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THE MINISTRY

According to Precedence

At Dissolution, May 9, 1974

The Right Honourable Pierre Elliott Trudeau

The Honourable Senator Paul Joseph James Martin
The Honourable Mitchell Sharp

The Honourable Allan Joseph MacEachen

The Honourable Charles Mills Drury
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The Honourable Donald Stovel Macdonald
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The Honourable Jack Davis

The Honourable Jean-Eudes Dubé

The Honourable Stanley Ronald Basford

The Honourable Donald Campbell Jamieson
The Honourable Robert Knight Andras

The Honourable James Armstrong Richardson
The Honourable Otto Emil Lang

The Honourable Herb Gray

The Honourable Robert Stanbury

The Honourable Jean-Pierre Goyer

The Honourable Alastair William Gillespie
The Honourable Stanley Haidasz

The Honourable Eugene Francis Whelan
The Honourable W. Warren Allmand

The Honourable James Hugh Faulkner
The Honourable André Ouellet

The Honourable Daniel Joseph MacDonald
The Honourable Marc Lalonde

The Honourable Jeanne Sauvé

Prime Minister

Leader of the Government in The Senate
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President of the Queen’s Privy Council for
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Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development

Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources

Minister of Labour

Minister of Communications

Minister of the Environment i

Minister of Public Works

Minister of State for Urban Affairs

Minister of Regional Economic Expansion

Minister of Manpower and Immigration

Minister of National Defence

Minister of Justice and Attorney General of
Canada

Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs

Minister of National Revenue

Minister of Supply and Services

Minister of Industry, Trade and Commerce

Minister of State

Minister of Agriculture

Solicitor General of Canada

Secretary of State of Canada

Postmaster General

Minister of Veterans Affairs

Minister of National Health and Welfare

Minister of State for Science and Technology



SENATORS OF CANADA

ACCORDING TO SENIORITY

At Dissolution, May 9, 1974

Senators Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

Salter Adrian Hayden: ... " .. o e e s Torento — oo a Toronto, Ont.
Norman McEeod PRtersoN . .. . i oo it e e s wasts ThunderBay .. ... .0 s Thunder Bay, Ont.
LeoniNIeTCIel O o e ey de Salaberry ............... Montreal, Que.
George Percival BUurchill . . . .. o e e oo Northumberland-Miramichi Nelson-Miramichi, N.B.
Michael G Basha .\ = =0 ol it o nenaimea il s e s e WestiCoast w1l s Curling, Nfld.
Muriel McQueen Fergusson (Speaker) ........................ Fredericton v, .\ ... ..o o Fredericton, N.B.
SaptailohmIer-cih s - Bhn s e e e de Lanaudiére: ... . ........ Montreal, Que.
JohnSINGONNONY P e e S, ol e S Ottawa:West .~ = =i .0 Ottawa, Ont.
DAl CHINOION - v o s e b I BanflirRtees s vl Banff, Alta.

David A Crolls 0 e i e e Toronto-Spadina ........... Toronto, Ont.
s ) TS @Y g U e o Rl e i e e S ey e SUNDUTY e, el Fredericton Junction, N.B.
8B e300 (o iy 0a) 8y ol A i e e Queens-Shelburne.......... Liverpool, N.S.
HaroldConnoly: v e il e o i oo e T s Halifax North = ....... .. v Halifax, N.S.
e U ) D T B et it 5 1L i e e e S e e Murray Harbour ... ........ Montague, P.E.I.
Hartland de Montarville Molson ..........ccocomiisisosscisaes VU0 U e e e Montreal, Que.
William RIbe OO .. : il e s Tt ess e i s s v s Prince Albert............... Prince Albert, Sask.
JElgenelle tRanTorST it 5l Sl e e e e 4 Repentighy e o - s Montreal, Que.
Joseph AL Sullival - F . . L i e e e North York. = ..o el Toronto, Ont.
Eion e Non et E st o T e e e s v e Ottawa Past w1 ..o e Ottawa, Ont.
FredetickiMurraviBIols - oot o il on St n e Colchester-Hants . .......... Truro, N.S.

John Michael!Macdonald . ......... 0. . .08 lo iian o ivien CapeBreton.......c..\ ... North Sydney, N.S.
Josie AHCeININAICIUATY o it s s s s v o AhCtoriaTe v e Quebec, Que.
Louis PRilippe Beatbien:: " - s s Bedford 5. .. 0t Montreal, Que.
R Rel A e e R RiverHeights .............. Winnipeg, Man.

N Grattan O ATy e o i Tt e e e Catleton " v s Ottawa, Ont.
AllsterdSeosart = 0 L L L e PiloKering. i, ... i, Toronto, Ont.
e ST U e e O NS e e S R e R Madawaska-Restigouche ... Iroquois, N.B.
Eranke el INER = R, Wolfville, N.S.
JacauestIynn R C, . v o o v i e TR e ey e qa ROUFCIMIONT, . i it Quebec, Que.
David JamestWalker, P.C. . . ... it v s ROEONBOF . o s e Toronto, Ont.
RhéaltBehgle . .. . o i e e v Sudburvi. ool od 0 Sudbury, Ont.
PatlsV B R e o s e T e s e R T Gy e e s ek e Fort Garry ...........oaueee Winnipeg, Man.
Orville BowardlPhillips ... . . o0 ol e s riee e e Alberton, P.E.I.
Maurice BOREREt P IC, . i o it v binis maiviod bavele sbeisioie i ot i oo The Laurentides............ Lévis, Que.

ot RatelIaR et et e o G e e L L T Montarville................. Montreal, Que.
Bomualdr BOtmete s e e R el e I s e dela Valliére . .............. Outremont, Que.
AzelUBDenIS I G i s o s LA sale s Montreal, Que.
B COOR s e N R S Harbour Grace............. St. John'’s, Nfld.
DamelrAIRen LBN@E Y o iy S e R e e e South'York. . ... .i:.ocoinies Toronto, Ont.
JORN B A st o i v s e e e e e e M s e TOoronto ... . S o Toronto, Ont.
William Moore Benidickson, P.C. ..... ............ciiivinnnn. Kenora-Rainy River........ Kenora, Ont.
Alexander HamiltonMcDonald . ....................coovvunnnn MOOBOMIN = s s i Moosomin, Sask.
EarlSAdame Hastirtos: o . R e e Palliser-Foothills ........... Calgary, Alta.
HareVaWHRam HavE PiC - i o ol oo arr s e el CRIgarY o e o o Calgary, Alta.
JamesS Hatper Prowse . ... .. ... o 0 i e s Edmenton: - e Edmonton, Alta.
Charles Robert McEIman - ... ... . 0o s e Nashwaak Valley........... Fredericton, N.B.
Douglas Kelt DAaVEY ... . ..: . b . usossbislaess s onoaadeads OB . e Don Mills, Ont.
Jean-Paul Deschatelets, ; P.C....... v veiviaesisiemans taetins BRUZON: & vt s slimmm o Montreal, Que.




2 SENATORS—ACCORDING TO SENIORITY

Senators Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

Hazen RoDErt ATEUC ... .55 s enioivion s « s oomisiosions sialiohs s+ siasiins Reginal ... .o Kayville, Sask.
Alan Aylesworth Macnaughton, PiC e Sorel ....................... Montreal, Que.

J. G. Léopold Langlois - .« -« - cvviinateeaei e Grandville.................. Quebec, Que.
Paul D eSTHISSCAILI oo o oo oeis stvisiate ot oe sl o e S s Wellington . . ..o ess ot Sherbrooke, Que.
Chesley:William Carter o= o n il i e The Grand Banks .......... St. John’s, Nfld.
James DUgEary e R T 3 Sk R o T Avalon'. .. ... 5 e i S, St. John'’s, Nfld.
ThomasJoseph Kickhami i S e s s won ow smissastoes soe Cardigant il e e on Souris, P.E.L
Douglas Donald Everett -5 oot oo o P FortRouge. ... = oo Winnipeg, Man.
Maurice Lamontagne, PGl o s s e Inkerman .................. Aylmer, Que.
Andrew Ernest Thompson ....................coiiiiiiiinnnn.. Dovercourt. o . i oo Kendal, Ont.
Kelth Laird i i e i i o i lati = = 5 sem Wi se s wiee s 5 hotel ) srntor WINdSor .. .. voicies ce 25 5 iamiis Windsor, Ont.
Herbert Orville SParrow . .............ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiinanannn. The Battlefords ............ North Battleford, Sask.
Richard James Stanbury: ... . o vor oot s re o e York Centre' ... ... .o dsar Toronto, Ont.
Hervée J. Michaud . .f o u Sy e s Kent...........coooiiiiiii.. Buctouche, N.B.
Willlam A ORN P et B o e r s o ity e vt e e e e Bonavista .................. St. John's, Nfld.
Ravmond EUGes s, it i ot e e de Lorimier ................ Montreal, Que.
PaullMartin P Crr o e shS e e S G L e Windsor-Walkerville........ Windsor, Ont.
Lotiside Gonzague GIgUere. i, o nasins bttt ol de la Durantaye ............ Montreal, Que.
ErnestC IManning P C e o i e Edmonton West ............ Edmonton, Alta.
Gildas LiVOYgat - co. . o o - o a7 o owe Seei i g ok ot ol Vot StellRoser i trrs s St. Vital, Man.
Eugene A. FOrSeY ... ....ouuuee it Nepean ... = .- ..t Ottawa, Ont.
William €I McNamara ... chohs e i R e WINNIDER . S s s Winnipeg, Man.

) 2B Otd 1 700 0 (o D e s et ol S 5 ot T2 M o e L M e e R O oo A (T L I e i e b S Hull, Que.

Ann Elizabeth Haddon'Heath = 50 i 0 o cenior e i v Nanaimo-Malaspina........ Nanaimo, B.C.
Edward M o awson ], o e i s TR R e Vancouver ................. Vancouver, B.C.
HCar] GoldenDerg i v i s o o o T s e ok iae e el ey Rigauds e e Westmount, Que.
George CliffordivanRoggen v i o e Vancouver-Point Grey ..... Vancouver, B.C.
Sidney Li: Buckwold ... .. oo oo e s e kel e Sasikatoono: e eE, Saskatoon, Sask.
Renaude Lapoinite i s el i r ks e ot et i o) Millelslesi.. - s Montreal, Que.
Mark Liorne Bonnelll. o o ot e e MurrayiRivers = —io. i o, Murray River, P.E.I.
(S B, T T g L e s i N 6 B e oo B Richmondis: e apir .. Richmond, B.C.
Michel Folurnier ot ot S ik s sl oot o br Restigouche-Gloucester .... Pointe Verte, N.B.
EFrederick William ROWEe . . iiv . st e e et Liewisporte. o onvn it e St. John’s, Nfld.
Georgeldames Mellraith iR .C. o Aren i n b d e oo Uait v+ Ottawa Valley 7o v oo oo Ottawa, Ont.

L CV T TR AN 0.8 fii o D R s P AR e A e s e Colchester-Cumberland .... Truro, N.S.
HenryiD HICKS o oot e o i e e oo i e s ot s e The Annapolis Valley ...... Halifax, N.S.
BernardiAlasdait GraRarnis. oo 5 . v ot s et e The Highlands ... .. ... ... Sydney, N.S.
Martiall Asselin, /P Gl v v en f b o s G e S Stadaconal .. . ookt La Malbaie, Que.
ATt S aIn g PG et s 25 i s b o o 5 A e Vancouver South........... Vancouver, B.C.
John James Greene, P-C. ... . i s e v oiniossint i st Niagara: - o oo o Niagara Falls, Ont.
Joseph Julien Jean-Pierre Coté, P.C............ooovviiivusin s Kennebecint s, fiv i atic vt Longueuil, Que.
oA NI A T e i e s o o s e R e e T3 N o8 o e o T e e Caledon East, Ont.
Raymond J. Perrault.. .o oo i sl soitirs dahiinmsiss oo North Shore-Burnaby ...... Vancouver, B.C.
JohntMorrow: Goadfreyir . s il s B s v o Rosedale= v v s Toronto, Ont.

M AUEICEIRICIEN I 8 v il o s e e s B A b e e Shawiniganic. ... .o o aei Westmount, Que.
Eouis IR oBIChatdy PG o vins e e s e v s L’Acadie-Acadia ........... Saint John, N.B.
LB L) LS Y it o o I A IS | S S ol e S B s SantJohnsr - Saint John West, N.B.
AUGUStUS TEVINEIBATTOW, . i i s e s T o b Halifax-Dartmouth ........ Halifax, N.S.

Ernest GeorgelCottreau .zt bot i Cothecnvoins South Western Nova ....... Yarmouth, N.S.
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THE HONOURABLE

A O B 5 e Tl s R e T e Ly AR, Toronto: et o M i Toronto, Ont.
APERETETARON: e o So¥ el m ey e R R Reginaimes Copraeatipice . s Kayville, Sask.
Asselin, Martial, PG » o 0. i S e et Dt 125 5T T TRl 0] 1 B e La Malbaie, Que.
BarroW, AuRUBLUSHPUITe . i Halifax-Darmouth ......... Halifax, N.S.
BashasNCHae - e e T e Y e e WestCoaast ... ... . Curling, Nfld.
Beaublen v rEir-f S5t o At oo e s e Bl Le e Bediord o et Montreal, Que.
BelislegRheals it vl o o heine Saal L e et e SHADIRY. o e e S Sudbury, Ont.
Benitheksah AN RICE T s s e e Kenora-Rainy River ........ Kenora, Ont.
BIOIS R e N Ree e b S G o SO e T e e e R e Colchester-Hants:........... Truro, N'S.
Bonnell M. Liorne . i ot i et s s pra e Muxrayv:RiVer. oo oo Murray River, P.E.I.
Boneher Wil e A, et vl s i e Prince Albert .. o Prince Albert, Sask.
BoUrgettMAaTICe P aT "« St i el s S o T The Laurentides............ Lévis, Que.
BoOHIGUEe, Homnala: 1 e e o dedatvallere. .. Outremont, Que.
Buckwold: siahevss =" = e e ss e e T T Saskaloen . 5 ... b Saskatoon, Sask.
Burehill GERBREIEE = e s e e e e Northumberland-Miramichi Nelson-Miramichi, N.B.
(ST e e b e e e e R e s [y o Bantl o s i Banff, Alta.
CartepsCheslev W o - Ta e e e Stk R TheGrand Banks .......... St. John's, Nfld.
ChoguetterBIGrels ety v v e ey e e oy Otawa East - . ... . Ottawa, Ont.

Can O R O e e s R i s B e o x i he HalifaxiNerth:: ... . .. 0. Halifax, N.S.
ool S dO R R e A o i e Ottawa West. o v vvnsswiis Ottawa, Ont.
COoREE NG oo SRS L L Lt e e Harbour Grace .| ... oo St. John's, Nfld.
Coté, Joseph Julien Jean-Pierre, P.C. ............cc. oviiennn. KeNNebec: (o ot vavinins Longueuil, Que.
Cottfeaum Brnent G - e ek D South Western Nova, ....... Yarmouth. N.S.
Crolb iR avI A e e e T e e T L Toronto-Spadina.........:- Toronto, Ont.
Davey el e e e e B R Don Mills, Ont.
(87T S e A ol S e TN S S SIS . s L 1aSalle . .. ..oo0 0 i e Montreal, Que.
B n G e L de e O T HE) o, R St R N p et SR LI T BaMEOn: . . v i s hs e Montreal, Que.
Blespulsspaus Baul et e e e Wellington. . ... . ii..iovain Sherbrooke, Que.
DU BT R BTSSR S ) 1 T s M SR St. John'’s, Nfld.
EudessBaymaniets - . e e S de LOrMer & oo e i Montreal, Que.
Everett DU glas B e e FortBOGge . ... ...vciias Winnipeg, Man.
Fergusson, Muriel McQueen (Speaker)........................ Frederieton ...« Jaccvieciis Fredericton, N.B.
EivaRSdacques Pl o0 o e Rougemont . ........:ciowes Quebec, Que.
Forsey BREane Mo o7 e e e i Vs fartaaate e Nepean o e e Ottawa, Ont.
LT LD R T e e et L B S e R T RN L el Madawaska-Restigouche ... Iroquois, N.B.
Folrmey NHOQel ., sor' U Lo o s i s 2SR B SR Restigouche-Gloucester .... Pointe Verte, N.B.
0T 1 s o) s T T e R A S e e S & L A R N SRR S de Lanaudiére ............. Montreal, Que.
Gehitas oS A0 0 T i S s v o s e et Montarville s e Montreal, Que.
(Gigtiere otSe G oy e I w et i i o b e de la Durantaye ............ Montreal, Que.
Godirey SODRIMBFFOW . o o e e s Roselaley - .. o ov i s Toronto, Ont.
Caldennermmd ] QA TR R da e s Rigauds.. ..ol Westmount, Que.
(ET01E R eg s e D LA e R S o O e b oSN de Salaberry .. ..o 00000 Montreal, Que.
Graham BernardAlasdair ... 5 s il e s ket s e TheHighlands ....... ... Sydney, N.S.
reenE e R IamMesIPIC, . o i e s e R e e NIGERLRE ~ o o Niagara Falls, Ont.
GO SATE A HE T T S s T e e s e v s A e e RicRenng. .. Toronto, Ont.
Haigrdampballe: = e nsiiear s S ol S50 it siutest v RiverHeights .............. Winnipeg, Man.
Hastings R a A s S s s e Palliser-Foothills ........... Calgary, Alta.
HasdensSalter AL~ s S R OO T T e s e Toronto, Ont.
Havasharry BLC e e e o i ans el s CRIgarY .. o h L Calgary, Alta.
Heath A K Haddom . ... i i s e o Nanaimo-Malaspina........ Nanaimo, B.C.
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viii SENATORS—ALPHABETICAL LIST
Senators Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE
Hicks Henryi Do ar s i d e et b o s LR The Annapolis Valley ...... Halifax, N.S.
INMan: B ISIE . o s i 0 oot Siorarts s bR ook wsaie oo e 5o ol s s Murray Harbour ........... Montague, P.E.I.
Kickham, TROIAS J. . s cvesio oietsioioisiom a s s aisiaioisie s sl o oie o s s oo Cardigan .. s ot cae Souris, P.E.I.
atond Paukl. o e o e s R (@015 A I A 7 Hull, Que.
Eaing, Arthur, PIC s i e s rr s e o o s el ks Vancouver South........... Vancouver, B.C.
Fiaild, TEETER . . o . ore oxonststmieine ek hen i o e o oL s e ol e s o e IWANASOD o e et Windsor, Ont.
Lamontagne; Maurice 1P G e i L THKERINIAN o et inionsons ohe oo ol Aylmer, Que.
ang I aniel A T N s b e e S e e South York................. Toronto, Ont.
Langlois, LEopold - - . -« cooovtmtmninieen ey Grandvilles e L rr Quebec, Que.
Iapointe, Renaude v i e e MilleIsles ........... AR Montreal, Que.
Lawson, Edward M.. ... ...t VaNCOUVEY . . .vicnir oo siisionsies Vancouver, B.C.
Lefrancois, JOEUEENEe o G0 5 Ui e s s o S s o et Repentigny - ool s Montreal, Que.
Macdonald, JODN ML oo i oo s oeio oatles) sors oy =i siesess CapeBreton................ North Sydney, N.S.
Macnaughton: Alan AN R E S s R e o e SoTel s s Montreal, Que.
Manning, ErnestiC., P .Gl . . vt mioning s on oo s G s Edmonton West ............ Edmonton, Alta.
1) 5w n gl 24710 T Il 2 @ e D e Sl o i i A R S e Windsor-Walkerville. ....... Windsor, Ont.
MeBonald A cHamilton e s e e s Moosomin ;--cc. st o Moosomin, Sask.
McElIman JCharle S e e e Nashwaak Valley........... Fredericton, N.B.
MeGrand Bred A o i i s A e s e e Sunbury.................... Fredericton Junction, N.B.
Mcllraith, George, P.C. ... .. . ... .. Ottawa Valley .............. Ottawa, Ont.
MeNamara,William €. o e e e Winnipeg ................... Winnipeg, Man.
Michaud, HErvEe J. . ... ... =T b S e e s Buctouche, N.B.
Molgat i GHAAS B o e e e heke ahe e e i e S s Ste . ROSe &0 i o St. Vital, Man.
Molson, Hartlanadide IV o e s e sl oy o e it oy Alma ............ccoiiiiin. Montreal, Que.
NEIEN, ' TOAIE oo ioiss s s ahiis e e ste s oia e s oo e s e o e o e e e Peeli: e v s s s A Caledon East, Ont.
NOrTIe RN A AT et o o e & e e G s Colchester-Cumberland .... Truro, N.S.
OEeary, M Grattan ..o o oo i s et Carleton.................... Ottawa, Ont.
Paterson; Norman MCLi. . .. ..o inen it oieiniois oot e st = Thunder Bay .. oeanima = Thunder Bay, Ont.
Perraillt, REymond J g D i g e North Shore-Burnaby ...... Vancouver, B.C.
Petten, WillTamudi il s o oo oo forasaiie s o ehntelione st amoks sy T Bonavisia ... ..cvimese. s St. John’s, Nfld.
3248Vt B F et 11 Lo s e B DI P Sl e b PrINCE . ooimshido s oo i Alberton, P.E.I.
Prowse;J. Harper- .o oo o« ool i 1l e s s s ol dents it s o B AmOnton N Edmonton, Alta.
OuartosierDl T e g e R e e e R N CLOT AN T e, e el U ko Quebec, Que.
TR N I G e e e e o s Shawinigan st o oo sy Westmount, Que.
RileyrDaniell o b o il i et e e s R SaInt JoRT e R Saint John West, N.B.
Robichatd IEoUuIS I SR ar = ahrrayy  ali s s e wah e O, L’Acadie-Acadia . ..uv.o:0is Saint John, N.B.
Rowe ErederichIWilliam. i s e o it g =t s Jewisportes o St. John's, Nfld.
Smuth Doenald s e e R S Queens-Shelburne. ......... Liverpool, N.S.
Sparrows HeEbe @I i e e e e i RS e e The Battlefords ............ North Battleford, Sask.
Stanbury  RIchard g e e e e YorkiCentre o s itnen ey Toronto, Ont.
Stillivan.JosephyVAR I S el o SRR e S s e e North York! & oo coee it e Toronto, Ont.
‘Ehompson T AnAdLe WEN R i | e R el - Dovercourt . . oai i diaas Kendal, Ont.
van RoggeniGeorge i i ni s s i e s el Vancouver-Point Grey ..... Vancouver, B.C.
Wl K e RN a v R s e b e o Pk e s Tt A 1 h e 0T 0 o s e o et o o e B Toronto, Ont.
BN elch ST s (G et A s e S e ol e T o o et | W VLG TV i e e e b S Wolfville, N.S.
Willrarm s Cru v s Saer e i o ek R R e Richmond .= s s Richmond, B.C.
Y Ly O L o e e o S s C e BortiGarTy st ot Winnipeg, Man.




