourable senators, he has done that
all his life and I am sure he will continue to do so.

As to the committee, well, I suppose you can run a commit-
tee as a democrat—

Hon. Senators: Oh! Oh!

Senator Sinclair: But I never did—I didn’t know how to do
it as a democrat. But, honourable senators, what we did do was
to arrive at a conclusion. At one point, because of some
associations 1 had, I could not really take part in the chair-
manship of the committee as 1 wanted to so I went through a
surrogate process involving Senator Kirby. Someone men-
tioned to me later that he had never known that Senator Kirby
understood the Banking Committee so well until he heard him
put questions before that committee, and I felt pretty good
about that.

Honourable senators, we have had problems here, have we
not? And we have had those problems because the process
does not enable us effectively to do the job we have before us.
That process has to be changed. How it is going to be changed
is in the hands of other people, of course, but those who have
been appointed to this chamber, in my view, have been
appointed to undertake a stewardship, with all the meaning
that that word conveys. Yet we cannot be stewards and we
cannot make the contributions that a steward should make
because of the fact that we are an appointed body somewhat
out of step with the modern process—and we have to change
that fact! I hope that that will happen and that the very great
capabilities that are in this chamber will be able to be made
manifest in the future.

Thank you so much for being kind to me in the last five
years.

[Translation]
LIBRARY OF PARLIAMENT

ANNUAL REPORT OF PARLIAMENTARY LIBRARIAN TABLED

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, 1 have the
honour to table the annual report of the Parliamentary
Librarian for the fiscal year 1987-88.

[English]
OFFICIAL LANGUAGES

THE ESTIMATES, 1988-89—PRIVY COUNCIL VOTE 15B—REFERRAL
TO JOINT COMMITTEE—MESSAGE FROM COMMONS

The Hon. the Speaker informed the Senate that a message
had been received from the House of Commons as follows:

HOUSE OF COMMONS
CANADA

Friday, December 16, 1988

ORDERED,—That Privy Council Vote 15B, for the
fiscal year ending March 31, 1989 be referred to the
Standing Joint Committee on Official Languages; and

That a Message be sent to the Senate to acquaint Their
Honours thereof.

ATTEST
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Robert Marleau
The Clerk of the House of Commons
® (2040)

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION
FIRST REPORT PRESENTED AND ADOPTED
Hon. Orville H. Phillips, chairman of the Committee of
Selection, presented the following report:
Tuesday, December 20, 1988

The Committee of Selection has the honour to present
its

FIRST REPORT

Pursuant to Rule 66(1)((b), your Committee submits
herewith the list of Senators nominated by it to serve on
each of the following select committees:

COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL ECONOMY, BUDGETS AND
ADMINISTRATION

The Honourable Senators Barootes, Bolduc, Corbin,
Doyle, Guay, Kelly, Kenny, LeBlanc (Beauséjour),
Lefebvre, Lewis, *MacEachen (or Frith), Marchand,
McElman, *Murray (or Doody), Nurgitz, Petten and
Wood.

*Ex officio members

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS

The Honourable Senators Bazin, Beaudoin, Bosa,
Doyle, Frith, Gigantés, Grafstein, Kelly, LeBlanc
(Beauséjour), *MacEachen, *Murray (or Doody), Otten-
heimer, Stewart (Antigonish-Guysborough), Stollery
*Ex officio members

Respectfully submitted,

ORVILLE H. PHILLIPS
Chairman.

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, when shall this
report be taken into consideration?

Senator Phillips: Honourable senators, with leave of the
Senate and notwithstanding rule 45(1)(f), I move that this
report be now adopted.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is leave granted, honourable
senators?
Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Motion agreed to and report adopted.
[The Hon. the Speaker.|

INTER-PARLIAMENTARY UNION

EIGHTIETH CONFERENCE. SOFIA. BULGARIA—NOTICE OF
INQUIRY

Hon. Nathan Nurgitz: Honourable senators, 1 give notice
that on Wednesday next, December 28, 1988, 1 shall call the
attention of the Senate to the Eightieth Inter-Parliamentary
Conference, held at Sofia, Bulgaria, from September 19 to 24,
1988.

@ (2050)

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE
ADJOURNMENT

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment): Honourable senators, with leave of the Senate and
notwithstanding rule 45(1)(g), 1 move:

That when the Senate adjourns today, it do stand
adjourned until Tuesday next, 27th December 1988, at
two o’clock in the afternoon.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is leave granted, honourable
senators?

Some Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Hon. H.A. Olson: Honourable senators, 1 do not give my
consent to that motion. We have not met in this chamber for
over three months and 1 have a long list of questions to put to
the Leader of the Government in the Senate concerning some
matters that are of importance to the people I am supposed to
represent here in the Senate. Last week, when we met in this
chamber, we had hardly any Question Period; in fact, it was
over by the time I arrived in the chamber. Therefore, since
Question Period is the only opportunity afforded to members
of the chamber for asking questions, I hope the minister is
prepared now for a lengthy Question Period, since I intend to
make some inquiries respecting crop insurance, drought pay-
ments and a great many other matters that are of vital
importance to the people I represent.

Hon. Lowell Murray (Leader of the Government, Minister
of State for Federal-Provincial Relations and Acting Minister
of Communications): Honourable senators, if | may, the effect
of the honourable senator’s denying leave for this motion
would be that the Senate would return tomorrow. However, |
would not want the honourable senator and his colleagues to
come back here under false pretences. Unfortunately, I will
not be in the chamber tomorrow or Thursday since I have
government business to attend to. I think the honourable
senator will appreciate that. Frankly, 1 had included in my
own plans the assumption that we would not be sitting beyond
tonight, and I regret that I will not be able to be present in this
chamber tomorrow or the next day.

Last week I took notice of some subject matters that were
raised by Senator Olson. I am prepared to attempt to deal with
those and other questions he may wish to put to me this
evening and to make every effort to obtain replies as quickly as
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possible to any questions that I am not able to reply to this
evening.

Senator Olson: Honourable senators, I can appreciate what
the minister has just said and, of course, I can well understand
the futility of having Question Period without the minister’s
being present. I know that in the absence of the Leader of the
Government the deputy leader very graciously takes questions
as notice and gives undertakings to obtain replies, and that he
does so as soon as possible, although it sometimes takes a week
or a month.

As 1 say, I can appreciate what the Leader of the Govern-
ment has said. I simply want to advise him that, if I give leave
for the passage of the Deputy Leader of the Government’s
motion, it will be necessary to have a fairly lengthy Question
Period this evening, since 1 have many questions to ask. I
appreciate his undertaking in advance to endeavour to obtain
answers to my questions.

However, before we continue with the motion I should like
to advise the Leader of the Government in the Senate that I
have a question or two respecting the use of the social insur-
ance number, and if I do not receive satisfactory answers I
shall be asking for leave to revert to Notices of Motions in
order to give notice of a motion respecting this matter. I may
say to the Honourable Leader of the Government in the
Senate that the recent extended use of this number is disturb-
ing a great number of Canadians.

With those comments 1 withdraw my objection to the
deputy leader’s motion.

The Hon. the Speaker: It is moved by the Honourable

Senator Doody, seconded by the Honourable Senator Trem-
blay, with leave of the Senate and notwithstanding rule
45(1)(g):
That when the Senate adjourns today, it do stand
adjourned until Tuesday next, 27th December 1988, at
two o’clock in the afternoon.

Is it your pleasure, honourable senators,
motion?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Motion agreed to.

to adopt the

QUESTION PERIOD

[English]
SOCIAL INSURANCE
ABUSE OF SIN—GOVERNMENT ACTION

Hon. H.A. Olson: Honourable senators, I should like to ask
the Leader of the Government in the Senate whether the
government intends to make good on its undertaking, given in
a news release dated June 8, 1988, that it is the government's
intention to restrict the use of the social insurance number in
federal institutions. A short time after that news release the

government introduced Bill C-139, which expands very signifi-
cantly the use of the social insurance number. Since that bill is
now law, it is now therefore an offence for both the seller and
the buyer of any interest-bearing financial instrument to fail to
notify the income tax collection ~department of that
transaction.

1 want to know whether or not the minister will give an
undertaking that he will diligently seek the removal of this
expanded use of the SIN, since the news report put out by the
then Minister of Justice stated unequivocally that the govern-
ment intended to restrict the social insurance number to those
uses for which it was originally intended: namely, as an
identification number for the purposes of unemploymem insur-
ance and the Canada Pension Plan.

Hon. Lowell Murray (Leader of the Government, Minister
of State for Federal-Provincial Relations and Acting Minister
of Communications): Honourable senators, what 1 shall dili-
gently do is direct the attention of my colleagues to the
inconsistency that the honourable senator perceives between
the action that the government took, on the one hand, and the
commitment that was made, on the other. Since I do not know
enough about the matter at the moment I cannot acknowledge
that there is any inconsistency. However, I shall look into the
question raised by the honourable senator and report back very
quickly.

Senator Olson: Honourable senators, I have a supplemen-
tary question. Perhaps the Honourable Leader of the Govern-
ment should also look at the undertakings that were sought by
one of the most illustrious leaders of the Conservative Party,
the Right Honourable John Diefenbaker, when these identifi-
cation numbers were first introduced in 1964. I think there are
one or two things that need to be said about this matter. On
April 8, 1964, at page 1918 of House of Commons Debates,
Mr. Diefenbaker had this to say:

Mr. Diefenbaker: Mr. Speaker, would the minister give
an unequivocal answer that the information contained on
the forms used in this system, which bears a strange
relationship to dictatorship—

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh.
Mr. Diefenbaker: —will not be made available in any
way, directly or indirectly, to any other department?

By the way, the minister who was answering at that time was
the Honourable Allan J. MacEachen, and he gave the right
answer—

Senator Perrault: Hear, hear!

Senator Olson: | might also say that he even had the
clairvoyance to see that some government of the future might
perpetrate this terrible invasion of privacy.

Senator Murray: Well, he was a member of most of the
governments of the future.

Senator Olson: On the same page Mr. MacEachen is report-
ed as saying:
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Mr. MacEachen: I am not in a position to indicate at
this stage what system of government record keeping will
be involved in the future, but that is the present attitude
of the government.

Mr. Diefenbaker: Oh; income tax, and so on?

Mr. Pearson: Certainly not.
Of course, Mr. Pearson was the Prime Minister at that time.

Mr. Diefenbaker: The Prime Minister is butting in. I
ask him, will he give the undertaking on behalf of the
government that this information will not be made avail-
able to other departments of government? We want to
know that this is not a snooping operation for the use of
the government.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Pearson: Mr. Speaker, the same and, I would hope,
more effective precautions will be taken in this regard as
were taken under the regime of the right hon. gentleman.