SENATORS OF CANADA

BY PROVINCES

At Dissolution, May 9, 1974

ONTARIO—24
Senators Designation Post Office Address
THE HONOURABLE

1. ‘Salter AdrviantHayden . oo i i Sl e s e e Torontos S G e 0w Toronto.

2 Norman McLieoQrPaterSon .. .t vericensshbre s s v Fhunder Bavie o v o ... Thunder Bay.

RIS Gl ovaiadi [00eay o el | Lt S e e e e R B e e e OttawaiWest o~ - Ottawa.

4 BDaVIdEATCrOll U e s Toronto-Spadina ........... Toronto.

55 Tose pREAES IV A o, ci iy iehy o S i i e Ha e e NOortB N OrKe = - vl o Toronto.

6 EionelCRoguette it ummil. ot e s OttawatEast 0 e Ottawa.

T MG ratan @ Eeary ot oh s i o e Lo R e Carletoi o aa s o e Ottawa.

B A Ste R Grasantiv e e s BloeRemme s ne © o i o Toronto.

9. David JamesWalker, B.C. ... o0 o iiah o codins cnin wis EOEONLO i a s Toronto.
10=Rhéal’Belisle Trteswmmetanmic nr- o uh o e e o SudbuarvEs el e Sudbury.
Bl Daniel AMRER INang i o South York. .. oo .. o Toronto.
12 Jom B A e e ool e i R Rorontorns i~ o Toronto.
13 William Moore Benidickson: P.C. ... uinivomsmmsmommis Kenora-Rainy River ........ Kenora.
14 Douglas KeIth Davey v . .o oo s b i b b s bdies e York Ere e e Don Mills.
167 Andrew Briaest EROMIDSON -« i n oo s wioiiomas mh st i Baverconrtin., e e Kendal.
16 K e I g e e e e e e A Windsop - oo s Windsor.
17 Richard James StanDUEN o ir.. b Gl i it mo s B ot whaes YOEK Centre . v b i Toronto.
18 Paul Nrartin  PRGResste f0eon’ - R0 Con s - s e e L el S Windsor-Walkerville. .. ... .. Windsor.
19 BUgene A THopses s Nepean. a0 . . i Ottawa.
20 GeorgeJames Melraithi P.C 2, .05 i i s Oftawa Valley ... .. ..oo00. Ottawa.
21 Johndames Grecne PiC o s v il “or el o oot Niggapa e v ol o Niagara Falls.
22 JoantMNemnan o sk e s e e Peell it s an Caledon East.
23 T oM PO W GOAETEY . s it ot o ot S 5 v e e T Rosedalei ... .. s/ comens Toronto.




2 SENATORS BY PROVINCES
QUEBEC—24
Senators Electoral Division Post Office Address
THE HONOURABLE

1 Léon NMercler Gotln . i b e S e bl oot de Salaberry .. .:....iiuaa Montreal.

DAL b 1 8151 08 L= 200 e o 10 e S S 1 5 58 b et e e de Lanaudiére ....... ... ... Montreal.

3 Hartland de Montarville Molson .. ......................... V20§04 - 100 R O S Montreal.

4 J. Eugene LefranCois ..« ooy iui i tban s i s oo o o Repentighylre e sames Montreal.

5 Josie Alice Dinan Quart .. .........c.oviiimiiiiiiaineiiais NICTOTIA . Wb s b s Quebec.
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THE SENATE

Wednesday, February 27, 1974

OPENING OF SECOND SESSION

TWENTY-NINTH PARLIAMENT

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

The Senate met at 10.30 a.m., the Speaker in the Chair.

Prayers.

COMMUNICATION FROM GOVERNOR GENERAL’S
SECRETARY

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, I have
received the following communication:

GOVERNMENT HOUSE
OTTAWA

27 February 1974
Madam,

I have the honour to inform you that His Excellency
the Governor General will arrive at the Main
Entrance of the Parliament Buildings at 10.40 a.m. on
this day, Wednesday, the 27th of February 1974, and
when it has been signified that all is in readiness, will
proceed to the Chamber of the Senate to open formal-
ly the Second Session of the Twenty-ninth Parliament
of Canada.

I have the honour to be,
Madam,
Your obedient servant,
Esmond Butler
Secretary to the Governor General

The Honourable
The Speaker of the Senate,
Ottawa.
The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

At 11 am. His Excellency the Governor General pro-
ceeded to the Senate Chamber and took his seat upon the
Throne. His Excellency was pleased to command the
attendance of the House of Commons, and, that House
being come, with their Speaker, His Excellency was
pleased to open the Second Session of the Twenty-ninth
Parliament of Canada with the following speech:
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Honourable Members of the Senate:
Members of the House of Commons:

I have the honour to welcome you to the Second Session
of the 29th Parliament of Canada.

In addressing you for the first time, I should like to
express my feeling of honour at having been chosen Her
Majesty’s representative in Canada. As I said at the time
of my investiture, the office which I have the honour to
hold has a continuous history of three and a half centuries.
I am anticipating with pleasure the opportunity to travel
in Canada and to meet citizens from all walks of life.

We look forward to the visit of Queen Elizabeth, The
Queen Mother, for whom all Canadians have a great affec-
tion. She will be in Canada from June 25th to June 30th to
present new colours to the Toronto Scottish and to the
Black Watch (Royal Highland Regiment) of Canada; Her
Majesty is Colonel-in-Chief of both regiments.

I speak to you at a time of serious disturbance in the
international economic situation, arising from problems of
supply and price of certain commodities, particularly oil.

Most countries, developed and developing, witnessed
significant economic expansion in 1973. The economic
prospects for 1974 seemed, until recently, no less encourag-
ing. The reduction of the amount of oil exported by some
of the major producing countries and the increase in price
has brought a sudden and dramatic change in this
situation.

For the developing countries of the world, the increased
cost of oil has in many cases wiped out the small margins
on which they depended for economic development and
better means to support their growing populations. For the
industrialized countries, of which Canada is one of the
few close to being self-reliant in oil and energy generally,
it means that many of them will incur large balance of
payments deficits and will have to find means of financing
them. For the world as a whole, it could mean an overall
reduction in demand with a consequent depressing effect
on economic activity.

The Government attaches the highest importance to
solving these problems through concerted international
action and co-ordination of national policies. The meeting
of the major oil importing countries was a first step in this
direction. It will be followed by meetings with the oil-pro-
ducing states and the developing countries. The United
Nations, the International Monetary Fund, the World
Bank and other international organizations will also
become actively involved.

In working towards a solution of these international
economic problems the major consuming countries must
recognize the legitimate aspirations of all the producing
countries to utilize their resources to assist in their own
national economic development. But the developed world,
as well as the resource-rich countries of the developing
world, must also take increasingly vigorous steps to
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reduce disparities between themselves and the less devel-
oped and less fortunate nations.

While the developments affecting the supply and price
of oil are in part the product of special circumstances, the
underlying situation thus set in relief is much more gener-
al. Food prices have risen sharply as a result of the growth
of world population on which has been superimposed
serious crop failures in a number of countries. The prices
of other internationally-traded commodities have also
increased following the simultaneous upsurge in economic
activity in all industrialized countries. The increases in
the food and commodity sectors have moreover led to
increases in other prices producing generalized inflation-
ary pressures.

No country has been immune from the increase in prices
experienced in 1973 and which is continuing in 1974. The
phenomenon is world-wide, not an isolated one affecting
this or that country alone.

All countries, including Canada, have rejected a deliber-
ately planned slow down in economic activity as a means
to fight inflation. Some have turned to income and price
controls. These attempts have on the whole not been
successful.

The Canadian economy, perhaps more than any other, is
closely tied to international trade and markets. The princi-
pal inflationary pressures have come from outside the
country. It would have been singularly inappropriate
under such conditions to have resorted to general income
and price controls and the Government rejected them for
these reasons.

A principal responsibility of the Government and one of
its main policy objectives is to maintain high levels of
income, production and employment. This policy should in
itself help to overcome some of the supply problems which
are causing prices to rise. But in addition, and more
immediately, the Government’s policy in dealing with
inflation will be to step in, as it has done in the past, and
take specific measures to increase the supply of certain
goods and services, to protect those who are not able to
protect themselves against the effects of inflation, to cush-
ion consumers against sudden and disruptive price
increases of essential commodities, and to prevent any
group or groups from taking undue advantage of the
current situation at the expense of others.

In the case of oil, the Government has been concerned
about the individual hardships caused by the rise in prices
and about the overall effect of the increase on the econo-
my. Nonetheless, for Canada to become self-reliant and be
protected against abrupt changes in supply, prices must be
such as to encourage the exploration and development of
non-conventional and frontier oil resources. The Govern-
ment must ensure that a sufficient part of the funds
generated by higher prices will be used for such explora-
tion and development. It will introduce legislation to
create a national petroleum company which will assure
greater Canadian presence and participation in these and
other activities. It has announced the extension of the
pipeline from the Western oil fields to Eastern Canada
and the establishment of a single Canadian market which
will guarantee an outlet for domestically-produced oil.

In furthering these longer-term objectives, the Govern-
ment has a duty to manage the economy in the interests of
all Canadians, and in particular to moderate the inflation-
ary effects resulting from the oil crisis. It has sought, in
co-operation with the provinces, to make sure that the
difficult transition to higher oil and energy costs occurs in
an orderly way so as to not cause unnecessary disruptions
in economic activity, employment and prices. To this end,
it must ensure that the price of domestically-produced oil
does not increase at an unreasonable rate and that the
price of oil be the same in all parts of Canada subject, of
course, to transportation costs. Legislation will be intro-
duced to ensure that the responsibilities of the Govern-
ment in these respects can be effectively discharged.

Discussion with the provinces on the Government's
objectives and on the best means of achieving them is
continuing. The Government will make every effort to
reach agreement on arrangements that will discharge its
responsibilities in a way that is fair to the provinces
where the main sources of the oil and gas are located as
well as to consumers in the country as a whole.

At the same time as there is increasing concern about
shortages in the supply of energy, it is apparent there is an
inadequate supply of food in many parts of the world. In
some countries the situation has reached critical propor-
tions. In Canada there have not been such serious short-
ages but international market pressures have forced our
food prices upwards. It is clear that this country’s produc-
tion must be increased. The Government is developing a
policy on food based on the following objectives:

—an adequate and dependable supply of quality food for
a growing population in Canada enjoying a rising stand-
ard of living;

—reasonable food prices:

—for the consumer, in not requiring an undue propor-
tion of income for Canadians to secure a sufficient and
balanced diet,

—for the producer, in providing a return adequate to
encourage production of food items which can be
economically and efficiently produced in Canada;

—a continuing supply and increasing production of
those food products in which Canada has a competitive
advantage for export to commercial markets and also for a
contribution to international food aid programs.

The Government’s objectives will guide a re-assessment
of existing programs in the areas of agriculture and fisher-
ies. The Government will wish to consult with provincial
governments, consumer groups and producers.

The producer must be ensured a fair income for his
work. His confidence in long-term market opportunities is
an essential element in the Government’s policy. The pro-
ducer should have access to all markets in Canada. He will
also be encouraged to expand food exports.

The consumer must be ensured a fair value from his
dollar. He must be protected against disruptive increases
in the price of essential foodstuffs caused by international
market demand. Guarantees against unduly low prices to
producers must be coupled with guarantees against
unduly high prices to consumers.
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In the long term the continuity of domestic supply must
take into account optimum overall land use in Canada and
especially the trend to diversion of productive land for
non-agricultural purposes. The Government intends to
enter into discussions with the provinces since they are
vitally involved in this question.

As positive steps in the achievement of adequate sup-
plies of food at a reasonable cost, measures directed in the
main at increasing food production will be laid before you
in the following areas:

—guaranteed loans and other forms of assistance to both
farmers and fishermen to assist them in purchasing or
modernizing their equipment;

—amendments to the Export and Import Permits Act to
provide the Government with better means to stabilize the
Canadian market;

—improving the availability of manpower for food
production;

—assistance in the
facilities;

—research to make it possible to increase production,
improve quality, and lower costs;

—improvements in harbour facilities for fishing fleets;

—incentives to increase Canada’s catch of unexploited
stocks of fish;

—advance payments on crops to assure producers of
timely cash receipts;

—an agricultural stabilization plan to encourage ration-
al production decisions;

—assistance to young farmers to provide sufficient
financial incentives for them to establish themselves in
farming;

—better veterinary training facilities;

construction of new storage

—a prairie grain market insurance plan;

—improvements in Canadian grain rail transportation
capabilities;

—increased availability of reasonably priced feed
grains;

—incentives to increase the production of livestock
necessary to provide for Canadian and export markets.

As part of the Government’s economic management, a
major element in the policy to mitigate inflation is to
increase production and supply: many measures have been
indicated with respect to energy and food. Of course,
Canadians must strengthen their economy in other ways
to expand employment opportunities and achieve a greater
degree of control over their economic affairs.

Measures will be proposed to aid small businesses, both
financially and by providing better counselling services
by the creation of a Federal Business Development Bank.
Steps will be taken to ensure further processing of
resources in Canada. The Government will encourage the
development of the petrochemical industry based on the
upgrading of Canadian resources and better access to
world markets. Amendments will be proposed to the Bank
Act in order to permit provinces to participate in the
ownership of banks. An amendment to the Export De-
velopment Act will be introduced to encourage further
expansion of Canada’s foreign trade. Proposals will be
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made to ensure Canadian control of the computer com-
munications field. Amendments to the Combines Investi-
gation Act, directed at encouraging competition, will be
put before you.

The development and use of technology is also essential
to the Government’s approach to increasing national eco-
nomic production. Steps will be taken to obtain greater
returns from industrial research and development as well
as technological innovation in Canada.

Scientific knowledge and its application is a keystone to
meeting the challenges facing Canada, including those in
the areas of food, energy or industrial development. The
objective of the Government’s science policy is the ration-
al generation and acquisition of scientific knowledge and
the planned use of science and technology in support of
national goals. The Ministry of State for Science and
Technology will be developing national science objectives
as a basis for exercising enhanced advisory and co-
ordinating authority within the Government. Two new
granting councils will be formed, one for social sciences
and humanities and the other for natural sciences.

The Government attaches great importance to regional
development. Many of the measures to be introduced
during this Session were discussed at the Western Eco-
nomic Opportunities Conference, and will be of benefit to
all areas of Canada. Transportation in particular is a key
factor in regional development. A number of measures will
be taken in the larger context of ensuring that Canada’s
transportation capability supports the Government’s
national goals and is safe and efficient. Steps will be taken
to end any discrimination in freight rates. A new ports
policy will be developed to ensure an effective and com-
prehensive port structure in Canada in a framework
where a high degree of local involvement in management
and improvement of ports can be established.

Other measures will be taken to increase production and
employment through providing workers with improved
access to available jobs, and employers with improved
access to Canada’s manpower. These steps will relate
employment policy, immigration policy and the activities
of the Unemployment Insurance Commission. The Gov-
ernment will be working together with the provinces in
developing a community employment policy in a social
security context for those Canadians who have particular
and continuing difficulty in getting and keeping employ-
ment. Amendments will be introduced to the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act as a part of a comprehensive review of
the plan undertaken in the light of the experience of the
last few years.

In the domain of social policy the Government is play-
ing a vital role to achieve a more balanced pattern of
urban growth and to increase the quality of life in our
cities in co-operation with the provinces and municipali-
ties. Improved means of public transportation are indis-
pensable to the achievement of these urban goals. Meas-
ures will be introduced to establish a National Urban
Transportation Development Corporation to co-ordinate
and market the development of required new technology
in this field. You will be asked to consider measures to
assist provinces and cities in the relocation of railway
lines and terminals and in the redevelopment of these
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areas for purposes that will enhance the environment of
many of our cities and towns.

Provision of adequate shelter at reasonable prices in a
satisfactory neighbourhood environment has been a con-
tinuing concern of the Government, and levels of funding
to meet this objective are being reviewed. Substantial
assistance to rural and native housing programs will also
be proposed. The sewage assistance program will be
revised to make it more effective as a means to increase
the supply of serviced land. The Government will
introduce measures to increase the protection available to
consumers in the housing market.

The Government has taken many measures to improve
the status of women in Canada since the Report of the
Royal Commission on the Status of Women. Amendments
to the statutes of Canada will be placed before you for the
purpose of providing equal treatment for women. The
legislation to be introduced creating a Federal Commis-
sion on Human Rights and Interests will include provi-
sions to protect women from discriminatory practices.
Regulations governing government employees will be
amended to remove all possible inequities based on sex.
Crown corporations will be asked to undertake positive
action to encourage the assignment and advancement of
more women into responsible positions within their
administration. The Government’s objective is to create a
society free from discrimination.

The federal and provincial governments have agreed
that the Canada and Quebec Pension Plans should be
further amended to provide for increases, beyond 1975, in
the levels of income upon which contributions may be
made, and in the pensions which will be paid. Legislation
will be introduced to remove the earnings test now
required for people aged 65 to 69 from the Canada Pension
Plan. Finally, federal and provincial ministers have agreed
that the provisions which now accord differential treat-
ment to men and women under the Canada and Quebec
Pension Plans should be removed.

You will be asked to consider other legislative proposals.
Members of the House of Commons,

The Government intends to present a budget in this
Session.

You will be asked to appropriate the funds required to
carry on the services and expenditures authorized by
Parliament.

Honourable Members of the Senate,

Members of the House of Commons,
May Divine Providence guide you in your deliberations.

o (1140)

The House of Commons withdrew.

His Excellency the Governor General was pleased to
retire.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.

RAILWAYS BILL
FIRST READING
Hon. Leopold Langlois presented Bill S-1, relating to
railways.
Bill read first time.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
CONSIDERATION NEXT SITTING

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, I have the
honour to inform you that His Excellency has caused to be
placed in my hands a copy of his 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
the Speech be taken into consideration?

Hon. Leopold Langlois moved, seconded by Hon.
Jacques Flynn:

That the Speech of His Excellency the Governor
General 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. Leopold Langlois moved, seconded by Hon. Sidney
L. Buckwold:

That all the senators present during this session be
appointed a committee to consider the Orders and
Customs 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.
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COMMITTEE OF SELECTION Choquette, Denis, Flynn, Grosart, Inman, Langlois,
Macdonald, Martin and Quart, be appointed a Com-
APPOINTMENT mittee of Selection to nominate senators to serve on

the several standing committees during the present

Hon. Leopold Langlois moved, seconded by Hon. Sidney session; and to report with all convenient speed the
L. Buckwold: names of the senators so nominated.

That pursuant to rule 66, the following senators, to Motion agreed to.
wit: The Honourable Senators Bourget, Buckwold, The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at 2 p.m.
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The Senate met at 2 p.m., the Speaker in the Chair.

Prayers.

LIBRARY OF PARLIAMENT
REPORT OF LIBRARIAN TABLED

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, I have the
honour to table the report of the Parliamentary Librarian
to the Second Session of the Twenty-ninth Parliament,
1974.

Hon. Paul Martin: Honourable senators, I would ask
that the report of the Parliamentary Librarian, tabled by
the Speaker just now, be printed as an appendix to the
Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate of this day and
form part of the permanent records of this house.

The Hon. the

senators?

Speaker: Is it agreed, honourable

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

DOCUMENTS TABLED

Hon. Paul Martin tabled:

Report of the Department of the Environment for
the fiscal year ended March 31, 1973, pursuant to
section 7 of the Department of the Environment Act,
Part I of Chapter 42, Statutes of Canada, 1970-71-72.