Honourable senators, all that that means is that at that time
the Leader of the Conservative Party, who was then the
Leader of the Opposition, sought and obtained an undertaking
from the government of the day, including the Prime Minister
and the Minister of Labour, that they would not use the social
insurance number for any purpose other than the Canada
Pension Plan.

e (2100)

Now we have Bill C-139, which was brought in by the
government, passed by the House of Commons on August 29
and given Royal Assent on September 13, doing exactly what
Mr. Diefenbaker objected to—namely, handing over such
authority to the super-snoopers in the—

Senator Barootes: Liberal Party.

Senator Olson: —Department of National Revenue. That is
why | am asking the Leader of the Government to honour the
commitments made by past governments and to give consider-
ation to the millions of Canadians who resent the use of the
social insurance number in this way. If the leader will give that
undertaking, I will accept it for a while; if not, I should like to
put a motion before the chamber.

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, I hope I understood
the honourable senator correctly, because for almost as long as
I have been paying income tax I, as have all of us, have had to
write my social insurance number on the income tax form. I do
it every year. The honourable senator seems scandalized by
that fact, but, if he will look up the forms of the Department
of National Revenue, which he has undoubtedly filled in every
year, he will see that he has added his SIN.

However, I have heard the commitments made by the then
minister, Mr. MacEachen as he was then, and by the then
Prime Minister, Mr. Pearson, and I shall be glad to determine
to what extent those commitments have been respected by all
governments since then, including the present government,
and, if there has been a change of policy, I shall so state it in
the chamber.

[Senator Olson. |

* Senator Olson: Honourable senators, let me ask what I hope
is my final question on this matter. The government has
brought in a bill. Before that bill was brought in it was not an
offence to open a bank account or to buy guaranteed interest-
bearing certificates of any kind without giving your social
insurance number, and the banks or the financial institutions
were not obliged under the law to obtain that number.

An Hon. Senator: Yes, they were.

Senator Olson: No, they were not. Not until that bill was
passed and given Royal Assent on September 13 did it become
an offence—an offence for both parties. That bill makes
matters worse. I have not said that things were perfect before
that bill. I realize that there has been a steady encroachment.
As a matter of fact, in his report the Privacy Commissioner
has commented to the effect that there has been a tremendous
degradation of privacy in this country because of the govern-
ment’s use of the social insurance number.

This bill is an even worse insult. Canadians can no longer
open bank accounts or buy financial instruments without
giving their number, which means that in many cases it will
show up in the income tax department and, according to the
Privacy Commissioner, in about 1,500 private data banks in
this country. I ask the minister to withdraw that provision.

Hon. Henry D. Hicks: Honourable senators, 1 have a sup-
plementary question. Is the minister aware that when you
apply for a salmon fishing licence, for example, in his province
of New Brunswick, you are obliged to give your social insur-
ance number?

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, 1 was not aware of
that point either.

Senator Frith: The salmon are entitled to know!
Senator Nurgitz: It makes good sense to me.

Senator Murray: However, | am aware that it frequently
happens that, when one goes into a place of business seeking to
conduct some business and does not have other identification,
one is asked for one’s social insurance number. It happens all
the time.

Senator Olson: But, until this bill, you were not obliged by
law to give it.

Hon. Eymard G. Corbin: Honourable senators, 1 have a
supplementary question for the Leader of the Government in
the Senate. Is he aware that insurance companies are now
sending memos and notes to people they insure asking them for
their social insurance number? This is totally new. I received a
letter from La Laurentienne, an insurance company with
which I have been insured for years. For the first time in my
life I was told by them that under the law and the regulations I
was obligated to supply them with my SIN. I did not supply
the number, and I hope that people in this house hear what I
am saying. Instead, I scribbled a note asking, “Under what law
and under what regulation are you obliging me to supply you
with my social insurance number?” To this day I am awaiting
an answer. | feel that the insurance company is invading my
privacy. Is the minister aware of such actions?
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Senator Murray: Honourable senators, 1 must confess that I
am not aware. Possibly the Banking, Trade and Commerce
Committee will want to look into this matter in due course.

CANADA-UNITED STATES FREE TRADE
AGREEMENT
EFFECT ON U.S. COMPANIES—CREATION OF JOBS IN CANADA BY

OPENING OF NEW PLANTS—U.S. REFUSAL TO ELIMINATE TARIFF
ON CANADIAN SHAKES AND SHINGLES—GOVERNMENT ACTION

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault: Honourable senators, I have a
question for the Leader of the Government in the Senate. It is
about the impending Free Trade Agreement between Canada
and the United States. A spokesman for one of the committees
supporting the deal said the other day in Vancouver, “There
are going to have to be adjustments on both sides of the line.”
He said, “Let’s face it, some flowers must die so that other
flowers can be born”"—"flowers” being workers. So some will
have to be sacrificed in order to make the necessary adjust-
ments to assure the implementation of this pending agreement.

Since November 21, 1988, we have experienced:

November 24, Gillette Canada, a manufacturer of razor
blades and other products associated with shaving, located in
Montreal and Toronto, announced that it will shut down its
Canadian operations and that 590 jobs will be phased out over
the next 18 months.

November 25, Ortho Diagnostic System, a subsidiary of
Johnson and Johnson—oh yes, this is one of those drug
companies that were going to invest so much more in Canadi-
an research—announced that it will close down its North York
laboratory next month, phasing out 16 jobs.

November 26, P.P.G. Canada Inc., a subsidiary of Pitts-
burgh Paint, and a resin manufacturer located in Toronto,
announced that it will close in February, causing the loss of
139 jobs.

November 28, British Footwear, a shoe plant located in
Lachine, Quebec, indicated that it will phase out 50 jobs in
March.

This is the adjustment process and these are the “flowers”
that will die in that process.

December 7, Northern Telecom, Canada, a communications
company, indicated that it would close its plants in Aylmer
and Belleville, phasing out 870 jobs over the next nine
months—another bunch of “flowers” that will die.

December 7, Tapis Elite, a carpet manufacturer, indicated
that it would be unable to meet impending competition from
Atlanta, Georgia, and other southern producers that pay their
workers 50 per cent of the wages paid to Canadians. This
company is located in Sainte-Thérése, Quebec, and it will
mean the loss of 87 jobs. It will happen soon.

December 8, Canada Packers Inc. indicated that it would
close its poultry processing plant in Winnipeg in February,
causing the loss of 90 jobs, according to my information.

I could go on, but I want to ask the Leader of the Govern-
ment in the Senate this question: In this agonizing process of

adjustment on both sides of the line, would he share with us
the names of American companies that are closing down their
operations in the United States in order to cope with new
Canadian competition? Would he give us an answer to that
question before I ask my supplementary questions?

Hon. Lowell Murray (Leader of the Government, Minister
of State for Federal-Provincial Relations and Acting Minister
of Communications): Honourable senators, 1 regret that the
honourable senator did not have an opportunity to make that
speech during the free trade debate before dissolution and that
he should give it to us tonight.

Senator Perrault: The closures have been announced since
the election.

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, let me say first that
barely a study has been done on this matter in this country by
qualified organizations that has not forecast considerable
increases in employment, in incomes and in living standards
throughout this country as a result of the Free Trade Agree-
ment with the United States.

e (2110)

Secondly, 1 draw to the honourable senator’s attention the
fact that something like one-third of Canadian workers change
jobs every year. That is the extent of the adjustment that takes
place in our economy month after month, year after year, and
it takes place without the kinds of upheaval and agony that the
honourable senator is talking about.

Thirdly, I point out to him that, while 1 did not take note of
all the firms he mentioned, most of the firms whose names
have figured in the media have taken considerable pains to
emphasize that the decisions they were taking to rationalize
their operations, or to adjust, were not taken as a result of or
in connection with the Free Trade Agreement with the United
States.

Finally, in the context of the very considerable and quiet
worker adjustments and job changes that take place in our
economy every year, there is in the Government of Canada a
whole series of very effective programs to assist communities,
to assist companies and, most of all, to assist workers to adjust
to changing economic conditions.

Senator Perrault: The Leader of the Government’s state-
ment will be cold comfort to the workers of Canada who will
be displaced in the very near future as a result of this
impending trade arrangement with the United States.

He has not answered the questions. He has not cited exam-
ples where U.S. companies are going to close down because
they are faced with the possibility of increased competition
from Canadian companies.

Let me then ask him this question: Have there been any
corporate announcements of any extent in recent weeks—post
election—that there will be additional plants put in place to
create new jobs for Canadians as a result of this trade arrange-
ment? For the Leader of the Government to come here tonight
and say that in the normal course of events any of these
shutdowns could have happened suggests a naiveté that would




20 SENATE DEBATES

December 20, 1988

make the Leader of the Government a candidate to buy the
Brooklyn Bridge.

Honourable senators, I would refer to the Gillette company.
Of all the colossal, corporate nerve to say, the day after the
election, “We are closing down in Canada. We did not make
the announcement yesterday because we thought it might
affect the outcome of the election.” They are damned right! It
would have affected the outcome of the election!

Senator Barootes: Good for them.

Senator Perrault: Many more opposition members would
have been elected. A profitable corporation with a long histgry
in Canada is callously closing down its operation and moving
to New York state. It is showing no sense of corporate loyalty
to Canada at all. Honourable senators will remember all of .the
pap we heard during the campaign, with the Conservatives
saying that two million jobs would be created from coast to
coast in Canada and that we were just going to luxuriate in
high employment. The first things we hear are the closure,
closure, closure announcements.

Honourable senators, I want to ask the Leader of the
Government another question. On June 6, 1986, President
Reagan imposed a five-year tariff relief plan for the Ameri-
cans against imports of Canadian shakes and shingles. The
relief tariff was originally set at 35 per cent; scheduled to fall
to 20 per cent on December 6, 1988; to 8 per cent on
December 6, 1990; and to be removed entirely on June 6,
1991. They did not provide any economic justification for their
action. In the manner they are wont to pursue, they were
unable to win the economic argument with Canadian shingle
producers, so they just acted unilaterally to punish Canadian
industry. In British Columbia it was hoped that one of the
outcomes of a favourable vote for the trade deal would be that
this iniquitous tariff on Canadian shakes and shingles would
be removed.

I would point out to the Leader of the Government that we
have lost 2,000 jobs in this industry in Canada since this
unilateral action of the United States, and we had hoped that
on December 6, 1988, President Reagan would cancel this
unfair tariff. Instead, he announced that the five-year tariff
relief plan would continue and that the schedule for removal
would be accelerated. The current tariff of 35 per cent was
reduced to 20 per cent on December 6, 1988, and he said that
tariffs will remain at 20 per cent for one year instead of for
two years. Various adjustments have been made, but there has
been no cancellation of the tariff.

One would have hoped that, in the spirit of North American
economic glasnost, we might have had some relief from this
iniquitous impost on B.C. shakes and shingles and shingles
produced by other provinces in Canada. No such luck! Just a
gesture of that kind from the United States would have
reassured many concerned Canadians, most of whom voted
against this trade deal, but there was no relief forthcoming
from President Reagan.

I should like to ask the Leader of the Government what
reaction the government intends to pursue, if any, in the face

[Senator Perrault.]

of the U.S. refusal to back off from this tariff levy which has
adversely affected so many jobs in Canada.