Report of the Eastern Rockies Forest Conservation
Board for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1973, pursu-
ant to section 10 of the Eastern Rocky Mountain Forest
Conservation Act, Chapter 59, Statutes of Canada, 1947.

Report of operations under the International River
Improvements Act for the year ended December 31,
1973, pursuant to section 10 of the said Act, Chapter
1:22,R.S.C,/1970!

Copies of a Statement of the effect of placing cocoa
on the import control list, issued by the Department of
Industry, Trade and Commerce pursuant to section 5
of the Export and Import Permits Act, Chapter E-17, as
amended by section 3 of Chapter 29 (2nd Supple-
ment), R.S.C., 1970.

Report of the Department of Industry, Trade and
Commerce for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1973,
pursuant to section 8 of the Department of Industry,
Trade and Commerce Act, Chapter I-11, R.S.C., 1970.

Copies of twenty-five contracts between the Gov-
ernment of Canada and various municipalities in the
Provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan for the use or
employment of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police,
pursuant to section 20(3) of the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police Act, Chapter R-9, R.S.C., 1970 (English
text).

[Translation]
FRANCOPHONE AFRICA
CANADIAN AID—FRANCOPHONE QUESTION—NOTICE OF
INQUIRY

Hon. Jean-Paul Deschatelets: I wish to give notice that
on Tuesday, March 5, I will call the attention of the Senate
to Canadian aid to francophone Africa and the franco-
phone question generally.

[English)

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, I under-

stand that the sound is not getting through to the transla-

tion booth. I would therefore ask Senator Deschatelets to
repeat his Notice of Inquiry in English.

Hon. Mr. Deschatelets: Honourable senators, I was
simply giving notice that on Tuesday, March 5, I will call
the attention of the Senate to Canadian aid to francophone
countries in Africa and to the question of “francophonie.”

Hon. Mr. Martin: Honourable senators, I do not know
whether the translation system is working now, but since
this is the beginning of a session and since we also had
difficulty with the system during the last sescion, I hope
that those in charge will look into the matter. As I say, I
do not know if the observations of Senator Deschatelets
were translated, but they should have been.

The Hon. the Speaker: The translator said that the
sound was not reaching the translation booth and so he
was not able to give the translation.

@ (1410)

TURKS AND CAICOS ISLANDS

REQUEST OF STATE COUNCIL FOR CLOSER ASSOCIATION
WITH CANADA—NOTICE OF INQUIRY

Hon. Hazen Argue: Honourable senators, I give notice
that on Thursday next, March 7, 1974, I will call the
attention of the Senate to the resolution passed unani-
mously on March 15, 1973, by the State Council of the
Turks and Caicos Islands, which reads as follows:

““BE IT RESOLVED AND MADE KNOWN THAT:

The State Council of the Turks and Caicos Islands
desires to thank formally the Canadian People and
their Government for the considerable help and
advice received by these Islands from them in recent
years.

This State Council, recognising the urgent need for
both long and short term solutions to our present
constitutional, financial and economic problems, fur-
ther resolves that it would welcome additional profes-
sional and technical advice from both governmental
and non-governmental organisations so that we may
benefit from your long and loyal membership of the
British Commonwealth.
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In particular, this State Council would welcome far
greater official contact between our two governments
and herewith cordially invite a Canadian Parliamen-
tary Delegation to visit these Islands and advise us
during these days of decision.”

And to the fact that, from time to time, both before
and after the passage of this Resolution, there have
been discussions between a number of Senators, Mem-
bers of the House of Commons and representatives of
the State Council of the Turks and Caicos Islands, and
that members of that Council have expressed the
following:

Honourable senators, I have quite a lengthy statement
of the request that has been formally put forward by this
Council. If it meets the convenience of the Senate, honour-
able senators may wish to take it as read.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: Honourable senators, before I agree to
that procedure I will register an objection. I do not believe
this to be the form which a Notice of Inquiry should take.
I have no objection for the time being, but in my opinion
by using such a device as that of Senator Argue anyone
could make a speech at this time, which would be entirely
out of order.

Hon. Mr. Argue: If the Senate is agreed and without
making any comment on the statement of the honourable
Senator Flynn, I would like to have the balance of this
taken as read.

Hon. Senators: Agreed.
(The statement follows.)

“(a) The need for a new Constitution caused by the
independence of the Bahamas and the desire for great-
er internal self-government.

(b) The need to establish a new relationship with
Britain and the Commonwealth now that Britain has
entered the European Community.

(¢) The need to work out a practical relationship with
the United States Government over such matters as
immigration, bases agreement, use of Grand Turk air-
strip and currency restrictions.

(d) The need for a long-term (30-year) plan for the
economic development of these Islands so that the
short “Three Year Plans” can fit into a meaningful
pattern and so that they can establish a sensible order
of priorities.

(e) The need to find many more job opportunities for
the rapidly increasing work force which is leaving
school or returning from the Bahamas—and who are
finding it very difficult to migrate or to find suitable
jobs at home.

(f) The need for the Islands to develop new and
reliable markets and industries to supplement the
present dangerous dependence on fishing and ephe-
meral tourism.

(g9) the need to find additional sources of finance,
capital funding and expertise so that the basic infras-
tructural requirements can be met more quickly and
more efficiently than at present.”

And that members of the Council have stated that by
becoming closely associated with Canada the Islands
would obtain the following advantages:

“(1) much greater internal self government at a “Pro-
vincial” or “Territorial” level, but within the frame-
work of Canadian federal laws and regulations. They
would become an integral part of a major world politi-
cal unit.

The Canadian Governor General and the Federal
Courts of Appeal would be shared with the Islands.

(2) The Islands would utilise the canadian dollar.

(3) As Canadian citizens, the Islands would acquire a
completely different relationship with other members
of the Commonwealth and the world. They would
have the benefit of the Canadian diplomatic services
which are well established in the neighbouring coun-
tries and they would cease to be unwanted British
Colonials and a burden on the British taxpayer. At
present, the British passports give them no right to
migrate or to work in Britain.

(4) The Islands would benefit from the very close
relationship that Canada has with the United States.
(5) The economic future of these Islands would be
rapidly integrated into that of Canada. Canada has no
warm southern states and suffers some of the worst
winters in the world. These Islands would naturally
attract the Canadian winter vacationist and the
retirement couples who wish to invest their savings,
earned elsewhere, in seasonal homes. The geograph-
ical position of these Islands will probably be devel-
oped by those Canadian manufacturers who need a
Caribbean show-case and entrepot facilities. Canadian
airlines could become “domestic” airlines with the
ability to quote preferential tariffs.

(6) The educational system would become Canadian
and it should then be far easier to obtain places in
Canadian universities and trade and professional
institutions. Employment opportunities and the spec-
trum of jobs would increase far beyond those of these
small Islands with their small population.

(7) As a Canadian tropical Province or Territory, the
Islands would be able to tap a ‘“domestic” tourist
market.

(8) The Canadian Government has a long tradition of
helping underdeveloped countries and communities.
They have well established governmental agencies,
development funds and professional consultancy
firms who have worked throughout the world.”

And that in considering this association the following
steps should be taken:

“(1) Visits by parliamentary and governmental
delegations.

(2) Acceptance of Canadian dollar as basis for
currency.

(3) Appointment of Governor General of Canada as
Governor of Turks and Caicos Islands.

(4) Establishment of Canadian banks and financial
institutions.

(5) Encouragement of Canadian investment in tourist
facilities and industry.
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(6) Relaxation of immigration regulations to encour-
age travel between the two communities.

(7) Establishment of internal domestic air route struc-
ture so that the Islands become readily accessible
from all Provinces.

(8) Coordination of legislation to protect travellers
and settlers, particularly with reference to welfare
benefits.

(9) Rationalization of Island legislation to permit
operation and protection of Canadian investments.
(10) Closer political and constitutional ties written
into the legislation of both countries.”

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

TERMINATION OF DEBATE ON ADDRESS IN REPLY ON EIGHTH
SITTING DAY

Hon. Leopold Langlois: Honourable senators, I move,
with leave of the Senate and notwithstanding Rule
45(1) (i):

That the proceedings on the order of the day for
resuming the debate on the motion for an Address in
reply to His 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.

Motion agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT

Hon. Leopold Langlois: Honourable senators, with leave
of the Senate and notwithstanding rule 45(1) (g), I move
that when the Senate adjourns today it do stand
adjourned until Tuesday next, March 5, at 8 o’clock in the
evening.

Motion agreed to.

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

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

Hon. Louis-dJ. Robichaud moved, seconded by Hon.
Raymond J. Perrault:
THAT the following Address be presented to His
Excellency the Governor General of Canada:

To His Excellency the Right Honourable Jules
Léger, Chancellor and Principal Companion of the
Order of Canada, Chancellor and Commander of the

Order of Military Merit, 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.

[Hon. Mr. Argue.]

[English]

He said: Honourable senators, in rising to address
myself to this motion and to support it, I wish to pay my
respects to the Honourable Senator Muriel McQueen Fer-
gusson, our distinguished Speaker. Not only is the honour-
able senator a good personal friend of mine and of my
family, but for many years on Waterloo Row in Frederic-
ton she was almost our nextdoor neighbour.

As a fellow New Brunswicker, I was extremely proud of
the fact that she was elected to the high office of Speaker
of this house. My family rejoiced in that appointment, as
did all New Brunswickers. In performing the duties of her
high office she is a credit to the province of New Bruns-
wick as well as to the Canadian Senate.

This maiden speech perhaps marks my age of political
majority, for 21 years ago, in 1953, I rose for the first time
in a Parliament, as the member for Kent County in the
New Brunswick Legislature. I was then, I confess, exceed-
ingly nervous, because at the age of 26 I had never before
spoken in an august chamber such as the provincial legis-
lature. I must admit that since then I have had a number
of years’ experience in parliamentary procedure, and the
situation today is not quite the same as it was then.

To serve in this house is, for me, the continuation of a
privilege that started over two decades ago. I now have the
opportunity, hopefully, of being of service in a different
capacity, but nevertheless as a parliamentarian.

It is a matter of no small pride to me that I can again
rise and take part in public affairs, in Parliament and in
such distinguished company as that of the members of the
Canadian Senate.

I know that at times it is fashionable to question the
purpose and usefulness of this chamber, and as a Liberal I
entertain the notion that reform is not a nasty word per se.
However, I believe one of the principal roles of this house,
as envisaged by the Fathers of Confederation, is to provide
a body where the provinces can make themselves heard
and be defended if need be.

Honourable senators will not begrudge me the fact that
this is an area, particularly where New Brunswick is
concerned, in which I have some knowledge. In this spirit,
I propose to represent here, together with my colleagues
from New Brunswick, the interests of my province and its
people within the national framework.

o (1420)

[Translation]

Honourable senators, serving one’s fellow citizens is a
rare privilege, and I greatly appreciate this opportunity to
pursue in this House a parliamentary career that began on
September 22, 1952, when I was first elected the member
for Kent in the New Brunswick legislature.

When the Fathers of Confederation created this cham-
ber of the Canadian Parliament, they meant it to look
specifically after the rights of the provinces. It will cer-
tainly be understood that after being for so many years
premier of my province, I should not want to stop watch-
ing over its development and defending it when needed.

I had the honour to know and serve under three Gover-
nors General, the Rt. Hon. Vincent Massey, the Rt. Hon.
General Georges P. Vanier and the Rt. Hon. Roland D.
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Michener. In paying tribute and extending my best wishes
to the new Governor General, His Excellency the Rt. Hon.
Jules Léger, I cannot help quoting from his inaugural
address delivered in this very chamber on January 14.

Like him, I am a descendant of “... generations of
honest and unassuming people who have always been
faithful to their homeland, having no other and seeking no
other”.

The Acadians, established in their small part of the
country since 1604, four years before the founding of
Quebec, had what amounts to a difficult life. There is no
need to go over their history. However, it is worth noting
that, despite their hardships, not only have they survived
but they developed to the point where this minority has
made tremendous progress and has today by right a place
of its own within the Canadian society.

For the Acadians, the fight for what they are entitled to
is far from over. There is no end in sight in their efforts
for the recognition and safekeeping of their vested inter-
ests. How much was accomplished, though, in a hundred
years? Today, in New Brunswick, not more than a handful
of retrogrades are still trying to turn back the clock of
history and bring us back to a long gone time.

As did the federal government, New Brunswick adopted
an Official Languages Act which, like the federal law, was
passed unanimously. I am most convinced that both laws,
which complement one another, were adopted in a spirit of
national unity. However, I know perfectly well that good
will cannot be legislated.

And yet, while the country as a whole accepts the
philosophy of official bilingualism, while there remains
but a small number of extremists who keep on arguing and
reviving old fears, we are faced at this time with another
dangerous concept which is just as pernicious, namely,
that of French unilingualism in a Canadian province.

Acadians are not the only ones who are threatened by
this dangerous concept; all French-speaking Canadians
outside Quebec are threatened, and these minorities would
be greatly endangered if Quebec were to adopt this policy.

I am well aware of the fact that in some circles in
Quebec—I underline, in some circles, not everywhere—
people do not care much about French-speaking minorities
outside Quebec. They even predict their complete assimi-
lation in a more or less distant future. However, I am also
aware of the fact that the survival of French minorities
does not depend on logic alone. If such were the case, they
would have disappeared long ago.

This survival is a survival of the heart, intensely sought
and paid at the price of extreme sacrifice; for, as every one
knows, “The heart has its reasons which reason knows
nothing of”.

The disappearance of French-speaking minorities out-
side Quebec could be predicted and supported with the
most convincing scientific evidence, but I would continue
to believe that not only will they not disappear, but that
they will develop in a Canada more united and stable than
ever.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. Robichaud: I do not believe either in cultural
sovereignty—if I have well understood that term—nor in
any ghetto whatever, because I am convinced that if the

27601—2

rights of English-speaking citizens in Quebec were denied
and if the concept of a French unilingual Quebec was to
take root, then the cultural and linguistic future of more
than one million French-speaking citizens outside Quebec
would be seriously jeopardized.

Moreover, the French-speaking minorities outside
Quebec also belong to the great international community
called the “francophonie.”

If the French-speaking minorities need a culturally
strong Quebec—and that is as it should be—we must not
on the other hand disregard their substantial cultural
contribution to the development of the francophonie.
Their customs, their background, their way of living, in
short everything which makes them different from
Quebec, are factors which are not always stressed
adequately.

Shall we start all over again these sterile discussions
presided over by prophets of evil for whom even the idea
of a parliamentary democracy in a bilingual federation is
an aberration? It would be better to remind them of the
words spoken by a wise Frenchman:

Friends who predict evil for you end up by wishing
you evil in order to prove they were right.

But I am not overly alarmed, because the proverbial
good sense of the Quebecers will take this into considera-
tion and, furthermore, we must also take note that the
Quebec government is dealing with the matter in a level-
headed manner.

[English]

Honourable senators, it would be fitting, I am sure, to
ask for your indulgence and to devote a few moments to a
subject which was and is still very close to me, that of the
International Joint Commission. This very effective insti-
tution was created by virtue of a treaty signed in 1909
between Canada and the United States. The main purpose
of this treaty was:

—to prevent disputes regarding the use of boundary
waters and to make provision for the adjustment and
settlement of all questions arising in future between
Canada and the United States along their common
frontier which involve the rights, obligations or inter-
ests of either in relation to the other or to the inhabi-
tants of the other.

Pollution of waters was dealt with briefly but unequivo-
cally in Article IV of the Treaty:

—boundary waters and waters flowing across the
boundary shall not be polluted on either side to the
injury of health and property of the other.

The Commission is a permanent body composed of three
Canadians and three Americans. The current chairman,
who took my place in Canada a few weeks ago, is Profes-
sor Maxwell Cohen of McGill University. The other two
Canadian representatives are Mr. Bernard Beaupré, a sani-
tary engineer from Montreal, and Mr. Keith Henry, a
consulting engineer from Vancouver. As to their American
counterparts, the chairman is Mr. Christian A. Herter, Jr.,
the son of the former Secretary of State of the United
States. His colleagues are Mr. Charles R. Ross a professor
of law and economics at the University of Vermont, and
Mr. Victor J. Smith from Illinois, a publisher and
businessman.
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The Commission always had staffed offices both in
Ottawa and Washington. As of last year, pursuant to an
agreement signed on April 15, 1972 between President
Nixon and Prime Minister Trudeau, we opened a regional
office at Windsor.

Hon. Mr. Martin: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Robichaud: I know that the Leader of the
Government in the Senate is very happy that this office
was opened in Windsor. There is quite a story behind its
location, and perhaps I will be in a position later on to
explain privately, if not publicly, the reasons why this
office was located in Canada rather than in the United
States.

Hon. Mr. Grosart: Careful!

Hon. Mr. Robichaud: I am always careful.

Since the creation of the Commission, close to one hun-
dred references have been submitted to it by the two
governments, and after extensive studies and public hear-
ings it has recommended solutions that have been almost
always accepted and acted upon by the two governments.
It now has some thirty boards charged with the responsi-
bility of monitoring the quality or level of water and
reporting twice a year in a formal way to the Commission
and once a month in an informal way.

@ (1430)

In my opinion the most important issues ever submitted
to the Commission have been the harnessing of the
Columbia River, the construction of the St. Lawrence
Seaway, the water quality of the Great Lakes, the water
level of the Great Lakes, and the Richelieu-Champlain
water level. Others that have come close in the order of
magnitude have been the Skagit River reference, the air
quality in the Windsor-Detroit area, and the Lake of the
Woods reference. There have been hundreds of them.

The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement stipulates,
among other things, that “Programs and other measures
directed toward the achievement of the water quality
objectives shall be developed and implemented as soon as
practicable in accordance with legislation in the two coun-
tries. Unless otherwise agreed, such programs and other
measures shall be either completed or in process of
implementation by December 31, 1975.”

I am afraid that a large number of people, both Canadi-
ans and Americans, interpreted that language as meaning
that, by December 31, 1975, the Great Lakes will return, or
will be returned, to their primitive condition, that is,
completely clean. That view is too optimistic. It will take a
number of years to achieve the objectives that the Interna-
tional Joint Commission has set for itself, but these objec-
tives will eventually be met. It will cost billions of dollars,
but the money will have to be raised and it will be raised, I
am sure.

As far as Canada is concerned, we are on schedule, even
perhaps ahead of schedule, and most of the credit is due to
the foresightedness of the Government of Ontario and the
Government of Canada for this situation. While, on the
United States side, eight states, some 160 municipal gov-
ernments and hundreds of industries are involved, we,
however, are in the advantageous position that we have
only one province bordering the Great Lakes. The problem

[Hon. Mr. Robichaud.]

is thus much more complicated on the other side of the
border, but I am confident there is a sufficient amount of
goodwill and determination to conquer it.

Honourable senators, when I entered political life I was
motivated by two primary motives quite apart from the
ordinary anticipation of excitement which any New Brun-
swicker, or any Canadian for that matter, might seek in
politics. One was the hope of doing something, eventually,
toward a better material life for the people of my province.
The other was the chance to contribute something to the
unity of two peoples who, in my province, had lived side
by side from the very beginning of that jurisdiction: equal
opportunity within the framework of a unified Canadian
confederation. Those motives continue to be my guides as
I come into another atmosphere, or sphere, rather, of
national political activity. “Atmosphere” would fit just as
well there.

The two major groups in New Brunswick, which, for the
sake of brevity, may be designated as English and French,
created an electoral majority which gave me and my
colleagues a chance to move our province some consider-
able distance toward these two goals.

They gave us their confidence and for ten years—the
entire decade of the 1960s—we did things which I am now
proud to believe moved my province and its citizens into a
new era of economic and social equality.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Robichaud: Honourable senators, the period
of reform was not an easy one and I will not now recount
the trials and the tribulations of that period. We had
considerable help from two federal administrations. I have
no doubt that today that continues to be the case. Those
administrations were sympathetic to the long-standing
needs and appeals of a province which was far behind the
others in sharing the prosperity and social advances of a
great and rich nation.

o (1440)

There remains a long way to go, but if I say that we had
a role in starting our fellow citizens along this road you
will understand that I say it not as a matter of personal
pride but as representing the pride of the people of New
Brunswick. Without their active participation, nothing
could have been achieved. We could not wait for circum-
stances to overcome the disparities of generations. If
reforms were to be made, we ourselves had to take the
initiative—and we took it.

Policies to overcome regional disparity have been cen-
tral themes in political debate and government action for
decades. They are the very essence of what many Canadi-
ans think of when pondering national unity and national
purpose. All Canadians support fairness and equity, and
all Canadians can see the value of all efforts to provide
reasonable standards of services throughout our country,
and reasonable opportunities for our citizens both to con-
tribute to and share in our economic progress.

The sometimes elaborate but effective techniques we
have devised to achieve our objectives have accomplished
much. Our system of equalization, the many shared-cost
programs, the diverse special agencies concerned with
problems specific to particular areas or regions, have
yielded an outstanding record of achievement. Central to
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these efforts today are the policies and programs of the
Department of Regional Economic Expansion. They are of
growing importance to all parts of Canada which are
lagging, and are of particular continuing interest and
importance to the Atlantic region. While equalization and
shared-cost programs ensure an equitable allocation of
most public services, the policies and programs of DREE
are a positive investment in the future. They are the key
to the creation of jobs and the resurgence of hope. The
people of New Brunswick and those in the other parts of
Canada which receive DREE attention know that a con-
scious and concrete effort is being made to overcome past
neglect and to bring them into the mainstream of Canadi-
an economic activity.

The policies and programs have evolved over a consider-
able period of years. They are still changing, as they must,
since there are no easy answers and no simple techniques.
Regional disparity is not unique to Canada and solutions
are not readily available anywhere.

We must build upon experience, and changes are being
introduced to regional development policies which should
prove a significant step forward. General development
agreements are being entered into with each province
except Prince Edward Island, which already has a compre-
hensive development plan. These new agreements, com-
bined with continued regional industrial incentives, will
make it possible for the federal government and the prov-
inces jointly to determine their development priorities and
the appropriate means to achieve them.

This new approach calls for the identification of de-
velopment opportunities, the formulation of a plan of
action, the co-ordination of all public policies which can be
brought to bear, and implementation which focuses the
combined federal-provincial development effort to realize
on specific opportunities.

It is a national program which has great flexibility in
application. It recognizes that similar problems may have
different solutions in the various parts of Canada. It
recognizes the coincident responsibility of the two levels
of government and could well lead to closer working
relationships between them than we have experienced to
date. Problems of regional disparity cannot be overcome
by jealous governments working at cross purposes, nor
with one partner being more than equal to the other. No
one government has a monopoly on wisdom.

At this stage, perhaps I may be permitted a personal
note. Thinking back over the years when I had the privi-
lege of being a colleague of the then Premier Robarts, I
considered at that time that Premier Robarts had the
Canadian people in his mind first and foremost, and not
necessarily just the people of Ontario. I thought he was a
great Canadian, and he proved it on very many occasions.
He wanted to share the national wealth, and he did it in a
superb way.

The introduction of general development agreements
and the subsidiary agreements for specific development
effort which will flow from them will require of each
party a great deal of patience and conscious effort to work
together. This will be a new challenge to those concerned
with federal-provincial relations, but one which I feel can
be successfully met.

27601—21

Our Confederation began as a co-operative effort, and it
is only by striving to work together to solve mutual
problems that our public institutions can dynamically
serve. I wish to draw attention to one example of such new
co-operative activities. I do so for several reasons: First of
all, because I played a role, perhaps, in promoting its
consideration; then it demonstrates also that the people of
the Maritime provinces are prepared to help themselves;
and it has great potential as a development within
Confederation.

I am sure all members of this chamber are aware that
the Charlottetown Conference of 1864, from which Con-
federation can be traced, actually began as a conference on
Maritime union. The subject was raised again, one hun-
dred years later, in 1964, and resulted in a full-fledged
examination supported and financed by the three provin-
cial governments. The outcome of the report, which recom-
mended the serious consideration of intensive joint efforts
leading to union, has been the establishment of the Coun-
cil of Maritime Premiers.

Unlike the occasional interprovincial consultations of
the past, the Council of Maritime Premiers has been for-
mally established by an act of each of the three legisla-
tures. Innovative solutions have been devised to enable
the Council to take executive action. In three short years
the Council of Maritime Premiers has become an effective
instrument for the consideration of regional issues, the
resolution of regional problems, and the development of a
regional position. Tangible progress is being made and
difficult issues are not being skirted.

This is clear recognition by the governments and the
legislatures of the three provinces that some policies must
encompass the region and that the solutions must be
devised jointly.

It is not easy to resolve the differences between govern-
ments or provinces or the various interests within them. It
is not easy to overcome the natural loyalties of Nova
Scotians, New Brunswickers, Prince Edward Islanders,
Cape Bretoners, Acadians, Haligonians or Saint Johners—
you name it, you have it.

Maritime union is not the issue. Effective and produc-
tive joint action in the interests of the Maritime provinces
is very much the issue. The work of the Council of Mari-
time Premiers, the joint select committee of the three
legislatures, and the various regional policies and agencies
being devised and established are important developments
within Confederation. They are a recognition of our grow-
ing interdependence in a complex world. They are also an
example of the efforts being made by the governments of
three small provinces to do all within their power to meet
the challenge of regional disparity.

® (1450)

I now propose to seize this opportunity for some brief
comments on the energy situation in Canada and the
policies of the government designed to shelter our econo-
my from rapidly escalating international oil prices and to
use our indigenous energy supplies for the benefit of all
Canadians.

Honourable senators will remember that on December 6
last year the Prime Minister outlined a new national oil
policy for Canada which recognized the creation of a
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national market for Canadian oil as “one essential require-
ment.” Others were: a pricing mechanism which provides
incentives to develop our oil resources; measures to ensure
that higher prices for oil contribute to security and self-
sufficiency; establishment of a publicly owned Canadian
petroleum company to expedite exploration and develop-
ment; early completion of a pipeline to serve Montreal and
more eastern points as required, and intensified research
on oil sands technology to achieve full and rapid develop-
ment of a resource which potentially rivals the reserves of
the Middle East.

The future price of domestic crude is the central issue at
the moment in Canada’s energy scene. We must allow the
price of domestically produced crude oil to rise to a level
high enough to ensure development of frontier supplies
which will be more costly than those from traditional
sources. That does not mean that they must go up at once.

The government has in place price restraints which
benefit the consumers of Canadian oil and a price control
mechanism for imported oil which has kept price increases
for Eastern Canada closely monitored so that the spread
between foreign and domestic supplies currently is seven
cents a gallon for fuel oil and gasoline. In effect, the
government’s action avoided a 12-cent to 14-cent a gallon
price increase on these products in Eastern Canada and a
possible 20-cent hike across the country had international
prices prevailed.

By April 1 this year, about a month from now, the
government expects a one-price oil system in Canada
which will keep Canadian prices at less than international
prices but which will provide the revenues needed to bring
new resources on stream and offset the higher costs of oil
imported into Eastern Canada.

Contrast this situation with that of many other industri-
al nations which are far more dependent than Canada on
offshore supplies of petroleum. At the opening of the
energy conference on January 22, the Prime Minister was
moved to observe:

. current energy developments, affecting not only
Canadians but people throughout the Western
World—through their homes and automobiles, their
jobs and pocketbooks.

More seriously, and perhaps quite tragically, the
current oil crisis is dimming the hopes of millions of
men and women in the poor and developing countries.
They see their economic aid and their hopes for
investment—to provide food, work and a better stand-
ard of life—swept away by staggering new costs for
the oil they must have.

The Secretary of State for External Affairs went to
energy discussions at Washington on February 11—the
so-called Kissinger initiative which brought together 13
consuming countries—and said that the meeting was
necessary because a world depression was possible if
methods were not devised to accommodate the fourfold
increase in international oil prices. Canadians in the past
could afford to shrug off Europe’s higher gasoline prices,
but no longer. Italians today, and I was told this about
four or five days ago, are paying $1.50 a gallon for their
gasoline which means that to fill a gasoline tank they
would have to pay close to $30. In France and in other

[Hon. Mr. Robichaud.]

European countries the situation is the same. Japan is
similarly affected. Rising fuel costs have unleashed spi-
ralling inflation in Japan and Europe, accompanied by
balance of payments deficits which may put renewed
strain on the international financial system in the next
few months.

As noted in the Prime Minister’s address of November
27, 1973, and his statement to the House of Commons on
December 6, the federal government is especially con-
cerned with the effects that the recent oil price increases
have on people of low income.

While the Canadian Constitution designates to the prov-
inces the responsibility to administer social assistance
plans, the federal government has undertaken to contrib-
ute up to 50 per cent of whatever increases in Canada
Assistance Plan payments the individual provinces deem
are necessary to assist recipients in meeting their
increased fuel costs. I understand that a number of prov-
inces, including Nova Scotia, have already introduced the
necessary legislation. I further understand that the legis-
lation in Nova Scotia died because their house was dis-
solved two days ago. Other provinces are contemplating
similar legislation to fit in with the policies of the federal
government.

In addition, inasmuch as payments under the Old Age
Security, Guaranteed Income Supplement, and Canada
Pension Plan are tied to the Consumer Price Index, the
higher fuel prices will be reflected in higher payments
under these plans.

In other moves to establish self-sufficiency in energy by
the end of this decade, the Prime Minister announced
federal financial support for the first nuclear power unit
in any province and for a second unit if regional benefits
and security of supply result. At the present time the
Province of New Brunswick is negotiating for such a plan,
and I hope they will achieve it because it will involve the
expenditure of some $400 million made available to the
province from the federal treasury. I might also say to
those people who are afraid of the damage to the ecology
that a nuclear plant might create, that the International
Joint Commission held a seminar in July last at the Miner
Institute, Chazy, in New York State. At that seminar we
had the highest authority of the United States on nuclear
energy and the highest authority in Ontario on nuclear
energy, and it was the consensus of all the scientists that
there was absolutely no danger to the ecology or to any-
thing else resulting from the decision of a province, state
or country to construct a nuclear plant. I believe this to be
the case and I do not consider that there is any danger
whatever to our ecology, to the quality of the air or the
environment.
® (1500)

Honourable senators will appreciate Canada’s unique
position both as an importer and as an exporter of
petroleum. This has the twin goals of deriving appropriate
revenues from the export of this valuable non-renewable
resource for the benefit of all Canadians and the need to
cushion eastern consumers from the high-priced imports
so that broad disparities do not occur between regions of
the country dependent on foreign resources and those
served by domestic supplies of crude oil and petroleum
products.
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[Translation]

Honourable senators, when I was appointed to the
Senate, 1 had decided to wait for two or three months
before saying one single word in this chamber. However, I
was unable to refuse the invitation of the Government
Leader in the Senate, Senator Martin, who asked me to
move the Address in reply to the Speech from the Throne.
I have just performed my duty. I wish to thank you all,
honourable senators.

I am pleased to move that the Address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne be concurred in.

[English]

Hon. Raymond dJ. Perrault: Honourable senators, it is a
privilege to be accorded the opportunity to second the
Address in reply to the Speech from the Throne. I use the
word “privilege” with good reason, because I have known
the mover of the Address for a great many years. He has
been a good friend; he has made a distinguished contribu-
tion to public life in this country, and his appointment to
this body is an event which can only redound to the
benefit of all Canadians.

[Translation]

Honourable senators, it is a very special pleasure for me
to take part in this debate today with my old friend and
colleague, Honourable Louis Robichaud.

Having been born and raised in British Columbia, the
large Western bilingual province—and I mean English and
Chinese, of course—I do not have the same ability as
Senator Robichaud in the other official language of
Canada. Therefore I am sure you will excuse me, honour-
able senators, for delivering my speech in one language
only.

[English]

A few days ago I visited Senator Robichaud’s great and
historic province, New Brunswick. We were on the same
platform together in Moncton. I noted then something
which it may be appropriate to note on this occasion, that
down through the years thousands of New Brunswickers,
thousands of Maritimers, have made the happy decision—
at least for British Columbia—to come to our West Coast
province and work with us to build our province. There
they continue to make a distinguished contribution.

One need only review the birthplaces of many of British
Columbia’s and Canada’s distinguished jurists, educators,
business people, professional people and others to be con-
vinced once again of the valuable contribution of the
Maritime provinces to Confederation. As a British Colum-
bian, I salute them. Members of Parliament—whether they
serve in the Senate or in the other place—are particularly
fortunate, because in the course of their duties and respon-
sibilities they are accorded many opportunities to meet
Canadians from all the provinces and territories. They are
accorded the privilege of assessing the length and breadth
of Canada, and its grandeur, possibilities and potential.

In the Confederation Debates of February 1865, George
Brown described my home province as “British Columbia,
the land of golden opportunities.” But only small-minded
people believe that their region or their province possesses
some kind of special monopoly on scenic beauty, industri-
ous and talented people, resource potential, or even virtue.

Like other honourable senators, I have travelled the
length and breadth of Canada, from British Columbia to
Newfoundland and the Yukon. It is a magnificent country,
greatly privileged among the nations of the world.

Undoubtedly in Canada we have many problems, which
will be elucidated in exquisite detail by the members of
Her Majesty’s loyal Opposition in this and the other place
in the days to come. Some of these problems do not lend
themselves to easy solutions, but when we compare
Canadian problems with the critical life-and-death issues
confronting three-quarters of the world’s population, then
we must regard ourselves as being singularly blessed and
we must be profoundly grateful.

It was Winston Churchill, I think, who said that the
parliamentary system is the most inefficient and ineffec-
tive governmental system in the world, with the exception
of every other. As we look around the world, and at the
traumatic political events which are occurring not only
abroad but among our dear and closest neighbours on this
continent, I believe that we see dramatized once again the
inherent strengths of our parliamentary system. So we
have a good deal to be grateful for.

Honourable senators, the Speech from the Throne
reflects the concern of the government about the problems
of Canadians, particularly the problem of inflation or
rapid price escalation. When Canadians—particularly
“unorganized” Canadians, those who have no economic
heft or weight—must pay prices rising by 10 per cent or
more every year without end, when the man who takes
less out of society than he puts in is chosen, as one writer
says, “to be the sucker and burnt offering on the altar of
official gods,” it is time for governments to act.

So we have in the Throne Speech a number of measures
designed to mitigate the effects of inflation, insofar as it is
possible, especially in relation to those in a more vulner-
able economic position.

It is all too easy for the Opposition to criticize the
efforts of the government in this area. I note a cynical
chuckle from the other side of the house. The fact is that a
worldwide shortage of commodities has created serious
price inflation everywhere. Despite their distressing
nature, the effects of inflation in Canada have been less
onerous than in most other countries. While Canadian
prices have increased less than those in most other indus-
trialized countries, they have most certainly exceeded the
recent experience in Canada, and Canadians are not
satisfied.

As honourable senators are aware, inflation of costs and
prices reflects the scarcity of many industrial materials
caused by rapid economic growth proceeding almost
simultaneously in most of the major industrialized
nations. In addition—and I cite these problems not by way
of offering excuses, but by way of setting forth the facts as
they exist—temporary world scarcities of feed grains and
food products have arisen while crop failures in some
major producing countries have coincided with rising con-
sumer demand. Major currency realignments have con-
tributed to rising prices of imports into Canada. Of course,
we are all acutely aware of the rising cost of petroleum
and the effect this has had on Canadian economic
development.
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Despite this escalation in costs, expansion and real pro-
duction in recent months have been the highest for any
period since the mid-1960s and among the highest of any
industrialized country of the world. This growth, despite
our problems, reflects real strength in the major sectors of
the Canadian economy. The continuing decline in unem-
ployment is another source of encouragement, which indi-
cates that despite Canada’s problems, very real and basic
progress is being made.

As was stated in the Speech from the Throne, our
Canadian system is closely tied to international trade and
markets. We are all aware of this fact. The principal
inflationary pressures have come from outside our coun-
try. In view of this, and under such conditions, it would
have been singularly inappropriate to have resorted to
general income and price controls, and the government has
rejected them for those reasons.

At the same time, much has been done by this govern-
ment to relieve the impact of rising costs on consumers. In
recent months we have seen income tax and federal sales
tax reductions, an increase in Family Allowance to $20 per
month, increased pensions for senior citizens, increased
pensions for veterans, and increased pensions for the dis-
abled, representing a concerted and vigorous attempt to
protect those most adversely affected by the cancer of
rising prices. We now have assurances that Family Allow-
ances, payments under the Canada Pension Plan and other
pensions will be increased regularly in line with increases
in the cost of living.

Those are the actions of a government concerned about
people, concerned about the escalation of prices.

There has been intervention to slow the increases in the
price of gasoline and home-heating fuel, and subsidies
have been provided to keep down consumer costs of meat,
milk, bread and other bakery products. This kind of record
hardly constitutes alleged “callous disregard” for the little
people of Canada. It is a record of a government concerned
for the Canadian people.

The net result of these measures is that when increased
prices are taken into account, real personal disposable
income of individual Canadians is more than 5 per cent
higher than it was a year ago. Few nations can make this
claim.

It is encouraging to note that the Speech from the
Throne states:

But in addition, and more immediately, the Govern-
ment’s policy in dealing with inflation will be to step
in, as it has done in the past, and take specific meas-
ures to increase the supply of certain goods and ser-
vices, to protect those who are not able to protect
themselves against the effects of inflation, to cushion
consumers against sudden and disruptive price
increases of essential commodities, and to prevent any
group or groups from taking undue advantage of the
current situation at the expense of others.

Concern is expressed for individual hardship caused by
the rise in the price of oil and oil products, and the effect
of the increase on the economy. Action will be taken in
this area.

[Hon. Mr. Perrault.]

Action will also be taken to increase Canada’s produc-
tion of food, with full consideration given to both the
consumer and producer: for the consumer, a sufficient and
balanced diet; and for the producer, an adequate return to
encourage production of food items which can be economi-
cally and efficiently produced in this country.

Predictably, the government’s program to combat the
price spiral has been vigorously opposed by the Leader of
the official Opposition in the other place. He has con-
demned the Throne Speech as ‘“vacuous” and he once
again opts for a program of short-term controls followed
by—and this can truly be described as vacuous—*“follow-
up measures.” Those measures have not been specified and
no details have been given.

For two years now, the Leader of the official Opposition
in the other place has expressed his support for controls. It
is to be hoped that shortly he will bring himself to provid-
ing a detailed list of proposed controls, as well as a list of
the specific measures which should follow those controls.
Surely, honourable senators, he has had adequate time to
do that.

The national leader of the party opposite speaks of
“relentless” price increases, and, in some sort of convolut-
ed fashion, the government is supposed to be responsible
for these allegedly ‘“relentless” price increases. Yet that
leader’s own family business has been affected in a most
dramatic fashion by the inexorable upward spiral of world
prices, and those world prices in the light of Canada’s
pattern of imports of wool and cotton. Since 1968 there has
been a 76 per cent increase in cotton prices. Has that been
within the control of the Government of Canada? A 41 per
cent increase in wool prices has meant an increase in costs
for all those in Canada who manufacture undergarments.
Has this phenomenon been within the control of the Gov-
ernment of Canada?

Does anyone wonder why the cost of undergarments is
escalating so rapidly in Canada today? Does the Leader of
the official Opposition in the other place seriously suggest
that Canada should intervene unilaterally to turn back
this world tide? The policies of the Canadian government
have nothing to do with the price increases made neces-
sary in the manufacture of Stanfield underwear over the
past few years.

An Hon. Senator: Shame!

Hon. Mr. Perrault: The state of the international com-
modity market has a great deal to do with the advance in
the cost of those items.

In fact, controls in the United States and in Britain of
the type advocated by the official Opposition, as well as
varying systems adopted by European nations, have
proved ineffective in controlling inflation.

What is the comparison with other countries? In Janu-
ary, if we compare statistics on a year-to-year basis, Cana-
da’s price index increase of 9.1 per cent compares with an
increase of 9.4 per cent in the United States, 12 per cent in
Great Britain, and 10.3 per cent for all OECD countries
and OECD Europe.

The official Opposition is critical of Canada’s economic
performance. The United States is in the process of phas-
ing out all price and wage controls, except in health care
and petroleum products, because they have not proved to
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be effective. Indeed, they have had the reverse effect of
increasing inflationary pressures by creating shortages.

The British economy is threatened with nothing less
than disaster—largely as a result of widespread labour
strikes in opposition to wage controls—because of lack of
support necessary to make those controls successful.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: What does that prove?

Hon. Mr. Perrault: Again, it should be said that those
who aspire to replace the government, those who advocate
controls, should tell Canadians just how differently those
controls would be imposed from the way controls are
imposed in other countries.

Three years ago, on January 31, 1971, a well-known
Canadian political figure made a speech on the subject of
controls. His words should be borne in mind. He said:

Controls would cause untold resentment among
groups and individuals who felt unfairly done by, and
they would result in a climate of constant confronta-
tion. In addition, of course, they would inevitably lead
to a highly centralized and therefore inefficient form
of economic planning.

The well-known political figure who made that speech is
today’s Leader of the official Opposition in the other
place. He appears to have undergone a conversion second
in dramatic impact only to that of Paul’s conversion while
on the road to Damascus.

@ (1520)
Hon. Mr. Flynn: Do you mean Paul Martin?

Hon. Mr. Perrault: Federal government policies have
stimulated, in recent months and years, a record amount
of housing construction, as well as providing assistance
for more home ownership. The federal fund of half a
billion dollars for land assembly and the establishment of
the Federal Residential Mortgage Agency will also make it
easier for more people to purchase homes. Just last month,
the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation reported a
record number of housing starts across Canada for the
third consecutive year. There were 265,000 housing starts
in 1973, an increase of 6 per cent over 1972. If housing
construction continues at its present record level, it will
help reduce housing prices, which is of importance to all
Canadians. As the Minister of State for Urban Affairs said
the other day, “Construction and production have exceed-
ed for quite some years the rate of family formation in this
country. Obviously, if we can maintain this kind of con-
struction, which I think we can, it will have a depressing
effect on prices.”

The government is spending $100 million in each of the
next five years on a land assembly program to increase the
supply of serviced land to meet housing needs, and to
control land prices. Money is now available for the pur-
chase of both new and old houses for low income housing.
This program has conferred benefits all across the coun-
try, but more improvements are needed, as is clearly
admitted.

There will be substantial assistance to rural and native
housing programs. This is one of the important statements
in the Speech from the Throne. Also, the sewage assistance
program will be revised to make it more effective as a
means of increasing the supply of serviced land, and the

government will introduce measures to increase the pro-
tection available to consumers in the housing market.