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, my friend has
already noted that the President indicated that they would
accelerate the removal of the reduction of the tariff. 1 simply
‘wish to make the point that incidents such as the shakes and
shingles situation, and others, point out very clearly the need
for a mechanism such as the dispute-settlement mechanism
contained in the Free Trade Agreement, which the honourable
senator and others will be called upon to support and approve
in this house, I trust, next week.

With regard to his rather lengthy preliminary remarks, |
simply want to deplore the fact that the honourable senator
should cast doubt on the integrity of the corporate citizenry
not only of the Gillette company but of numerous other
companies that have made plans to adjust and have felt it
necessary to explain that what they are doing is not in any way
related to the Free Trade Agreement. The reason they have
felt obliged to do so is that honourable members of opposition
parties seize on every such decision now taking place in the
economy and on every ailment that manifests itself in the body
economic or the body politic, however transitory the ailment,
and blame it on the Free Trade Agreement.

Finally, I want to say to him that some months from now he
and I and other senators will, I know, be celebrating the
considerable increases in investment and employment which, 1
trust, in fairness, he will agree to ascribe to the Free Trade
Agreement with the United States. He takes a very pessimistic
view of the future, but there is nothing knew in that so far as
the honourable senator and his colleagues are concerned. A
little more than four years ago, when Mr. Michael Wilson
introduced his first economic white paper, friends of Senator
Perrault in the other place were predicting a loss of 200,000
jobs in Canada as a result of Mr. Wilson’s policy. The result of
Mr. Wilson’s policy four years later has been the creation of
1.3 million new jobs in this country, including, if I may say so,
156,000 jobs in my friend’s province of British Columbia.

Senator Perrault: I hope the Leader of the Government is
not suggesting that Mr. Wilson through his own talent and
capacity created all of these jobs. Much of the credit for job
creation in the province of Ontario is as a result of a change of
government in that province to the Liberal government of Mr.
Petersen.

Honourable senators, I am not pessimistic about the future,
but the preliminary indications are that the deal is going to be
bad for many Canadians. Of course, these are only “flowers”
that, according to the leader of this group supporting the trade
deal, will have to die.

o (2120)

For the record, Mr. Leader, let me answer your question
and your statement about shakes and shingles. The tariff on
shakes and shingles is not covered by the GATT, but it is
covered by the Free Trade Agreement. Base tariffs on shakes
and shingles are covered as Article 4418 of the U.S. tariff
schedules and, therefore, are bound under the FTA. Canada
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will therefore have recourse to dispute settlement resulting
from any future tariff actions by the United States against
Canadian shakes and shingles. However, the FTA in no way
prevents the U.S. industry from pursuing a similar trade action
against Canada in the future. As a matter of fact, Articles
1902 and 1904 make it clear that the U.S. retains all of its
rights to continue to use countervailing and antidumping
duties against Canadian exports.

The ministers who were negotiating this deal said it was
essential that we be protected against this in the ultimate form
of the agreement. Yet, that was not a feature of the final
agreement.

Senator Murray: I beg your pardon. We are protected by
the addition of a binding dispute-settlement mechanism. That
is there in the agreement, the legislation for which, I trust, will
be passed into law here next week.

Senator Perrault: We are not exempt from the basic capaci-
ty of the United States to proceed unilaterally against certain
Canadian industries. That is a matter which will be debated
more fully in this chamber. Honourable senators, I think there
are many reasons for concern. For the Leader of the Govern-
ment to come here this evening and say, “Well, the Gillette
closing was going to happen in any case,” is almost as though
he would throw a farewell party as these industries leave
Canada, and say to them, “We know that you are not leaving
because of the trade deal. We wish you the very best as you go
to New Jersey or New York or Atlanta, Georgia.” If we are
going to have a trade agreement, we need a government that
will have the courage, capacity and fighting will to make sure
that Canadian jobs and interests are protected.

OFFICIAL LANGUAGES
CHARTER OF RIGHTS—USE OF “NOTWITHSTANDING™ CLAUSE
BY QUEBEC—POSITION OF FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL RELATIONS
MINISTER—MINISTER'S COMMENTS ON MANITOBA'S DECISION
RE MEECH LAKE ACCORD

Hon. Gildas L. Molgat: Honourable senators, my question is
to the Leader of the Government in his most important
capacity as Minister of State for Federal-Provincial Relations.
In light of the events of the past few days, could the minister
tell us what is his position and that of the government with
regard to the decision of the Bourassa government to invoke
the “notwithstanding™ clause in the present circumstances
resulting from the Supreme Court decision?

Hon. Lowell Murray (Leader of the Government, Minister
of State for Federal-Provincial Relations and Acting Minister
of Communications): Honourable senators, the subject was
rather fully covered yesterday and again today by the Prime
Minister in the House of Commons. | may try to summarize or
paraphrase what he said.

Senator Molgat: You are the minister.

Senator Murray: | appreciate that I am the minister, and
the Prime Minister is the Prime Minister, and the honourable
senator should surely not object if I direct his attention to

answers given by the Prime Minister in the House of Com-
mons two days running. 1 will attempt simply to summarize
very briefly what the Prime Minister said. He had spoken to
Premier Bourassa on the weekend, prior to the premier’s
having announced his decision, and he had expressed the wish
that it would be possible for the Government of Quebec to find
a way to ensure the cultural security of French-speaking
Quebecers while protecting the right to freedom of expression
and the status of the English-speaking minority in that prov-
ince, and to do so in a way that was fully consistent with the
judgment handed down by the Supreme Court of Canada last
week.