At this juncture I should like to say something about
alleged Western alienation. I am a Westerner. I was born
in Western Canada. Indeed, my mother was born in
Manitoba, raised in Saskatchewan, married in Calgary,
and I was born in British Columbia, so I think I have a
right to say something about the West. I am a Westerner,
and over the years I have identified myself with the
aspirations of those who live in Western Canada.

In my view, certain legitimate grievances exist in West-
ern Canada, and I have stated them on many occasions, as
have other members of this chamber. I have attended
many meetings and conferences relating to Western prob-
lems and grievances. I welcome that section of the Throne
Speech which makes reference to the implementation of
certain proposals set out during the Western Economic
Opportunities Conference. I welcome the announcement
that a number of measures will be taken, in the larger
context, to ensure that Canada’s transportation capabili-
ties support the government’s national goals and are safe
and efficient. Together with other Westerners, I welcome
the announcement that steps will be taken to end dis-
crimination in freight rates and that a new ports policy
will be developed to ensure an effective and comprehen-
sive ports structure in Canada, in a framework where a
high degree of local involvement and management can be
established. This kind of action is welcome. It is overdue.

I suspect, however, that despite these government initia-
tives, despite these efforts on the part of the federal
government to remove the source of many Western griev-
ances, the political critics will be as strident as ever. The
fact is that no government in history has been more
responsive to the needs and aspirations of Western
Canada than the present government. That is a fact which
cannot be distorted by Opposition efforts to say otherwise.
Despite the ranting and railing of the Opposition critics, it
is a fact that infinitely more has been done for Western
Canada by the present government than was done by
preceding governments.

There is still a great deal left to be done. No Westerner
would ever admit that perfection has been achieved,
despite the fact that Western Canada now enjoys its high-
est level of economic prosperity in history. Similarly, I
would not expect my friends from the Maritimes, Ontario,
Quebec, or any other province, to admit that they had
achieved perfection. I do suggest, however, that politically
motivated criticism of the federal government for its
alleged discrimination against Western Canada discredits
the entire Western position and does a great deal of
damage.

A few months ago, I had the opportunity to attend the
Western Economic Opportunities Conference in Calgary,
which was an unique event in the history of Canada. It
was the first time since Confederation that a Government
of Canada brought most of its Cabinet ministers out to a
sit-down conference, televised to all of the people in West-
ern Canada, to discuss Western problems, hopes and aspi-
rations, dreams and difficulties. It was never done by a
Conservative administration. I well recall a Tory ‘“Roads
to Resources” program which resulted in British Columbia
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getting $10 million to build a road north, but no one can
really recall what happened beyond that.

The Western Economic Opportunities Conference was
convened as the result of a federal government initiative,
the first such initiative in history. The achievements of
that conference included agreement with British
Columbia covering the expansion of the port of Prince
Rupert, and the CNR and BC rail facilities in Northern
British Columibia. The total cost, in one program alone,
will exceed $200 million. There was also a commitment to
construct a vital rail bypass in British Columbia to facili-
tate the movement of Prairie grain to market, and to
rationalize shipping by rail in southern British Columbia.
The conference also brought about a reference to the
Canadian Transport Commission of specific freight rates
perceived as discriminatory, and a commitment to add to
the reference further instances as requested by provincial
governments.

In the Speech from the Throne we find specific refer-
ences to the removal of freight rate anomalies in Western
Canada. Despite all of this, one of the Western premiers
went on national television last night and said, “Well, we
are deeply disappointed because the Throne Speech terms
are too vague.” Well, any premier knows that a Speech
from the Throne sets out the general program of the
government, with the specifics following later. That kind
of niggling criticism is not going to help Western Canada.

The Western Economic Opportunities Conference
resulted in a commitment to establish a joint federal-west-
ern provinces committee on transportation. Other results
of that conference were the imposition of an 18-month
freeze on unprotected branch lines; agreement on full
intergovernmental disclosure of cost data relative to rail-
road and trucking freight rates; an offer to Alberta, Sas-
katchewan and Manitoba to share 50-50 the cost of updat-
ing their primary highway network to the same capacity
as presently pertains in the province of British Columbia;
an offer to Alberta to establish a jointly funded Alberta
coal resource evaluation program; a proposed agreement
for mineral development for northwestern British
Columbia and northern Saskatchewan; a commitment to
decentralize DREE, placing 70 per cent of the personnel at
regional and provincial offices and to delegate decision-
making on regional development incentive grants to the
decentralized offices; the decentralization of the Depart-
ment of Industry, Trade and Commerce, which is now
under way; and a commitment to propose an amendment
to the Bank Act that will permit a provincial government
to own, initially, up to 25 per cent of the voting shares of a
new chartered bank, with provision for reduction of the
holding to 10 per cent over a period of time.

In the light of these achievements, most of the people
who say that they are “deeply disappointed” and that the
federal government “still does not understand them” are, I
fear, pursuing political motives rather than motives which
might benefit Western Canada.

The Speech from the Throne talks in terms of guaran-
teed loans for farmers and fishermen; amendments to the
Export and Import Permits Act to provide the government
with better means to stabilize the Canadian market;
improved harbour facilities; measures for facilitating
agricultural stabilization; assistance to young farmers;

[Hon. Mr. Perrault.]

better veterinary training facilities; a prairie grain market
insurance plan; improvements in Canadian grain rail
transportation capabilities, and so forth. I wonder what
the game of the critics really is when they criticize one of
the most constructive programs for the West ever brought
before a Parliament of Canada?

@ (1530)

As much as I am a strong advocate of Western develop-
ment, I believe just as strongly that this government must
be given full credit for its remarkable efforts to consider
the legitimate problems and aspirations of the West and,
where possible, to provide appropriate solutions. I reject
out of hand, as do most thinking Westerners, the senseless
and patently political allegation that the present govern-
ment “cares nothing” about Western Canada, the absurd
nonsense that surfaces in commentaries across the country
from time to time.

The fact is that Canada has never been an easy nation to
govern. It is very difficult to design programs that will be
equally effective in all parts of the country. Every region
has had its problems with Confederation. I have had many
opportunities to discuss with my good friends in the Mari-
times some of their problems within Confederation; they
have been plenty, and they need attention. I think there
should be a maritime regional conference convened, if one
is not already in the planning stage, of the kind we had in
Calgary a few months ago. I have the deepest sympathy
with my friends in the Maritimes.

I have travelled in Ontario, Quebec and the Yukon, and
nobody regards Confederation as perfect, but we know
very well it is better to hang together, that Confederation
confers benefits that go far beyond any special regional
problems that we may have. Perhaps one of the greatest
miracles of all is the fact that Canada, despite its differ-
ences, and at times conflicting interests in its regions,
came into existence in the first place.

Despite our problems, Canada has probably made more
progress in the 106 years of its existence than any other
nation on the face of the earth. We have done this despite
some regional problems that we have had—some in the
West, some in the East, and some in the Central provinces.
We have achieved a great deal, despite what many feel to
be certain impediments to our progress.

Honourable senators, I expect to be a part of many other
Western delegations seeking more favourable considera-
tion of some of our problems, but I do feel it is time to
state emphatically that this government has acted with
greater vigour to solve Western problems than any other
government in history, that much of the alleged “Western
alienation,” to the extent that it exists, is in great measure
the product of politically hungry and cynical men.

Westerners want to see greater decentralization of
public institutions. This is one of our goals. We believe
that decentralization means more regional autonomy,
more policies tailored and attuned to local needs. The
question of rural depopulation and undesirable changes in
the social fabric of small towns in rural Canada is an
urgent concern in the West. There is a need for the West to
have a bigger share in national economic questions. When
the Speech from the Throne talks in terms of expanding
the petrochemical industry, as a Westerner I hope that
some of this expansion will take place in Western Canada
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at the source of the oil, where it comes out of the ground,
and that not all will take place in Central Canada or some
other area. We need a broader economic base in the West,
and better transportation and national policies, so that the
West can become more economically stable, so that growth
is more steady.

In Western Canada we have moved beyond the time of
the old national policy. We want to rewrite that old
national policy devised by the Conservative Government
of Sir John A. Macdonald a hundred years ago. It was a
scheme to secure the growth and development of the
Central region of the country. That was perfectly reason-
able in the 1870s, when the vast majority of Canadians
lived east of the Great Lakes. Under that original national
policy the great and empty northwest was to be a supplier
of primary resources for the flourishing industries further
east. Eventually, too, the West would develop into a sort of
captive market for Eastern manufactured goods. The tariff
structure, economic development programs, population
projections and railway construction were all factors
geared to fit in with Sir John’s national policy, and it
worked reasonably well. But Westerners believe that the
time has arrived for changes.

It is now a hundred years later, and Canada has out-
grown that old design. The right policy of the 1870s is no
longer appropriate in 1974. The task begun at the Western
Economic Opportunities Conference was no less than the
redrafting of the national policy, and in the Speech from
the Throne we have fresh evidence of a government sym-
pathetic to Western aspirations and needs, and our new
dreams. I find it disappointing that some partisans have
tended to take such a negative view of all the progress we
have made in the West over these past few months.

Stretching as it does over 4,000 miles, this nation of ours
requires a great abundance of tolerance and understand-
ing on the part of all citizens, wherever they live. No one
has ever regarded Confederation as perfect, and it may be
a temptation for some to exploit regional differences for
their own narrow aims and ambitions, but it is to be
hoped, honourable senators, that most men and women
who serve in public life will follow the other more positive
course, that they will make a conscious effort to strength-
en the bonds of national unity, and will attempt to empha-
size the good and positive reasons for a united Canada to
continue in existence.

In conclusion, I want to make reference to the advances
proposed for the women of Canada. For some time I served
as parliamentary secretary in the department with a
responsibility for the Report of the Royal Commission on
the Status of Women, and I welcome the statement in the
Speech from the Throne that the women of Canada are
going to make further progress towards full equality—
equality they have not enjoyed up to the present time. I
think Canadians will welcome the proposal to remove the
difference in treatment as between men and women pres-
ently in the Canada Pension Plan. Fair-minded Canadians
will applaud additional amendments, the purpose of which
will be to provide equal treatment for women.

The sense of frustration and injustice that has sparked
the virtual social revolution at present being supported by
women in Canada has its roots, perhaps, even in fields as
yet not too well known to the women themselves. The

failure of economists and statisticians to include as a
national asset, for purposes of assessing the national prod-
uct, the value of unpaid services provided by women in
their own homes, and the failure to consider women work-
ing in their own homes as persons actively employed in
the labour force, have contributed to a state of affairs that
is somewhat paradoxical.

Let me illustrate with a tongue-in-cheek four-line verse
that appeared recently in the Canada Labour Gazette, a
publication well worth reading, in a column headed,
“From the Women’s Bureau.” It concerns the labour force
components.

Through women in labour,
Life keeps on its course;
But mothers don’t count
In the labour force?

In so far as the omission of unpaid domestic services
from the calculation of national income is concerned, the
paradoxical state of affairs was illustrated by a noted
economist, A.C. Pigou, in his work “The Economics of
Welfare,” when he gave the following example:

If a number of bachelors who were employing
housekeepers in the customary manner of exchanging
services for money, decided to marry these housekeep-
ers, then the national dividend would be diminished.
Obviously the housekeeper, when assuming the role of
a wife, regardless of any additional services she
assumed by virtue of her marriage, continued to per-
form those services which she, as a housekeeper, had
been performing previously. In other words, the ser-
vices continued but the value disappeared.

® (1540)

So there is a view, held increasingly by Canadians, both
men and women—and I share the view— that housewives
should be considered as members of the active labour force
while the value of their domestic services should be
included as part of the gross national product.

Social benefits as well as statistical and economic good
sense would grow from a revision of established proce-
dures relating to the present methods of computing the
size of the active labour force. The belittling of the role of
the housewife or homemaker, however she is described,
has been responsible in no small part for many of the
dissatisfactions being expressed by women.

By being made part of the active work force, housewives
would also be eligible for certain social security benefits
such as the Canada Pension Plan. These are presently
reserved for those who decide to seek employment outside
the home. We have a paradox today in the case of a girl
who works on the so-called active labour force, and who
then becomes married and raises her family. During the
period when she is at home performing this vital social
work she has no opportunity at all to contribute to the
Canada Pension Plan. She returns to the work force when
the family is grown up, but as far as Canada is concerned
she simply was not in existence during that period when
she performed her contribution to society in the home.

I know that there may be certain actuarial problems
associated with the implementation of such a modification
of the Canada Pension Plan, but I hope that we are going
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to be enlightened enough to endeavour to bring house-
wives into that plan, and to permit them to contribute
during the years when they are housewives. We require a
new concept that will recognize women as individuals
with economic responsibilities towards themselves and
their dependants, that will take into account the economic
nature of the role that women play in the family and in
society, how that role affects their earning capacity in the
labour market and their security for the future, and how it
forms a basic support sector of the economy and provides a
monumental contribution in very real terms towards the
support of all the fringe benefits that society offers today
only to the paid labour force.

Honourable senators, Canada can be proud of the prog-
ress which has been achieved in difficult circumstances
during the past twelve months. That progress is the prod-
uct of its people, wherever they live. It has been achieved
in part by governments, by the private sector, by labour,
and by those who contribute to this country in a multi-
plicity of ways. The Speech from the Throne, which His
Excellency the Governor General so graciously delivered
yesterday, gives promise of still greater progress in the
months to come. It is a positive and optimistic statement

which expresses concern for the problems of the people of
Canada. It concedes that Canada faces serious and chal-
lenging problems, but it offers constructive solutions.
Thus I am pleased to second the Address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne proposed by my friend and col-
league, the Honourable Senator Louis Robichaud.

On motion of Senator Flynn, debate adjourned.

HON. J. CAMPBELL HAIG
HON. ALLISTER GROSART

FELICITATIONS ON RETURN TO CHAMBER

Hon. Paul Martin: Honourable senators, before moving
that we adjourn, I am wondering whether I welcomed
Senator Haig back in December.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: You did.

Hon. Mr. Martin: In any event, I am glad to see him
again.

I am also glad to see Senator Grosart here. When we
were having difficult days in December and January, he
was unable to attend because of his illness. We are all very
glad that he is well enough to be with us again, alert and
fit.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, March 5, at 8 p.m.
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The Senate met at 8 p.m., the Speaker in the Chair. [Later:]
CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS

DERAILMENT AT MONK SUBDIVISION OF ATLANTIC REGION
ON MARCH 7, 1972—INQUIRY ANSWERED

Prayers.

DOCUMENTS TABLED
Hon. Paul Martin tabled:

Hon. Edgar E. Fournier inquired of the government
pursuant to notice:

Report of the Canadian Dairy Commission, includ-
ing its accounts and financial statements certified by
the Auditor General, for the fiscal year ended March
31, 1973, pursuant to section 22 of the Canadian Dairy
Commission Act, Chapter C-7, R.S.C., 1970.

Report of the Canadian Grain Commission for the
year ended December 31, 1972, pursuant to section 14
of the Canada Grain Act, Chapter 7, Statutes of
Canada, 1970-71-72.

Estimates for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1975.

Report of the National Arts Centre Corporation,
including its accounts and financial statements certi-
fied by the Auditor General, for the fiscal year ended
March 31, 1973, pursuant to section 17 of the National
Arts Centre Act, Chapter N-2, R.S.C,, 1970.

Report of the Department of Communications for
the fiscal year ended March 31, 1973, pursuant to
section 6 of the Department of Communications Act,
Chapter C-24, R.S.C., 1970.

Annual Report to the Governments of the United
States and Canada by the Columbia River Treaty
Permanent Engineering Board for the period October
1, 1972 to September 30, 1973 (English text).

Copies of an Agreement between the Government of
Canada, the Government of Quebec and Quebec-
Hydro Electric Commission concerning the coopera-
tion of the Government of Canada in the establish-
ment and development of the Hydro-Quebec Institute
of Research.

Report of the Solicitor General of Canada for the
fiscal year ended March 31, 1973, pursuant to section 5
of the Department of the Solicitor General Act, Chapter
S-12, R.S.C,, 1970.

Report of the Metric Commission for the period
June 1971 to March 31, 1973.

Report of the Department of Manpower and Immi-
gration for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1973, pur-
suant to section 5 of the Department of Manpower and
Immigration Act, Chapter M-1, R.S.C., 1970.

Copies of Parts 1 and 2 of a Study by the Systems
Analysis Branch of the Canadian Transport Commis-
sion, entitled “Midwestern Ontario—Bruce Public
Transport” and dated December 1973.

What was the total expenditure incurred by the
Canadian National Railways in a train derailment at
the Monk sub-division of the Atlantic region on March
7, 1972 on train 340 at mileage 92.1?

What was the number of cars involved and how
many were written off? How many were repaired and
at what cost?

What was the total value of tonnage merchandise
lost? What tonnage of merchandise was recuperated,
and at what loss to the company?

How many feet of roadbed had to be rebuilt and at
what cost? How long did it take to complete the
repairs?

What was the cost of (a) material and (b) labour for
repairing the bridge involved?

How many trains were rerouted via other transit
during the repair period and at what cost?

Hon. Paul Martin: Answered.

Date of accident: March 7, 1972, at 5.25 a.m. E.S.T.

Location of accident: Eatonville (P.Q.) milestone 92.1
of the CN Monk subdivision.

Type of accident: Derailment of 49 cars from the 27th
car behind the diesel locomotives and partial
destruction of the bridge.

Cause: Track failure (abnormal lateral pressure on the
upper rail at the western end of the bridge).

Train and direction: Extra 5049; east (manifest 340).

Train composition: 2 diesel locomotives pulling 69
wagons, 25 empty, 5,747 tons.

Speed at derailment: 40 m.p.h.

Number of cars derailed: 49.

Cost:

Loss on load: $305,269 (sum recovered still unknown).

Equipment: $435,270 (43 wagons to scrap—6 repaired
at a cost of $7,718).

Bridge: $98,000 (material $50,000; labour $48,000).
Track: $19,000 (440 feet of track).

Signals: $1,000.

Diversion: $43,000 (27 trains via CP and MC).
Auxiliaries: $20,000 (crane and emergency personnel).
Rentals: $29,120 (heavy equipment rented locally).
Transportation and telecommunications: $800.
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Penalization for lengthening the run: $16,856 (other
trains rerouted towards Moncton by the CN Mont
Joli and Newcastle subdivision.)

Total—$968,315.

Hon. Mr. Fournier (Madawaska-Restigouche): Hon-
ourable senators, I should like to thank the Leader of the
Government for having obtained in record time this infor-
mation in reply to my most recent questions concerning
the CNR. I say it was done in record time because in my
view it has not always been easy to obtain information
from the CNR or, in many cases, from the CBC. I should
also like to point out that many of these questions have
been answered very negatively and the answers are
unsatisfactory and far from being complete.

I should like to remind those two corporations, the CNR
and the CBC, that these are not answers only to me; they
should understand that they are giving the answers to the
Senate of Canada. My latest Notice of Inquiry leads me to
believe that on most occasions we are being taken for a
ride. Perhaps they would like to tell the senators to mind
their own business.

Hon. Mr. Choquette: Perhaps the CNR is being taken
for a ride.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: Maybe they are being railroaded.
Hon. Mr. Walker: Touché.

Hon. Mr. Fournier (Madawaska-Restigouche): My last
Notice of Inquiry goes back to 1972 and was concerned
with a derailment on the CNR at Monk. The total loss
incurred by the company at that time was stated to be
$655,270. The answer I received today in connection with
the same derailment, at the same place, on the same date,
is a loss of $968,315, which makes a difference of $313,045, a
big difference for one item. I just wonder if this is the type
of answer we can expect. I will leave this with you. I could
ask more of these questions but I wonder if we would
receive similar answers. I think it is terrible that we
receive this type of answer.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
MOTION FOR ADDRESS IN REPLY—DEBATE CONTINUED

The Senate resumed from Thursday, February 28, con-
sideration of His Excellency the Governor General’s
Speech at the opening of the session, and the motion of
Senator Robichaud, seconded by Senator Perrault, for an
Address in reply thereto.

[Translation]

Hon. Jacques Flynn: Honourable senators, despite all
predictions, this 29th Parliament will thus have lived long
enough to see the opening of its second session.

Will it live to see the end of it? Might there be a third
session? That is difficult to predict, the government and
its temporary ally, the NDP, having shown until now so
much aptitude for opportunism, turnabouts, bows,
pirouettes, compromise; the government, to keep itself in
power, and the NDP, to avoid elections.

That truly is the picture the last session brings to mind
and doubtless what we can expect of the one which has

[Hon. Mr. Martin.]

just started. The corner of the veil lifted by the Speech
from the Throne does support this conclusion.

However, before coming to the heart of my remarks, of
which you are doubtless now aware, I have just given you
a general idea, I should like to say how pleased I am with
the appointment of our new Governor General, His Excel-
lency Jules Léger, an eminent diplomat whose career illus-
trates how talented, distinguished and devoted he is. In
every post held prior to entering Rideau Hall, he did
Canada proud.

In the performance of his duties, he has always had and
will always have the support and co-operation of his
charming, devoted and intelligent wife.

On behalf of the official Opposition, I extend to Their
Excellencies our wishes for a happy and fruitful sojourn
at Rideau Hall, confident that they will discharge the
duties of their high office with the same dignity and
competence they showed in their previous appointments.

@ (2010)
[English]

Honourable senators, that a do-nothing Parliament such
as this should have lasted as long as it has is deplorable.

An Hon. Senator: A miracle!

Hon. Mr. Flynn: But there is one consolation. Since we
are starting a new session and not a new Parliament, it
means that Senator Muriel Fergusson will continue to
preside over our deliberations.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: And we are convinced that she will
continue to preside with all the patience, wisdom, charm
and wit that are so characteristic of her.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: Senator Fergusson is an outstanding
Speaker. She has worked tirelessly and enthusiastically to
try to improve the Senate’s public image. I want Madam
Speaker to know today that the official Opposition recog-
nizes, and very much appreciates, her praiseworthy efforts
along these lines. She can count on our continued
co-operation.

Senator Fergusson’s continued presence in the Speaker’s
Chair offers, as I have said, some consolation. Senator
Martin’s continued presence in the government leader’s
chair offers, however, somewhat less. I hasten to assure
him that there is nothing personal in what I say. I, as do
many others, recognize him as a man of sterling qualities,
a man of outstanding ability.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: I have often found myself envious of
his highly flexible personality. His career demonstrates
well what a great capacity he possesses for adapting to
different people, circumstances and programs. But even if
the grounds for disagreement between us should be, and
are, few, they are not unimportant. Basically, I have never
been able to adopt his perspective with regard to the
Senate, and as to the way in which it should discharge its
constitutional responsibilities. Senator Martin, I continue
to hope, will some day find a way to accept some of my
suggestions in this respect. Although I have always been
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willing to co-operate, he has given no indication of any
enthusiasm for my help.

On a happier note, I would like him to know that the
official Opposition wishes him all that he has ever wished
for—the best. We are very happy to see him looking so
healthy, vigorous and young. Like Jack Benny, he never
seems to get any greyer.

[Translation]

Honourable senators, last Thursday we had the pleasure
of hearing the remarkable speech of our new colleague,
Senator Louis Robichaud. We could not expect less in his
case. His reputation had preceded him in this house.

His career in the New Brunswick Legislature and the
fact that he held the position of provincial premier in
Fredericton for ten years are proof of his qualifications
and assure us that his presence will be very useful during
our deliberations.

I congratulate Senator Robichaud on the manner in
which he acquitted himself of the relatively thankless
task of mover of the Address. This speech will probably be
only the first of several excellent ones and we shall look
forward to hearing him again.

[English]

Senator Perrault’s speech, seconding Senator Robi-
chaud’s motion for adoption of the Speech from the
Throne, demonstrated amply well how conversant he is
with the many and complex problems confronting this
country. But his speech simultaneously revealed his
Achilles’ heel. He can identify problems well enough, and
he sees most of their ramifications. It is in the area of
solutions that I detected a certain rather significant weak-
ness. The senator is obviously of the opinion that unless
solutions flow from the collective genius of the Liberal
Party’s pseudo-intelligentsia, they have no value.

Honourable senators, how many of you remember last
year’s Speech from the Throne? How many of you can
remember, without scowling, the government’s eloquent
resolve: its determination to see inflation controlled; the
rise in the cost of living arrested; unemployment reduced.

This year’s Throne Speech does not differ substantially
from last year’s. And if the same old, tired and overworked
promises, the leftovers, have to be reheated and served up
to us again, it indicates that nothing much was accom-
plished by Parliament in the last session. But we did not
need that kind of proof. The facts of life are proof enough.
The cost of living is higher now than it ever was. Unem-
ployment has certainly not diminished. And though social
benefits may have been increased, there is very little more
in the pockets of the needy. Their lot has not been signifi-
cantly improved since last year. They are still the helpless
victims of a skyrocketing inflation rate, and no amount of
fancy Throne Speech verbiage ever has or ever will change
that fact.

Canadians are angry and bitter. They are taking an
economic beating and there seems to be nothing they can
do to defend themselves. They turn to the federal govern-
ment for solace, but find none. The whole country seems
to have lost its sense of order and purpose.

What happened? Why was this government’s perform-
ance so poor in the last session? The answer is easy. The
administration was mainly preoccupied with maintaining

itself in power. Fear of being removed from office prevent-
ed this government from acting boldly and courageously.
It is sad and pitiful, but nevertheless true: this govern-
ment does not have the courage of its convictions, or has
no convictions at all. It was satisfied during the last
session to accept any view as long as it served to guaran-
tee its continuance in office.

Let me give you a few examples of how this government
has prostituted whatever principles it had. Let me show
you how it has, with incredible cowardice, refused to lead
this country.

In the field of social security, Bill C-147, which was
passed in May of last year, increased the old age security
pension to $100 a month. It also included a cost of living
adjustment which was to be computed on an annual basis.
This indexing of the increase to the cost of living was
itself a retreat from the 1972 position of this government.
In 1972, you will recall, they had refused to allow old age
security pensions to increase more than 2 per cent per
annum. Normally, Bill C-147 should have been the only
bill concerning the old age security pension in the first
session of this Parliament. But, threatened by the loss of
NDP support, the government presented a second bill on
this subject last September.

® (2020)

With Bill C-219, the government said that the indexing
of old age security pension increases should be done on a
quarterly basis. Indexing on a quarterly basis was an idea
first suggested by the Leader of the Opposition in the
other place, but, when he suggested it in May of last year,
the government labelled the idea silly, too complicated,
impossible to administer. Then, in September, they adopt-
ed it as their own. Their action was obviously borne of the
instinct for survival.

The last session also saw introduced two bills on family
allowances. The government had indicated that it was
going to bring about a new system of family allowances
beginning on January 1 of this year. Yet, in September,
again because it felt a threat to its continued existence as
a government, the Trudeau administration brought in an
interim measure increasing the family allowance to a flat
$12 per month, pending the passage of Bill C-211.

Honourable senators will surely recall other instances
when the government indulged in some unprincipled
about-faces for the sole purpose of maintaining itself in
power.

Bill C-192 provided for a reduction in income tax pay-
able by corporations involved in manufacturing and proc-
essing activities. Because of NDP objections and Conser-
vative reservations with respect to corporate tax
reductions, the government agreed to include a provision
whereby 60 members of the other place could force the
government to bring in a measure to meet the conclusion
of any resolution voted by that house.

Think of it, honourable senators: the government was
agreeing, in advance, to bring in and support legislation to
which it was opposed. Moreover, it was doing so in the
area of fiscal legislation which is the prerogative of the
government, and the government alone. This was a unique
example of spineless capitulation; another sad example of
chronic weakness and lack of direction. It was a most
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shameful abdication of this government’s responsibility
and authority under the Constitution.

Honourable senators surely will not have forgotten also
the indexing of personal exemptions in the calculation of
an individual’'s income tax to counter the outrageous
increases in the cost of living. That had been proposed as
long ago as 1971 by the Leader of the Opposition in the
other place. The government had ridiculed the idea then,
but what seems ridiculous when you are firmly in com-
mand very often becomes the epitome of good sense when
you are in danger of losing power.

Every once in a while, this administration makes a
pitiful attempt at showing that it is still aware of what is
going on, that it is still in command of the situation. Last
week’s Throne Speech is an example of that. But nobody is
fooled. Everybody simply feels sorry for this govern-
ment—the way one feels for a washed-up actor who
doesn’t know enough to retire from the stage.

As I said, the government acted in a spineless fashion in
the last session, and I don’t expect them to rediscover their
backbone in this one. After all, the political pressure that
will be exerted on them in this session is likely to be
greater than it was in the last.

David Lewis is not yet ready, but soon he will be
looking for an issue to justify his parting company with
Pierre Trudeau. The NDP cannot afford to wait until the
government, of its own volition, calls a general election.
They must, for the sake of convincing their supporters
that they are really different from the Liberals, continue
to apply pressure. They must find some issue, sacred or
not to the Socialists, and upon which the Liberals could
possibly be unwilling to prostitute themselves once more.
It will become increasingly difficult for the Prime Minis-
ter to temporize.

The only way in which the government can hope to
resist the blackmail of the NDP is for it to be in a position
to call an election on its own initiative. The government
must appear, for all the world, as though it were ready to
call an election at any time. Now, if the government can
pull that off, if they can convince the NDP that they are
not afraid of going to the polls, they will deserve an
Academy Award, because if any government ever had
good reason for staying out of an election this is it.

With inflation running wild, with the employment sit-
uation no better than it was a year ago, and with the many
other problems torturing us—most of them brought on by
this administration’s ineptitude—an election for the gov-
ernment would be suicide. It will be very interesting
indeed to watch the government squirm for as long as this
session may last.

Honourable senators, obviously inflation remains Cana-
da’'s major difficulty. We are no better off now, at the
beginning of 1974, than we were at the beginning of 1973.
The cost of living rose by 5.1 per cent in 1972. It rose by 9.1
per cent in 1973. This represents an increase of 80 per cent
over the previous year. The present inflation rate is more
than three times what it was in 1971. It is four times the
average inflation rate for the past sixty years. We have
one of the highest inflation rates in the industrialized
world. Despite the government’s claim that this is an
international problem, there is no doubt that a large part

[Hon. Mr. Flynn.]

of that increase was domestically induced, and yet you
will remember that Mr. Trudeau in December 1971 spoke
of having licked inflation.

The inflation rate for the third quarter of 1973 was 8.2
per cent. Research has shown conclusively that 5.2 per
cent was domestically induced. So the government’s claim,
repeated in last Wednesday’s Throne Speech, that we are
inflating because the whole world is inflating is simply
not true.

For the record, I think it is useful to note that food
prices increased by 8.6 per cent in 1972 while in 1973 they
increased by 17 per cent—practically a 100 per cent
increase in 1973 over the preceding year. Housing went up
by 5 per cent in 1972, by 7.2 per cent in 1973. A house today
costs 72 per cent more than it did in 1968. Clothing was up
by 3.1 per cent in 1972, and by 7.3 per cent in 1973. Here
again we have an increase of over 100 per cent in the
inflation rate.

The OECD predicts that our 1974 inflation rate will
exceed the incredible rate we reached in 1973. That means
we are headed for an inflation rate in excess of 10 per cent
per annum. No economy can long survive that kind of
inflation. The economic bubble is bound to burst.

The OECD suggests that we need a concerted program
of price and wage controls. But this government, as you
will have noticed in the Throne Speech, stubbornly
refuses to accept that this approach has any validity. The
government continues to look upon inflation as a rather
theoretical problem. Not everybody is affected in the same
way by inflation, but surely no less than 80 per cent of the
population can escape being seriously and adversely
affected by an inflation rate which hovers somewhere
around 10 per cent per annum.

Nobody can escape being influenced by an increase of 17
per cent in the cost of food—25 per cent in the last two
years. Everybody has to eat, and the cruel part about this
is that those least able to defend themselves against
increases in the cost of living have to take their lumps just
like the rest. The poor, those on fixed incomes—no special
protection is afforded them. No wonder they are frustrat-
ed. No wonder they are angry and bitter. They have
nowhere to turn. And always this cancer of inflation is
eating away at their economic security.

A taxpayer having a taxable income of $12,000 in 1973
lost, for all practical purposes, a purchase value of
$1,092.00 on account of inflation. Yet, to add insult to
injury, the government comes along and taxes him on the
full amount of $12,000. This is true despite the amend-
ments made to the income tax legislation providing for an
adjustment in the personal exemptions based on the
increases in the cost of living.

The only one gaining from this intolerable inflation is
the government. Indexing notwithstanding, the tax
moneys keep flowing in. We know, for instance, that last
year the Minister of Finance anticipated a deficit of some
$400 million, and despite the fact that he added over $1
billion for social security the deficit will be just over or
around $300 million this year.

Those whose incomes have kept abreast of inflation, as a
result of which they do not feel too victimized or threat-
ened, should have a look at their savings. If their money is
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invested in bonds, they will surely have noticed that they
have lost practically as much as they have earned. Infla-
tion rates have consistently outpaced interest rates. And
that does not take into consideration the fact that they
have had to pay interest on their earnings.

Further, if by any chance their investment has increased
in value to a level equal to the increase in the cost of
living, they are bound eventually to pay a capital gains
tax. This is so despite the fact that the increase in value is
merely a paper gain.

It is estimated that Canadians lost 10 per cent in invest-
ment savings alone last year. Now, there is an alarming
situation! Mr. Average Canadian, who has sweated his
guts out for 20 years to build up a modest bankroll, is now
forced to sit back and watch his life’s savings melt away
on the pyre of inflation. How long will Canadians have to
put up with that? How long must we be forced to watch all
we have worked for go up in smoke? And how long can
this government continue to refuse to take positive and
comprehensive action?

The only measures the government has taken to date
have been measures forced upon it by the Opposition. But
these increases in welfare payments and selected tax cuts
have been purely defensive measures calculated only to
lessen the effects of the skyrocketing cost of living. The
government has yet to offer us a comprehensive program
of anti-inflation measures. I am not talking about pallia-
tives. I am talking about a positive frontal attack upon the
roots of inflation.

The government has failed to deal with the root causes
of inflation. The money supply continues to inflate. It has
doubled since Mr. Trudeau took office. Excessive govern-
ment spending continues unabated, as has been shown by
the tabling of the estimates for the year 1974-75. The total
is up 20 per cent in the current year alone. And oppressive
rates of taxation are maintained.

The Progressive Conservative Party has enunciated a
series of proposals to fight inflation:

(a) It would bring in tax cuts. It would remove the
federal tax on building materials and on clothing for
everyone. It would also reduce taxes on personal

income.
(b) It would make sure that all its policies on
economic growth, regional development, foreign

investment, international trade, science and technolo-
gy, were devised with a view to creating a maximum
of new jobs. This would be a major consideration.

@ (2030)

(c) It would not shrink, if the cost of living con-
tinued to increase, from the responsibility to impose
temporary price and wage controls rather than impose
yet higher levels of unemployment.

I am aware of all the arguments which have been made
against price and wage controls. But the most significant
of these, I submit to you, are only valid if you believe that
an inflation rate of 10 per cent per annum is merely a
temporary phenomenon. There will be nothing temporary
about galloping inflation rates as long as we have this
kind of administration mismanaging the economy.

I remember a speech by Senator Everett in which he
argued that the mere enunciation of a policy of price and

wage controls would provoke immediate increases in
prices. I find this argument amusing because I look at the
same facts as Senator Everett and come up with a com-
pletely different conclusion.

I am firmly convinced that the present government’s
attitude towards price and wage controls, its utter refusal
to even consider the possibility of such a program, is a
clearer and more direct invitation to price increases. The
producer doesn’t feel at all threatened. He knows that he
can jack up his prices as much as he wants. The govern-
ment will simply not intervene. I am convinced that this
do-nothing attitude of the government is doing more to
fuel inflation than anything else.

Senator Perrault is also against price and wage controls.
He points out that in the United States and Great Britain,
they have been totally ineffective. I disagree completely.
If these measures had not been resorted to in the United
States and Great Britain, we, who trade extensively with
these nations, would have been worse hit by that part of
our inflation which is imported. I want to remind Senator
Perrault and the rest of you that in Great Britain, not only
the Conservative Party favoured such controls but also
the Liberal Party.

Now, let us turn to the Speech from the Throne and see
how the government plans to control inflation. The Speech
from the Throne says that “.... the Government’s policy
in dealing with inflation will be to step in, as it has done
in the past, and take specific measures to increase the
supply of certain goods and services.” The operative words
there are that the government will “step in.” That is the
story behind this whole sorry economic mess that we have
on our hands. This government has stepped in too often to
do precisely the wrong thing.

The business community is frightened of this govern-
ment. It never knows what to expect next. The threat of
even greater, more frustrating and stultifying government
intervention always looms on the horizon. It is not the sort
of atmosphere that you would call encouraging to
entrepreneurs.

In the Throne Speech, the government informed us that
what was needed to control inflation was a healthy
increase in production. For once they are right. But these
are the same people speaking who just a few years ago
were paying Western farmers not to produce. It is amazing
what time and a near-defeat at the polls can bring about.

We have been saying it for years and I repeat it now: one
of the best methods of fighting the present inflation,
intensified as it is by rising energy costs, is expansion in
the ability to produce. Supply is what should preoccupy
us, not the demand side of the equation. Production can be
most efficiently and most effectively increased by simply
assuring the entrepreneurs a rate of return that makes
investment in expanded production worthwhile. That’s
the key. Make it possible for the producer to turn an
interesting profit and he will produce all that is required.
Production is down today because there is not enough
money to be made. Producers are being strangled by taxes,
to say nothing of tiresome government interference.

If this government wants to fight inflation by increasing
production, why does it not proceed logically and reduce
corporate taxes? But, above all, let us have no more hypo-
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crisy. This government has a record of speaking with great
fervour of its concern for small business. But in the recent
past, it has turned around and increased income taxes by 7
per cent for 90 per cent of small businesses.

What we need are real honest-to-God decreases in taxes
for all productive industries. And we need tax decreases
also for the private individual. We must permit him to
retain more of his income so he can invest it in Canadian
industries and participate actively in relaunching our
marooned economy.

I repeat: if we are going to control inflation, the govern-
ment must be ready to curb the money supply, drastically
reduce its own spending, and seriously reduce taxation.
But there are no commitments along these lines to be
found in the Speech from the Throne. All you find there is
a desperate wringing of hands. The government repeats,
ad nauseam, that it can do nothing about controlling the
rise in prices because all this is due to an international
situation over which it says it has no control. That is just
so much rubbish.

Now, let us consider a related problem: unemployment.
Here again we have a situation which is worsening. In
1973, the percentage of unemployed was 5.6 per cent, and
the projection for 1974 is 6.5 per cent. In December 1973,
unemployment in the Maritimes was 9.2 per cent and in
Newfoundland it was 14.8 per cent.

The unemployment insurance is costing taxpayers more
and more while at the same time becoming less and less
efficient. There is general agreement that the whole
system should be investigated and reviewed. During the
last session the government introduced Bill C-125, which
would have altered the qualifications to receive benefits.
But then it did not dare bring it to a decision by the house,
probably because it feared again that the NDP would have
withdrawn its support. The Minister of Manpower has
agreed that the system is open to abuses, and probably
that is why, while there are hundreds of thousands unem-
ployed, employers still have trouble finding people to fill
jobs.

The only efficient way to fight unemployment is to help
create good-paying jobs. The only way people will be
enticed into working is if there is more money in it, after
taxes, than there is in unemployment insurance and
welfare.

It should be the task of government, in promoting Cana-
da’s economic growth, to encourage a climate in which
initiative and incentives can operate for the good of the
individual and society. It is essential, honourable senators,
that the level of Canadian economic activity be accelerat-
ed at a rate which generates the new jobs and production
required by our expanding labour force and increasing
population. It is essential to close the present gap between
potential and actual GNP. We must stop wasting the
potential and ability of all those Canadians who are pres-
ently unemployed.

Government must end its war of attrition against the
private sector. Our primary goal must be to encourage
initiative and productivity. There is nothing unholy about
profits, and nothing inhuman about the free market. Prof-
its are what make the achievement of social and economic
goals possible. But I doubt that this government is the one
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to create the atmosphere conducive to economic growth. It
alternately flirts with private enterprise and socialism.
Such an ambivalent posture does not serve to encourage
and reassure entrepreneurs.

® (2040)

I looked in vain through this Throne Speech for new
ideas with regard to fighting unemployment. Apart from a
determination to see production increased, which is bound
to increase jobs, the rest is all window-dressing, the same
silly platitudes no more impressive now than they ever
were.

The Throne Speech speaks of “. .. developing a commu-
nity employment policy in a social security context for
those Canadians who have particular and continuing dif-
ficulty in getting and keeping employment.” This sounds
like a cop-out.

I have the distinct impression that some statistics are
going to be swept under the rug. Those whom this govern-
ment has been most unsuccessful in placing in jobs, it will
now try to have removed from the labour force. Very neat,
and completely in keeping with the Prime Minister’s
philosophy that if some people do not want to work,
Canadians should be open minded and magnanimous
enough to agree to support them. This is not new as an
idea. Welfare statists have been peddling that notion for
years, and I am convinced that it is all wrong. both
morally and economically. We want to see everyone
actively engaged in bettering Canadian lives. The govern-
ment’s attitude, as I see it, will merely encourage those in
society who have parasitic tendencies.

I come to the problem of energy. The energy crisis or
so-called crisis has probably been welcomed by the gov-
ernment, and it would not surprise me to learn that the
government had exaggerated its importance. It had good
reason to want to direct our attention away from inflation.
Or maybe it was seeking to provoke a confrontation—one
which might ripen into an election issue. In fact, we have
not been short of oil or gas, nor does it appear that we will
run short in the near future. The problem which has been
highlighted by the decision of the Arab states is not new
to Canada. We have for many years considered the ques-
tion of being self-sufficient by extending the crude oil
pipeline to Montreal. In fact, in 1967, the Progressive
Conservative Party suggested that extension, and repeat-
ed it a year ago. The idea was ridiculed by the government.

The federal-provincial conference on the matter
revealed, without the shadow of a doubt, that the govern-
ment has had no energy policy. It was unable to offer
leadership. It shirked its responsibility. It sadly lacked in
foresight. By acting on a day-to-day basis, the government
increased the climate of uncertainty and alienated the
West more than ever.