Senator Molgat: My specific question, Mr. Minister, was:
Do you support the position taken by the Government of
Quebec to use the “notwithstanding™ clause?

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, it is obvious that
Premier Bourassa and his government did not feel that it was
possible to find a solution that would effectively balance the
two concepts of ensuring cultural security for francophone
Quebecers, on the one hand, and protecting freedom of expres-
sion fully as outlined by the Supreme Court without having
recourse to the “notwithstanding™ clause.

Senator Perrault: Where do you stand?

Senator Murray: It is not a matter of whether I or some-
body else or the government supports the use of a clause that is
part of our Charter of Rights, and has been since 1982.

Senator Frith: The Lougheed amendment.

Senator Murray: Mr. Bourassa said that the members of his
government had 14 options before them, so it is impossible for
me, or for anybody else who has not examined the 14 options
they had before them, to answer the kind of question the
honourable senator poses, even if it were proper to answer that
kind of question, involving, as it does, a decision that, as the
Supreme Court also pointed out, is purely within the provincial
jurisdiction.

Senator Molgat: | am very interested in the response of the
minister, who says that it is not really for him to comment on
the decision of a provincial government, because he has been
quite free to comment on decisions of the provincial govern-
ment of my province.

Senator Austin: And of mine.

Senator Molgat: I am quoting now from the Globe and
Mail, which says:

In Ottawa, Senator Lowell Murray, speaking for the
federal Government, called Mr. Filmon's move a hasty
reaction “made in the heat of the moment,” and urged
him to reconsider his decision lest it lead to serious
constitutional consequences.

“It is a decision much to be regretted,” Mr. Murray
said.

Now, if the minister is able to offer such advice to the premier
of my province gratuitously—

Senator Perrault: Good question.
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Senator Molgat: —was he prepared and did he make similar
statements to the Premier of Quebec and does he stand by the
statements he made, as I quoted, regarding the decision of the
Premier of Manitoba?

Senator Murray: Surely, honourable senators, my honour-
able friend sees the difference between the two subjects. In the
case of Manitoba I was discussing a decision by the Premier of
Manitoba, the Government of Manitoba, to withdraw a resolu-
tion from their order paper to implement or to ratify an accord
that had been signed by the previous Government of Manitoba
together with nine other provinces and the federal government.
That is squarely a federal-provincial matter. What 1 was
pointing out to the honourable senator about Bill 101 is that
the judges of the Supreme Court of Canada had taken some
pains to reaffirm in their judgment that these matters were
squarely matters for the Province of Quebec to legislate on.

Senator Frith: Manitoba’s right under the Constitution is
purely provincial as well.

Senator Perrault: Of course it is.
Senator Olson: Poor excuse! That is not an excuse.

Senator Murray: The Constitution is not a purely provincial
matter.

Senator Frith: No. Don’t give me that!

Senator Murray: If the honourable senator wants to inter-
vene, he may in a few minutes.

Some Hon. Senators: Order, order!
Senator Frith: Thanks for the permission.

Senator Murray: The judges of the Supreme Court were at
some pains to reaffirm the legislative authority of the province
to legislate on that matter. Having said that, the honourable
senator is well aware of the position of this government and, in
particular, of the Prime Minister on the question of linguistic
minorities.

o (2130)

There is essentially no difference in the position that we
have taken here from the position that we took last April, I
believe it was, and last June in the case of Saskatchewan and
Alberta.

The federal government, within provincial jurisdiction,
always seeks to support linguistic minorities across the coun-
try. The federal government does so in cooperation with the
provincial governments and through the mechanism of agree-
ments which it has with all of the provincial governments, if |
am not mistaken, and certainly with the Province of Quebec.
So within the provincial jurisdiction we assist the linguistic
minorities through cooperation with their provincial govern-
ments. We spend hundreds of millions of dollars every year on
minority language education, as the honourable senator knows.
Within our own jurisdiction, surely our language policy is
obvious to all interested. Bill C-72 speaks for itself. That
legislation was passed by the previous Parliament at the
instigation of the Progressive Conservative government.

[Senator Perrault.]

Senator Frith: I think that is called a distinction without a
difference.

Senator Molgat: Honourable senators, the minister has said
that it was proper for him to make comments regarding the
action of the Manitoba government because the Manitoba
government had allegedly signed a certain document. The
Manitoba government never signed any document dealing with
the Meech Lake Accord, to my knowledge. The Premier at
that time may have agreed at a meeting at Meech Lake, and
at another hasty meeting at the Langevin Block, but the
Manitoba government never—

Senator Murray: On whose behalf was he signing?

Senator Molgat: —agreed to that. Don't tell us that the
Manitoba government is committed to something; the Manito-
ba government is not committed.

Senator Murray: Don’t be so foolish!

Senator Molgat: You may have wanted that government to
be committed, but it was not.

Senator Corbin: Neither was New Brunswick!

Senator Frith: The Constitution says “a legislature of a
province”.

Senator Molgat: I agree with my honourable friend when he
says that the federal government has been assisting linguistic
minorities across the country, but what has the federal govern-
ment done for the linguistic minority in Quebec? Has my
honourable friend spoken out?

So I come back to ask the minister this question: Does he
support the actions of the Bourassa government, yes or no,
and, if he is able to criticize the Premier of Manitoba in the
way that he has criticized and lectured him as to what he
ought to do and ought not to do, is he prepared to do the same
with Mr. Bourassa?

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, the honourable sena-
tor is talking nonsense on a number of points.

Senator Molgat: Not at all!