By the way, speaking of alienation of the West, the
Prime Minister said the other day that the main reason for
this was the absence of Liberal representation in the
House of Commons. In other words, the Prime Minister
says the alienation of the West is not due to him, but to the
West, which does not give him enough support.

If that is the only problem, then, quite obviously, what
is needed is a change of government, unless Mr. Trudeau
believes, as did Mackenzie King, that a Liberal govern-
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ment is essential to Canada’s welfare and that only the
present party—I am speaking of the present party of Mr.
Trudeau, because he had had another one before—is able
to give the country good government.

The government announced in the Throne Speech that it
“...must ensure that a sufficient part of the funds gener-
ated by higher prices will be used for exploration and
development.” That smells a lot like the threat of further
intervention on the part of this government—further self-
defeating controls with only nuisance value.

For the government to say that it will have to see to this
itself as though it might have to undertake to explore and
expand that particular industry, is utter nonsense. The
government has no expertise in this area. The Special
Senate Committee on Science Policy in one of its reports
warned against just that eventuality. Government has no
business getting actively involved in the petroleum indus-
try. The Throne Speech speaks of the government’s want-
ing “... to create a national petroleum company which
will assure greater Canadian presence and participation”
in exploration and development. That is more statist non-
sense. Again the government goes into competition with
private enterprise. And again the taxpayer will be suf-
fered to pick up the deficits as he has in the past. So
honourable senators will excuse me if I can’t work up any
enthusiasm for the government’s plan for solving our
energy problem.

I come now to the last part of my speech—the last but
not the least, since I wish to devote it to the Senate. We all
know that the Senate does not, in general, get a good
press. As a matter of fact, it gets very little press at all. We
are also aware that there is a body of opinion which holds
that an unelected Senate is an anachronism in modern
society. However, I am convinced that if the question were
put squarely to the Canadian people, a majority would
continue to favour reform over abolition of this body.
Reform is what we need, and good ideas are not lacking.
Many of the recommendations made in the report of the
Special Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Com-
mons on the Constitution of Canada are excellent and
could be implemented without amendment to the B.N.A.
Act. One of these has to do with the membership.

Recommendation 39 reads as follows:

All Senators should continue to be appointed by the
Federal Government: as vacancies occur in the
present Senate, one-half of the Senators from each
Province and Territory should be appointed in the
same manner as at present; the other half from each
Province and Territory should be appointed by the
Federal Government from a panel of nominees sub-
mitted by the appropriate Provincial or Territorial
Government.

Now, this proposition stemmed from the fact that two
roles were intended for the Senate by the Fathers of
Confederation: 1. Protection of provincial, minority or
regional rights; 2. The review of legislation by giving it a
“sober second thought.” However, there was another and
much more important reason behind this recommendation.
The report did not spell it out because that might have
been considered indiscreet. The reason is this: for the past
30 years or more, the Senate has been as close to being a
one-party house as is possible in a country which consid-

ers itself democratic. The Senate has, for over a quarter of
a century, had huge Liberal majorities. There has been an
imbalance in the representation of public opinion, which is
dangerous for a chamber of this nature. Canadians of all
political persuasions should be represented in the Senate
in the same proportion, or as near to it as possible, as they
are represented in the House of Commons. At the begin-
ning of the last session we welcomed to this chamber five
new senators. One of them was Senator Martial Asselin
and he was the first to take a seat with the official
Opposition since 1963. Since those appointments, five more
senators have been summoned to this place and seated on
the government side. The present standing in this place, I
remind you, is: Liberals, 75; Conservatives, 17; Social
Credit, 1; and Independents, 2. The point I want to make
again is that it is becoming increasingly difficult for the
official Opposition, as well as for the Senate as a whole, to
discharge properly its constitutional duties, and the main
problem is this lopsided membership.

® (2050)

At one time it was thought that the present Prime
Minister had adopted a policy whereby a certain propor-
tion of the appointments to this chamber would be sup-
porters of the official Opposition and other parties repre-
sented in the House of Commons, or a number of
independents representing large segments of the popula-
tion. Many in the ranks of the official Opposition resigned
in the hope that the vacancies created would be filled by
PC supporters. They were not. Some of those I lead would
consider resigning even today, if they could hope to be
replaced by someone supporting the official Opposition.

Honourable senators must also bear in mind that apart
from Senator Asselin all those sitting on this side were
summoned to the Senate more than 10 years ago. There-
fore, our average age is higher than that on the govern-
ment side, and this is an additional handicap to the huge
difference in numbers.

This problem would not be so acute if there had devel-
oped within the huge majority of government supporters a
real internal opposition. This would have helped the
Senate to look at legislation with a critical eye, a task
which it is the Senate’s duty to perform. Some Liberal
senators have been known to “lose their cool” and disagree
with the government. But that sort of eccentric behaviour
has always met with disapproving scowls from the govern-
ment benches. Consequently, only very infrequent and
sporadic has been the criticism of government legislation
emanating from the benches opposite.

In the last 15 years or so, the Senate has assumed an
increasingly important investigative role. Our committees
have been very active and extremely efficient in this role,
especially when matters dealt with were of a non-partisan
nature. For example, the Senate has done excellent work
in the areas of science policy, poverty, economic growth,
employment and price stability, the Constitution, the
study of tax bills, et cetera. We have the right to be proud
of what we have accomplished in this area. However, by
our giving too much importance to this investigative role,
the people may be led to forget that our first responsibili-
ty, and by far the more important, is the review of
legislation.
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I have witnessed this myself. The public tends to forget
that the Senate has to pass all bills in the same manner as
does the House of Commons. People know about the
reports of special or standing committees of the Senate,
but I worry that they do not know that we can amend or
refuse to pass any piece of legislation.

I have criticized the fact that we are always invited by
the Leader of the Government—and in this he is support-
ed by the majority around him—to adopt quickly all of the
government’s legislation. I am deeply convinced that we
are wrong in so doing. We are wrong in not taking more
time, in all circumstances, to consider the bills that come
to us. I do not mean that we should have to debate
legislation for days and days, as they do in the other place.
Very often the debates in the other place do not, in
themselves, mean much, and it is a way for that house to
take time to reflect and make up its mind. We should give
ourselves time to think. We should delay for a few days,
and occasionally for a week or more, the passage of a bill.
Above all, we should always observe our rules.

I am becoming increasingly opposed to the idea of
giving leave to proceed with second reading of a bill
immediately after it reaches the Senate. I suggest that
leave to set aside the rules of the Senate should not be
granted except in situations of extreme urgency. Certainly
we should never again adopt the resolution which was
forced upon us at the end of last session, dispensing with
the two-day and one-day notice for second and third read-
ing of a bill. This is a subtle form of closure which is
entirely out of place in this chamber. The question of
whether such a policy would require an adjustment in our
timetable is a minor consideration. I suggest that too often
we have appeared to be interested primarily in getting the
work over with and going home as quickly as possible.

Also, it is most illogical to do what we have been doing
consistently in recent years—coming here in anticipation
of the passage of some bill by the other place in order to be
ready to rubber-stamp it. That is demeaning. It has always
annoyed me to see the government leader hold out the
carrot of an adjournment if we agree to pass government
legislation quickly.

I invite honourable senators to consider, as an example
of what I am suggesting, the case of the amendment made
to the wiretapping bill. I do not intend to discuss the merit
of the amendment which was made by the committee
headed by Senator Goldenberg. I merely wish to point out
that when the report of the committee came before the
Senate, following the practice favoured by the Leader of
the Government, the chairman moved that the report be,
with leave, adopted immediately.

Leave was granted—and I share in the responsibility of
the whole Senate for that mistake—and third reading of
the bill, as amended, was given immediately. The message
was sent that very day to the House of Commons that we
had passed the bill with one amendment—an amendment
which went squarely against the views of the majority in
the other place, even though it was favourable to the
viewpoint of the government, and especially of the Minis-
ter of Justice.

I venture to say that the large majority here did not
know what the amendment was all about. If we had
followed our rules, the report of the committee would not
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have been adopted on the day it came from the com-
mittee. It would have been printed in the Debates of the
Senate, and would have been considered by honourable
senators. Those senators who had not been at the commit-
tee meeting would have had time to assess the implication
of the amendment, and the Senate as a whole would have
had time to get some feedback from the House of Com-
mons. The report could have been debated for a day or
two, or there could have been a postponement to the next
week, since there was no urgency about this matter.

Such a delay could have provided us with the opportu-
nity to alter our report in order to make the amendment
more palatable to the House of Commons. I have in mind
the amendment which was proposed subsequently by
Senator Carter, and which apparently was acceptable at
that time to the Opposition in the other place, as well as to
the government. By proceeding as quickly as we did, we
merely provoked a confrontation rather than a conference,
and we lost entirely the merit that we would have earned
had we been able to amend the bill in a way that would
have made it acceptable to the other place.

The one thing I know for sure is that if the attitude of
the House of Commons towards the amendment made by
the Senate had been considered on any day other than a
Saturday, and without the deadline of having royal assent
on January 14, it would have been much easier to consider
the possibility of a conference. Such a conference would
most likely have resulted in acceptance by the House of
the amendment moved by Senator Carter, which was
debated on Friday and Saturday, January 11 and 12. The
amendment was defeated for fear it would not be accepted
by the House of Commons, and also because the Senate
appeared to believe that a decision had to be made no later
than Saturday, January 12. The safer course to follow, as
was suggested by the Leader of the Government and
others supporting him, was to advise the other place that
the Senate would not insist on its amendment.

For once in the session the Senate had adopted an
amendment to a bill. But we lost it. We were not overruled
by the Commons. We forced ourselves into submission by
our own ineptitude. This would not have happened—it
would never happen again, and we would be much more
inclined to make amendments—if we were allowed to
work at a more normal pace; if we were not always forced
to come here in anticipation of legislation and blackmailed
into going home as quickly as possible.

Of course, I am rather skeptical that my ideas will be
readily accepted by the government leader—or by the
majority of the government supporters, for that matter. I
have a hunch, however, that if there is a change of govern-
ment, and if the majority is forced to sit on the left side of
the Speaker, that same majority will reverse its attitude. I
point out to honourable senators on the other side that if
they wait until then, it will only prove that they are now
more concerned with the fate of the government than with
that of the Senate.

@ (2100)

[Translation]

Honourable senators, before resuming my seat—and I
am aware it is time to do so—I would like to come back to
the Speech from the Throne for a moment.
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In less controversial and contentious areas than infla-
tion, unemployment and energy, the government has pro-
mised numerous pieces of legislation; for instance,
measures aimed at putting an end to any unfair distinc-
tion in rail tariffs—a rather vague term; a new port policy;
the creation of a centre for the development of urban
transport; numerous amendments to the statutes of
Canada in order to ensure equality of treatment to women,
and a host of amendments to various acts.

In the light of the experience gathered from the previ-
ous session it is difficult to imagine how the government
will succeed in having Parliament pass more than a hand-
ful of the bills mentioned in the Speech from the Throne.
The last session has shown that it is not the government,
but rather the NDP which takes the initiative and deter-
mines the legislative program of Parliament.

It is clear that Mr. Lewis wants to do again what he did
last session and to get angry at more or less regular
intervals in order to force the government to introduce
minor bills which will enable him to continue to claim
that a minority government under his wing is the best
solution for Canadians.

This situation remains nothing short of strange and
illogical. How long will the government let the business of
Parliament, indeed the nation’s business, be controlled by
a slight minority of members? Will they let 31 members,
representing 17 per cent of the electorate, call the tune for
more than 230 members chosen by 80 per cent of the
electors?

A change is imperative in the House of Commons and it
will come only with a new general election. In the interest
of the country, I hope it will come soon.

[English]
Hon. Mr. Buckwold: Before the Leader of the Govern-

ment rises to speak, I wonder if I may be allowed to ask a
question of Senator Flynn.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: Or two.

Hon. Mr. Buckwold: Just one. The Leader of the Oppo-
sition, during the course of his address, made the serious
charge—

Hon. Mr. Asselin: Give your leader a chance to speak.

Hon. Mr. Buckwold: I am merely going to ask a
question.

Hon. Mr. Walker: Well, why don’t you?

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: You are making a speech. Ask the
question.

Hon. Mr. Buckwold: I have only just stood up. The
Leader of the Opposition has made a charge against the
government of serious mismanagement of the economy in
so far as food prices are concerned. He referred to the fact
that food prices rose 17 per cent during the past year. My
question is: Do I gather from the comments of the Leader
of the Opposition that he and his party begrudge the
farmers of Canada a return on their investment of capital
and labour that will finally give them adequate recom-
pense, and make up for the many years when they sold
their products, very often, at less than the cost of
production?

Hon. Mr. Flynn: The interpretation put on my remarks
by the honourable senator is entirely wrong. I suggest that
he read my speech tomorrow, at which time he might
possibly understand it.

Hon. Paul Martin: Honourable senators, at the opening
of this new session of Parliament may I extend to Madam
Speaker our assurance of confidence in her and the charm-
ing and able way in which she presides over our affairs.

Madam Speaker, you bring honour and credit to the
Senate.

I agree with Cheryl Hawkes of the Canadian Press who,
in writing about our proceedings, said of Madam Speaker:

Close friends say she is obviously in her element,
meeting and bringing people together with her warm
and likeable personality. She looks younger and
healthier as Speaker, they say, than she did when
serving on Senate committees, making trips to China,
Hungary, Africa or Washington with parliamentary
delegations and speaking to groups across the country.

Their Excellencies Governor General and Mrs. Michener
have departed from Rideau Hall after seven years of active
and dedicated service to the Crown and to Canada.

Roland Michener, a former Member of the House of
Commons, later its Speaker, succeeded the late Georges
Vanier as Governor General of Canada. He did not come
directly to the office of Governor General from the politi-
cal arena. After he left the House of Commons he was
invited to join Canada’s diplomatic service, and served
with distinction as our ambassador in Delhi, India.
Canadians have extended to the Micheners their apprecia-
tion and high regard for the service rendered while they
were at Rideau Hall. When we thank Mr. Michener, we
add our warmest thanks to his wife, whom we know for
her interest in so many enterprises and, more particularly,
if I may say so, for her interest in Thomistic philosophy as
a student at the Medieval Institute under the eminent
Professor Etienne Gilson.

[Translation]

The New Governor General, His Excellency Jules Léger,
delivered the Speech from the Throne at the opening of
the second session of the 29th Parliament of Canada.

Having been acquainted with His Excellency for many
years, I can speak advisedly about him. As pointed out by
the Leader of the Opposition, he has a wide experience in
several fields; he was a newspaperman; he filled several
key posts in the civil service, more especially in two
departments, External Affairs and Secretary of State. His
very extensive knowledge will be quite useful in the
carrying out of his new duties. He was ambassador of
Canada in Mexico, Italy, France and Belgium. In short, he
will fill with dignity the high office entrusted to him by
Her Majesty the Queen on the government advice.

Mrs. Léger who is well known for her charm, her per-
sonality and her graciousness will be a valuable support
for her husband who will be called to travel throughout
Canada.

The former Governor General, the late Georges Vanier,
has shown the importance of Canadian unity. His Excel-
lency the Governor General will contribute to the under-
standing and the greatness of our Confederation proceed-
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ing from the two founding races as well as other ethnic
groups making up the large Canadian family.

Canada is proud, and duly so, of the prominence and
authority of the Supreme Court of Canada. On the occa-
sion of the early retirement of the Rt. Hon. Chief Justice
Gérald Fauteux, I wish to commend him. with gratitude
and admiration, for his truly great contribution to the
Supreme Court of Canada.

e (2110)
[English]

He has been succeeded by Mr. Justice Bora Laskin
whose work in the fields of civil rights and constitutional
law has given a special quality to his reputation. The
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Canada, as Deputy
of His Excellency the Governor General, will command
our respect.

[Translation]

May I point out to you that there are now in the Senate
four former provincial premiers, two from Nova Scotia,
one from New Brunswick and another from Alberta. These
senators, with their vast experience, will make a signifi-
cant contribution to our provincially oriented debates.

Surely this is one of the reasons that brought about the
establishment of this House. One of these honourable
senators, the Honourable Louis Robichaud served his
province for ten years; last Thursday, he moved the adop-
tion of the Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne. His speech was a masterpiece as the Leader of the
Opposition called it, and I am sure that he made as good an
impression on you as he did on me. Therefore, I extend to
him my warmest congratulations and I am convinced that
we can depend on his active and constructive contribution.

The honourable senator, a native of New Brunswick,
belongs to that admirable group of Canadians, the Acadi-
ans, of whom he is one of the most distinguished.

[English]

Professor Kunz, whom I regard as the great champion
outside the Senate of this House of Parliament, when he
wrote his book on the Senate, said that some 37 per cent of
the Senate of that day had legislative experience in the
House of Commons or in provincial legislatures before
coming to the Senate. I should think that the percentage
continues to be approximately the same.

I have mentioned that Senator Robichaud was a provin-
cial premier. The seconder of the motion before us, Sena-
tor Perrault, has had experience in the House of Com-
mons, and as leader of his party he served with great
ability in the Legislature of British Columbia. In second-
ing Senator Robichaud’s motion, Senator Perrault gave us
a vigorous account of government policy. He dealt—I
thought, frankly and completely—with what is called the
problem of Western alienation. This was not Senator Per-
rault’s first speech in the Senate, but it was one of his best
and strongest.

The Leader of the Opposition clearly established this
evening that he does not agree with the Government of
Canada. Let there be no doubt that he stands foremost in
this house in his opposition to the government of our
country. He made that very clear in what he had to say
about unemployment, inflation, loss of income—indeed,
about almost every kind of action that a government these
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days is obliged to consider. I want him to know that he
convinced me, without any reservation, that he does not
share my conviction that this government is not a bad
administration.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: I am very happy.

Hon. Mr. Martin: He spoke of the economy and the loss
of income and I want to deal with these matters, not in a
political way but as factually as I can.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: You couldn’t.

Hon. Mr. Martin: What is the real situation with regard
to the economy, with regard to the matter of disposable
income? The growth of the economy this year has been
stronger than at any time since 1956, despite its interrup-
tion in the third quarter by work stoppages. Real national
output increased at an annual rate of 7.1 per cent, well
over the long-term potential growth rate of around 5% per
cent.

Real personal income at the disposal of Canadians—that
is, income not before but after payment of direct taxes,
and after taking full account of the decline in purchasing
power of the dollar caused by inflation—increased by an
average of 6.8 per cent on a per capita basis, following
already substantial increases of 6.7 per cent in 1972 and 5.9
per cent in 1971. This, despite the sharp increase in the
cost of living that has taken place.

This significant rise in personal income is the result of
several factors. The substantial cut, equivalent to 12-13 per
cent, in personal income taxes, provided for in the budget
of a year ago, is one factor, although Senator Flynn made
no reference at all to that.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: I did.

Hon. Mr. Martin: There is the extraordinary increase in
the number of Canadians at work, the sharply increased
farm income, the increased social assistance, and the
rising productivity of the economy as a whole.

It is significant that the increase in the per capita
disposable income for Canadians in 1973 was exactly 50
per cent more than that enjoyed by individuals in the
United States, and that since 1971 disposable income avail-
able to Canadians has increased at twice the rate for the
United States.

Senator Flynn spoke of employment. Let us examine
what the situation is. During this last year a greater
number of new jobs was created in Canada than ever
before in our history. Employment was up by 430,000, a
record 5.2 per cent increase over last year, which is almost
25 per cent higher than the previous peak of growth in job
creation of 4.2 per cent achieved in 1966.

In some regions of the country, notably the Atlantic
Provinces, Quebec and British Columbia, the growth of
employment has exceeded all previous records. It was
nearly 6.5 per cent in the Atlantic Provinces, which was
more than twice the employment growth in 1972 and more
than four times that in 1971. Quebec registered an employ-
ment increase of 5.8 per cent, more than four times the
rate of growth in 1972. The rate of increase in employment
in British Columbia was 6.6 per cent.

For a number of years Canada has had the fastest
growing labour force in the industrial world. During the
past year Canadians have been pouring into the labour
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market at a considerably greater rate than ever before,
largely in response to the new job opportunities which are
being created by an admitted rapidly expanding economy.
There was a record increase in the labour force nationally
of 4.4 per cent, for a total of 388,000. This was significantly
higher than the previous peak increase of 3.9 per cent in
1957 and 1966. In the Atlantic provinces the growth in the
labour force was considerably higher than the national
rate at 6.3 per cent, leaving the level of unemployment
there virtually unchanged.
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In every other region unemployment levels declined.
Nationally, the average rate of unemployment in 1973
declined to 5.6 per cent from an average of 6.3 per cent in
1972—admittedly still too high. No one wants unemploy-
ment, but no one can deny the buoyancy of our economy.
No one can deny that the work force has increased to the
extent that I have indicated, and the prospects for the
economy in 1974 do not fit in with the pessimistic portray-
al made by the Leader of the Opposition who, as I say,
stated unequivocally and demonstrably his opposition to
the present Government of Canada.

The growth in our exports, which last year increased at
a post-war record rate of 22.3 per cent compared to 9.9 per
cent in 1972, will be more moderate, admittedly, than was
otherwise expected, because of slower growth in the
economies of our major trading partners who are so
dependent—much more than we are—on imported energy.
But the prospects for 1974 certainly do not warrant the
pessimistic view taken by the Leader of the Opposition.