Senator Murray: The honourable senator is suggesting that
the premiers of ten provinces signed the Meech Lake Accord
in some personal capacity without agreeing to bind their
governments.

Senator Frith: To what!

Senator Murray: That is the most ridiculous thing I have
ever heard.

Senator Frith: The Constitution says “a legislature”, not “a
government.”

Senator Murray: | am aware of that.

Senator Molgat: Where is the minister coming from?
Senator Buckwold: Where is he going?

Senator Perrault: That's a better question.

Senator Murray: | never suggested that a premier had
attempted to bind his legislature. I did say that on behalf of
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their respective governments those premiers signed the Meech
Lake Accord. So the honourable senator is really talking
nonsense on that point.

Senator Molgat: Honourable senators, I object to that state-
ment. | am not going to sit here and have the minister say that
I am talking nonsense on what is an absolute fact. The
Province of Manitoba did not sign that agreement.

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, the then Premier of
the Province of Manitoba, on behalf of the then government,
signed that agreement.

Senator Frith: And agreed to submit that to the legislature.
And did he not withdraw?

Senator Murray: Quite right. The honourable senator
invites me to condemn the Government of Quebec for having
invoked the “notwithstanding™ clause. I was invited to do the
same by the media yesterday or the day before. I will give the
honourable senator the same answer I gave then. The “not-
withstanding™ clause is part of the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms that the honourable senator is so proud of and which
was passed by the Parliament of Canada in 1982. The “not-
withstanding” clause was accepted—

Senator Frith: Lougheed proposed that.

Senator Murray: —by Mr. Trudeau as the price of patriat-
ing the Constitution of Canada with nine provinces out of ten
on board. Anyone who believes that individual rights and
freedoms should be protected from governments has to believe,
as the Prime Minister said yesterday, and as I repeated, that
the existence of a “notwithstanding” clause is incompatible
with that. It is incompatible with the existence of a Charter of
Rights and Freedoms; nevertheless the *“notwithstanding”
clause is there. It is a legitimate part of the Constitution of
Canada, which was passed by the honourable senator and his
friends.

Senator Frith: As the price paid to Premier Lougheed!

Senator Murray: That was the price paid for patriating the
Constitution with nine out of ten provinces on board.

As | said yesterday, 1 would not rush to condemn a govern-
ment for using a disposition that is in the Constitution. Further
to that, I said that it is not at the top of our agenda, as a
government, to try to negotiate the “notwithstanding™ clause
out of the Constitution. There are other matters that we have
agreed must be on the agenda—Senate reform, aboriginal
rights and so forth.

Honourable senators had better get used to the fact that the
“notwithstanding” clause is going to be there for a long time.
The federal government has not had recourse to it, but the
Saskatchewan government has had in a labour case and
Quebec has had in one or two cases.

Senator Molgat: Honourable senators, the minister says that
I asked him to condemn the Province of Quebec for using the
“notwithstanding™ clause. Not at all! I did not ask him to
condemn anyone. | simply asked him the question: Does the
minister agree with what the Province of Quebec has done, yes

or no, because the minister has made some very damaging
statements regarding the Premier of the Province of Manitoba
and the actions that he took? I am not asking him to condemn
anyone.

Does the minister stand by the statements that he made with
regard to the actions of the Premier of Manitoba in ceasing to
hold hearings in that province on the Meech Lake Accord?

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, let me say that I find
the position of the Premier of New Brunswick a good deal
more congenial. While he continues to hold his reservations, he
has announced that New Brunswick will be sending the—

Senator Molgat: Answer my question!

Senator Murray: My honourable friend should relax. This is
very bad for his blood pressure.

Senator Molgat: The minister should hear the statements
that are being made in Manitoba.

Senator Murray: | find the decision of the Government of
New Brunswick to be more congenial and more constructive.
It has decided to refer the Meech Lake Accord, which had
been signed by Mr. McKenna's predecessor, to a legislative
committee for public hearings. :

Senator Perrault: Tell us about the government of Mr.
Bourassa!

Senator Murray: Do I stand by the statements that 1 made
with regard to the decision of the Government of Manitoba?
Yes, I do, and I can provide, tomorrow perhaps, or later this
evening, if my friend is interested, a transcript of the remarks
that 1 made to the media yesterday on that subject.

Senator Molgat: One final question, if I may. The Province
of Manitoba is committed to holding public hearings on consti-
tutional changes.

Senator Murray: Oh!

Senator Molgat: That was a decision made by the Province
of Manitoba some time ago.

If there are going to be constitutional changes, there must
be public hearings. Does the minister believe that the Province
of Manitoba should now proceed to hold public hearings on the
Meech Lake Accord?

o (2140)

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, the answer must be
evident. The then Premier of Manitoba committed his govern-
ment to placing a resolution before the house. That commit-
ment was respected as of last week by Premier Filmon, who
made a very eloquent speech, I may say, on the subject of the
importance of Meech Lake to the future of Canada; and, if |
may be permitted to say so in parentheses, the reasons that he
invoked in favour of Meech Lake last week are as valid today
as they were then. If their rules provide, as my friend tells me
and as | think we all recognize, that public hearings must
follow the presentation of a constitutional resolution in the
House, then, of course, public hearings would be an essential
part of the commitment.
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DIMINISHMENT OF MINORITY RIGHTS—GOVERNMENT
POSITION

Hon. Allan J. MacEachen (Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, I should like to ask the Leader of the
Government whether he would help us understand precisely
what the attitude of the Government of Canada is to the
solution proposed by the Premier of Quebec. We all under-
stand that the “notwithstanding” clause is available, and the
effect of the “notwithstanding” clause in these circumstances
is to remove rights from certain citizens which are guaranteed
in the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the
Quebec Charter. I should like to know whether it is acceptable
to the Government of Canada and whether it supports the
diminishment of rights, through this process, of certain
Canadian citizens.

Hon. Lowell Murray (Leader of the Government, Minister
of State for Federal-Provincial Relations and Acting Minister
of Communications): Honourable senators, 1 suppose Mr.
Bourassa would make the argument that the situation of the
linguistic minority under the present initiative is better than it
was under Bill 101, but that is a matter of opinion. As I
indicated earlier, Mr. Bourassa has said that the government
had 14 options before it. | do not know what the options were;
I did not examine them and, therefore, I am not in a position
to judge whether the solution—

Senator Olson: Answer the question!
Senator Perrault: Very conservative! Waffle, waffle, waffle!

Senator Murray: I am not in a position to judge whether the
so-called “inside-outside™ solution is the appropriate one and
whether it is the best one to balance, as the court suggested
should be done, the valid objective—

Senator Perrault: Disgusting!

Senator Murray: —of preserving the “I'usage linguistique”
of Quebec with the need to protect freedom of expression and
the right of the anglophone minority.

Senator MacEachen: It is true that there apparently have
been options available to the Government of Quebec. I don’t
know any more than the Leader of the Government knows
about what those options are, but what we do know is that the
Government of Quebec chose an option which has the effect of
diminishing the rights guaranteed in the Charter to Canadian
citizens. That is the option that has been accepted.

What the Leader of the Government is saying on this matter
which has electrified the country both in Quebec and else-
where is that the Government of Canada has no view.

Senator Perrault: No view. Future of the country!

Senator MacEachen: If the government is saying it does not
have any view about this development, then I wish the Leader
of the Government would tell us. If there is no view, then fine,
we would know that.

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, once again | have
tried to deal with the matter as fully as I can, and 1 would
invite the attention of the honourable senator and others to the

[Senator Murray. ]

statements that were made by the Prime Minister today and
yesterday in the House of Commons on this matter. The
honourable senator says there is a diminishment of rights. I
have told him that the Bourassa government would probably
argue that, in terms of those rights, the present measure is an
improvement over Bill 101 in its original form, but that, as |
said, is a matter of opinion.

The honourable senator should carefully read the unani-
mous judgment that was brought down by the Supreme Court
of Canada on this matter.

Senator Frith: Which said their rights were diminished!
Exactly!

Senator Murray: In that matter they discussed at some
length the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the
Quebec Charter. As the honourable senator knows, in the
Canadian Charter there is a limitation permitted on rights in
Article 1—

Senator Frith: Yes, but they did not fall under Article 1.

Senator Murray: —in that the rights are subject to those
limitations that can be justified, et cetera, in a free and
democratic society. Secondly, there is Article 33, which was
accepted by Mr. Trudeau as the price for patriation of the
Constitution in 1982.

The Supreme Court went on to state very clearly that
ensuring the cultural security of francophone Quebecers was a
valid objective and an important objective for Quebec; that it
was squarely within their jurisdiction to legislate in this
matter. They discussed the guarantees of freedom of expres-
sion in the two Charters. They gave some hints as to how the
government might effectively balance these two concepts. The
Government of Quebec has responded, and, as I say, it
responded having studied 14 options beforehand. I am not in a
position to comment on the option it chose, not having seen the
other 13.

Senator Frith: All of that must mean “no view™"!

Senator MacEachen: That is just an extraordinary com-
ment. The minister responsible for this dossier in Canada, on a
development which the Premier of Manitoba has called an
impending and developing crisis, is unable to give a view as to
whether the action taken by the Quebec government is accept-
able or unacceptable to the Government of Canada. *I have no
view,” says the minister on behalf of the government, “no view
at all.”

Senator Perrault: Sad!
Senator MacEachen: | think that is quite extraordinary.
Senator Perrault: Tragic!

Senator MacEachen: | want him to say how it is that the
government has no view when one of his colleagues is quoted
in La Presse as saying today that the action taken by the
Government of Quebec is perfectly justified; in other words,
that it is appropriate in these circumstances to diminish the
rights of certain Canadian citizens which have been granted to
them by the Charter. Now the leader says that the Govern-
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ment of Canada has no view. I think that should be left on the
record as an indictment of the government and its failure to be
sensitive to this issue which has gripped the country.

Senator Perrault: Hear, hear!

Senator MacEachen: Everyone has a view except the gov-
ernment, because it is afraid to state a view.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, let the record show
that the full statement by my colleague, the Secretary of State,
Mr. Bouchard, was that having recourse to the “notwithstand-
ing” clause is a legitimate and legal act in the context of the
present Constitution. I have said no less than that myself. To
put it more simply, if there is an indictment to be made, let it
be made about that great defender of human rights and
freedoms, Pierre Trudeau, who accepted—

Senator Frith: Oh, oh! Do you believe it?
Senator Perrault: The Conservatives would love you.

Senator Murray: —who accepted the “notwithstanding”
clause and put it there in the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

Senator Frith: Dr. Barootes, have you another Valium for
your colleague?

Senator Barootes: Does it hurt?
Senator Molgat: Have you kept it in Meech Lake?

Senator Murray: Neither he nor anyone else should be
astonished if a government has recourse to this provision of our
Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

Senator Frith: Just pathetic!
® (2150)

Senator MacEachen: It is interesting that so defenceless is
the minister in explaining the policy of the government that he
has to have recourse to an attack on Mr. Trudeau, a former
Prime Minister. When Mr. Trudeau 