The same is true of the prospects for capital investment.
A substantial increase of capital investment in new pro-
ductive facilities is needed to expand the output of equip-
ment and material currently in short supply, and this is
taking place.

Business capital investment in 1973 increased in real
terms, after discounting price increases, by 11.7 per cent—
more than four times that in 1972. Housing investments
rose 20.9 per cent in value and 8.8 per cent in volume in
1973. A survey of 200 of the largest corporations published
in November projects a 21 per cent increase in investment
machinery and construction in 1974—a 46.5 per cent
increase for manufacturing alone.

These figures which were given out by Statistics
Canada a few weeks ago do not support the contention of
the Leader of the Opposition in the vigorous and compre-
hensive speech he made tonight. He spoke of inflation—
and one expected that he would speak of inflation—which
is perhaps our most serious problem, but not a problem
that is peculiar to us. Everyone in the world at the present
time is the victim of inflation. It is one of our first
concerns, and it is one of the great preoccupations of the
government and of Canadians generally at the moment. It
is a serious problem not only for developed countries like
the United States, Great Britain, France and Canada, but
also for the underdeveloped countries that are the
beneficiaries of so much of our external aid.

What has the government done to try to meet the prob-
lem of distributing as fairly as possible the burdens of
inflation? The Leader of the Opposition did not, I think,
do himself justice tonight, because one would almost con-
clude from what he said that the government was not

concerned about the problem; that it had done little to try
to provide even mitigation let alone something that might
approach a solution. Well, here are some of the things it
has done.

It has increased pensions and family allowances, and
has tied both to the cost of living. If that was a suggestion
made by the Leader of the Opposition in the other place, it
does not destroy the validity of what the government has
now done. Parties, no matter where they sit, whether they
are on the government or on the opposition side, are
expected to put forward good proposals, and a government
which accepts good proposals put forward by opposition
parties is only doing its duty—although I am not so sure
that that was the suggestion of the Leader of the Opposi-
tion in the other place.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: Very subtle!

Hon. Mr. Martin: We have given subsidies to reduce
increases in the price of bread and milk although, admit-
tedly, there are indications today that there may be a rise
of perhaps three cents, or whatever is proposed, by some
bread companies.

The government has indexed personal income taxes. It
has protected the domestic pretoleum market from world-
wide distortions. It has brought about a reduction in the
price of many goods to the consumer through tariff and
other trade policies.

The Prime Minister denies that the cost of labour has
been the dominant factor in the present rise of prices.
Certainly during the most recent period labour has not
used its power to impose an unjust economic burden on
the rest of the Canadian people.

The world economy, as I say, has felt the effect of this
current rise in the cost of living. Whatever may have been
our contribution to the cause of inflation, how could
Canada possibly be immune from this worldwide econom-
ic situation when it is realized that more than one-fifth of
our gross annual product comes from foreign trade? In
comparison with other industrialized countries, our record
has been a little better than the average during the past
four years. Our dollar is strong. Our currency is sought
after. This is a reflection of the strength of our economy.

Last week Statistics Canada published figures which
show that the rate of real growth in 1973 in Canada was
the highest in 17 years. Now surely that means something.
Last year in Canada more jobs were created, as I showed a
few moments ago, than at any time in our history.

There is no doubt that strong action—even stronger
action, if you will, if this is available—against inflation
has to be pursued along a wide front. We must continue to
help pensioners and low-income families, the most vulner-
able, in their fight against the effects of inflation.

The government will continue to apply selective meas-
ures intended to reduce the impact of inflation, if
required. I mentioned the indexing of income taxes, the oil
export tax, subsidies on certain consumer products such as
milk and bread, and controls on exports of certain prod-
ucts. We must continue, admittedly, to take appropriate
action to give the Canadian consumer an adequate, secure
and reasonably priced supply of those commodities. This is
certainly true of food and fuel, which we provide for both
our domestic and foreign markets. We will have to contin-
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ue to pay top attention to removing unsettling fluctua-
tions in the supply and price of our domestic products. The
Speech from the Throne provides measures that do these
very things.

We do not think wage and price controls will help.
Tonight again, just as the Leader of the Opposition in the
other place did, the Leader of the Opposition in the Senate
came out for wage and price controls. He has the right to
do that, but we have to examine what would be the effect
if we were to bring in a general system of wage and price
controls. Can we ignore the experience of other countries?
Can we ignore what the leading economists of the world
say about what we should do in this regard? Can we
ignore what a committee of this Senate found in 19717
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In the United States and the United Kingdom the
sources of supply were dried up by price controls. The
result was a temporary fixed price for scarce and some-
times unavailable products, followed by a breakaway rise
in price when the controls were removed. That is the fact.
We know from the political crisis in the United Kingdom
that that is the situation, as was admitted by Mr. Harold
Wilson two nights before the recent election in the United
Kingdom.

I have in my hand the report of the Standing Senate
Committee on National Finance entitled “Growth,
Employment and Price Stability”, under the chairmanship
of Senator Everett, and the deputy chairmanship of Sena-
tor Molson. It will be remembered that a leading member
of the House of Commons, the financial critic for the
Opposition in the other place, was this committee’s chief
economic counsel. This is what the committee concluded:

While we advocate one very special kind of incomes
policy for Canada we are in general deeply skeptical
about most varieties of controls, guide-lines and
incomes policies. Their historical record of effective-
ness against inflation is poor, and they pose important
threats to personal freedom and economic dynamism.
They also tend to divert attention from more effective
anti-inflationary policies. Problems of public accepta-
bility alone would militate against selective wage-
prige controls. The control system would likely be
either general in its application or a largely meaning-
less gesture. Controls are one of the least desirable of
all economic price stabilization tools. If they are used
at all in peacetime it should be on a short-term emer-
gency basis.

That last sentence gives some comfort to my honourable
friend, but if he looks at the sentence carefully he will see
it begins, “If they are used at all...” The Committee
recommends against their use.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: That was in 1971, not in 1974.

Hon. Mr. Martin: All right. In 1971, nevertheless, we
were reminded in this very debate by the Leader of the
Opposition that inflation had been a serious problem for
some time, and that the government was doing little about
it

Hon. Mr. Flynn: It was nothing compared to what we
have now.

Hon. Mr. Martin: Well, of course, the problem is serious.
[Hon. Mr. Martin.]

I point out that the sharp rise that has taken place in
consumer prices over the past months is a matter of deep
concern to this government. We regard this as perhaps the
most serious problem facing Canada. We must, however,
look at the problem in the light of its world context, in the
light of the fact that we are a trading nation, in the light
of the fact that the Opposition and other political parties
and the people of Canada do not want us to resort once
again to tight money policies.

Although the results may be the same, the cause of
inflation varies considerably. The current inflationary
pressures are worldwide, as I said. They are worldwide in
origin, and they are generated by a unique combination of
international circumstances. For the first time, the econo-
mies of all the major industrial nations have surged for-
ward simultaneously, and this in turn has led to a rapid
and large increase in demand for a wide variety of inter-
nationally traded goods at a time when many of them are
in short supply as the result of various factors.

Food products are the most acute example of the adverse
impact of these forces. The output of many basic food
commodities was reduced substantially last year because
of poor harvest conditions in a number of countries. At the
same time, sharply rising incomes led to a substantial
increase in demand for foods of all kinds, particularly
wheat. Food costs, as a result, have climbed steeply,
accounting for some two-thirds of above average increase
in consumer prices among the 24 nations that make up the
Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Develop-
ment mentioned by the Leader of the Opposition in his
speech.

In Canada and the United States the problem has been
compounded by the significantly increased cost of many
imported goods caused by the substantial appreciation
during the past year of the currencies of a number of their
major trading partners. The problem has been further
intensified here in Canada by the adverse effect of the
renewed United States price freeze last summer, which
only served to reduce supplies and push up prices still
further, and by United States export controls on a number
of commodities.

It is the government’s conviction—and it has advice not
only from the Public Service but from other sources, such
as its contacts with other countries and other govern-
ments—that Canada, as a major international trading
nation, cannot expect to isolate itself from these world-
wide inflationary forces by measures aimed at curbing
prices, which at the same time would not damage the
longer-term economic interests of the nation as a whole.
When the inflationary problem is caused by an interna-
tional imbalance of supply and demand, the only solution
is to increase supply. This may not always have been
government policy, but it is now the right method.

Given the inescapable increases in the prices of oil, food
and other commodities, price stability might be partially
restored in the short run by lowering prices of other goods
and services. To achieve this by deflationary measures
would involve a degree of unemployment and a reduction
of real output which would be totally unacceptable to the
government and the people of Canada.

Long ago, I can tell the house, the government drew up a
plan for controlling prices and incomes as a matter of
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contingency. Its assessment on repeated occasions has
been that controls, as suggested by the Leader of the
Opposition, could not be effective for any meaningful
period of time in holding back a worldwide inflationary
tide. They learned that in the most economically powerful
country in the world, the United States, where they have
abandoned their system of controls, as they did on Sunday
in Italy, and as they are doing in other countries. On the
contrary, the government concluded that by reducing the
supply of goods, controls could, in fact, do far more harm
than good by putting further upward pressure on prices.
This applies particularly to foods and industrial materials,
the major source of global inflationary pressures, which
are the least amenable to price controls.

Those who have tried controls have found them to be
significantly unsuccessful. The United States is now in
process of phasing out all price and wage controls, except
on health care and petroleum. They have proved to be not
only ineffective, but have had the reverse effect of
increasing inflationary pressures by creating shortages.
The British economy appears to be confronted by disaster
as a result of widespread labour strikes in opposition to
wage controls because of lack of adequate consensus.
® (2140)

In January, the year-by-year increase in the Canadian
Consumer Price Index of 9.1 per cent compares favourably
with the increase of 9.4 per cent in the United States and
12 per cent in Britain. In December, the rate was 10.3 per
cent for all OECD countries, illustrating beyond question
the international nature of inflation.

The Canadian government has already pressed forward
with those particular measures which are feasible in order
to slow the rise in prices and to provide relief for those
Canadians least able to protect themselves. It has already
implemented an impressive list of measures which fall
into this category and it has won commendation for
having provided the strongest and most solid program in
the estimation of the Organization for Economic Co-Oper-
ation and Development.

What has it done? Let me repeat.

It has indexed most of our social security payments,
including old age pensions and family allowances, to
protect the recipients against the effects of inflation.
It has indexed tax exemptions and rate brackets to
eliminate the automatic tendency of taxes to take a
higher and higher fraction of people’s real income
during periods of rising money wage rates.
It has reduced certain sales and import taxes, and
subsidized certain commodities of particular impor-
tance in the consumer budget thereby directly reduc-
ing their prices.
It has set up the Food Prices Review Board to focus
public attention on pricing practices in food distribu-
tion. It has restrained the price of oil products sold in
the domestic market.
And above all it has encouraged an increase in the
supply of goods available to meet the extraordinary
growth in demand both at home and abroad, thus
attacking the problem at its roots.
Now, there are other matters I should like to be able to
deal with this evening but time does not permit. I have

asked Senator Langlois if he would mind, in his speech
tomorrow, dealing with the question of oil and he has
kindly agreed to do so. I should like also to have dealt at
some length with the item in the Speech from the Throne
concerning the government’s intentions in the field of
science. In this regard I would point out that on Friday
last, the Minister of State for Science, Mrs. Sauvé, paid
tribute to the work of Senator Lamontagne, Chairman of
the Special Senate Committee on Science Policy, and
other members of that committee. While I am sure that
Senator Lamontagne would hope that the government
would go further than it has gone, the fact is that it has
made an important start, one that certainly reflects the
view of the committee itself, that is, that the government
must act as quickly as possible to eliminate uncertainty
and provide Canada with the federal institutions and
policies so badly needed to face the challenges posed by
technology and science for the seventies and over the long
term.

There are other matters dealt with in the Speech from
the Throne that one would like to mention, but as I have
said, time does not permit. However, during the course of
this debate I hope that other senators will take advantage
of an examination of the Speech from the Throne to see
the extent to which the government is prepared to act in
the interests of Canada. Now whether this is prodded by
the public or by the NDP does not really matter. After all,
a Parliament made up of different political parties is
expected to receive contributions from those parties. If the
government is prepared to accept wise suggestions, no
matter where they come from, then, well and good.

There is a further matter I should like to touch upon
before I make a brief reference to my concluding points,
and that is a matter referred to the other day by Senator
Robichaud.

[Translation]

I should now like to deal briefly with a point which is
becoming a matter of concern for us and which will
remain so as long as it has not been clarified; namely, the
cultural independence of Quebec. You are surely aware
that this was one of the main issues in the last provincial
election campaign in Quebec and that it cropped up again
recently when, in a forceful speech, the federal Minister of
Communications, the Hon. Gérard Pelletier, stressed its
ambiguity as well as its dangers for Quebec and Canada as
a whole.

Indeed, if one wishes to give to this expression not only
a symbolic value but a true meaning and a strict defini-
tion, it is a doctrine which will not be easily accepted by
those who, like us, have placed all their confidence in a
federalism which has always aimed at being economic,
social and cultural.

As a Franco-Ontarian who recognizes Quebec as the
spiritual home of all French Canadians, and in line with
the feeling expressed by Senator Robichaud, I am also
concerned about this uncertain situation in which Quebec
now finds itself, a situation which could seriously endan-
ger the interests and the rights of French Canadians in the
other provinces. Although the separatist threat has been
diverted by popular verdict for the next four years, the
pessimists and defeatists continue their campaign urging
us to erect walls around and, even, within Quebec, under
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the pretence of preserving the French language which is
disappearing. It is inconceivable to witness an intensifica-
tion of this campaign at a time when the French language
is secure under the blanket of a legislative instrument
known as the Official Languages Act, at a time when
Quebec artists attain international and national recogni-
tion, thanks very often to federal grants, and at a time
when the economic and political future of French-speak-
ing Quebecers is improving to such an extent that it is no
longer a case of survival but of complete achievement.

We can only hope that the Quebec government will act
in an equitable fashion in the area of languages, but with
the necessary tact and wisdom which circumstances com-
mand, never disregarding the rights of all their citizens or
the rights of French-speaking Canadians outside Quebec,
and remembering that the French-speaking community in
Quebec has always foiled the expectations of prophesiers
of evil and victoriously accepted any challenge.

To my mind, the senator was right in putting the ques-
tion because I noticed this morning, in the newspapers,
that the Quebec Premier said that he did not intend to
encourage the extremists. I know the Quebec Premier very
well: he is a moderate man, who knows Canada well, who
has great confidence in the bilingualism program through-
out Canada; I know full well that he is absolutely con-
vinced of the merits of Confederation.

® (2150)

[English]

I agree with the statements of the Leader of the Opposi-
tion regarding the recommendations made by the Special
Joint Committee of the Senate and of the House of Com-
mons for changes in the Constitution and, in particular, I
agree with him that most of their recommendations are
worthy of the support which he gave them tonight. He
himself was a distinguished member of that committee.

I wish to say that whatever criticism is levelled at this
body, let us not forget that criticism is levelled not only at
the Senate but at Parliament itself. One has only to read
articles that recently appeared in the Parliamentarian to
see that all over the Commonwealth, particularly in the
United Kingdom, criticisms are made of the parliamentary
institution. They are also made in the United States and in
particular against the Senate of the United States. Many

believe that the parliamentary system and the deliberative
method is no longer valuable nor meaningful and has no
longer any relevance. However, we are here as a result of
the decisions made in 1864 and 1867 by the Fathers of
Confederation. We are a confederation, and almost every
confederation in the world has an upper house. I do not
fear for the support on the part of provincial governments
or of the people of Canada for this institution.

We, however, can make changes; we do not need to wait
for constitutional agreement nor for government decision.
We do not need to wait for action by Parliament, either in
one house or in the other. We ourselves, as senators, have
in our hands the opportunity of enriching our contribution
toward making this an even better place than we believe
fundamentally it is. Each of us knows that by observing
our obligations here, paying them not peripheral attention
but primary attention, we will perhaps be putting forward
the best reform. I have no doubt that that is the intention
of us all, as we begin this new session. That, at any rate, I
hope is the intention.

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the nice things
he said about me; I am not used to receiving them. With
regard to the criticism he made tonight, there may be some
justification. I assure him that whatever I have done has
been with only the best of intentions, because I share with
him, as I share with everyone else here, the belief that, in
a confederation such as ours, an institution of this type
renders an important service to the country in protecting,
recognizing and discussing provincial rights—in the
national interest, of course, if they meet that test. I wish to
state as strongly as I can, however, that while I agree with
what Senator Flynn had, in the main, to say, I do not agree
with the nature of his political criticisms tonight. I found
little merit whatsoever in them. I commend him to read
the Speech from the Throne again.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: This time I will fall asleep.

Hon. Mr. Martin: My honourable friend said he would
fall asleep, but he should not fall asleep over a document
which contains such a good record and gives promise for
such constructive action for the welfare of Canada.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: You are making a good joke.

On motion of Senator Lianglois, debate adjourned.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at 2 p.m.
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The Senate met at 2 p.m., the Speaker in the Chair.
Prayers.

DOCUMENTS TABLED

Hon. Leopold Langlois tabled:

Copies of a contract between the Government of
Canada and the municipality of Leaf Rapids, Manito-
ba, for the use or employment of the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police, pursuant to section 20(3) of the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police Act, Chapter R-9, R.S.C., 1970
(English text).

Report on operations under the Regional Develop-
ment Incentives Act for the month of December 1973,
pursuant to section 16 of the said Act, Chapter R-3,
R.S.C., 1970.

Report of the Ministry of State for Science and
Technology for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1973,
pursuant to section 22 of the Ministries and Ministers
of State Act, Part IV of Chapter 42, Statutes of Canada,
1970-71-72.

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

Hon. Mr. Flynn: Honourable senators, may I ask the
Acting Leader of the Government if we really have to stay
in the absence of the Leader of the Government?

Hon. Mr. Langlois: Honourable senators, this is the first
time that my honourable friend has requested the pres-
ence of the Leader before participating in any debate in
this chamber. I think this is a good move on his part.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
MOTION FOR ADDRESS IN REPLY—DEBATE CONTINUED

The Senate resumed from yesterday consideration of
His Excellency the Governor General’'s Speech at the
opening of the session, and the motion of Senator Robi-
chaud, seconded by Senator Perrault, for an Address in
reply thereto.

[Translation]

Hon. Leopold Langlois: Honourable senators, in taking
part in this debate, my first words will be words of warm
congratulations to you, Madam Speaker, for your out-
standing performance in the discharge of your duties and
also for the honour that you bring to this chamber. Indeed,
you are a model for all members of this august assembly.

I would also congratulate the Leader of the Opposition
for his part in the debate; as my leader put it yesterday, I
would add that he managed to convince us of one thing,
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that he is against the party in office. He has been most
successful in this.

I will also congratulate my leader, who would not want
us to compliment him, because his performance keeps on
being masterful, but still the speech that he delivered last
night is one of the best in his career.

I also wish to extend my warmest congratulations to the
mover and seconder of the Address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne, Senators Louis Robichaud and Raymond
Perrault. Both delivered very eloquent speeches and they
dealt with current problems with a broadness of mind that
makes them greater in our esteem in this house.

Although I do not hope to reach the summit of eloquence
of our colleague, Senator Robichaud, I welcome the view
he expressed on the Senate role and the linguistic and
cultural problems that the people of Canada are faced
with; they are views that meet my own, and that I already
expressed in this house and in the other place.

Indeed, when I took part in the debate on Senate reform
during the last session, I emphasized the Senate role as
that of a protector and a guardian of regional and provin-
cial interests, even going as far as suggesting a greater
representation of the various regions and ethnic groups
which make up the Canadian mosaic.

I agree entirely with Senator Robichaud’s views regard-
ing bilingualism which is being implemented in Canada as
a follow up to the legislation passed both at the federal
and the provincial level, to promote its early and complete
development. As he did, I strongly oppose and condemn
any attempt to establish unilingualism, be it French or
English, in any area of our country. Also, I abhor such
expressions as “cultural sovereignty” and “mass French-
ification” which we find unfortunately too often in the
statements made by a number of political figures in my
province whenever they deal with the future legislation
concerning linguistic problems in Quebec.

First of all, I do not believe in any project aimed at
imposing this or that language on an ethnic group in
Canada. I feel it would be absolutely inhuman to encroach
in any way upon the parents’ natural right to choose freely
the language of instruction for their children.

Furthermore, I feel that such action would prove detri-
mental to the development of the French language in this
country, both inside and outside Quebec. In short, I abhor
global solutions to problems as complex as those related to
instruction, language and culture. I believe very strongly
that all Canadian provinces should promote the cause of
bilingualism throughout Canada, a cause which is already
fairly well advanced and has been approved by most
Canadians.

Instead of discoursing on unilingualism on the pretence
that one or the other language must be saved it would be
infinitely preferable to lay down the basis for integral
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bilingualism by legislation in order to give every young
Canadian the opportunity of being educated in the two
official languages of Canada.

By taking up such a legislative program in educational
matters the Canadian provinces would at the same time
ensure national unity in Canada while building up for the
young generations a more rosy future in this world whose
remotest regions are becoming closer every day because of
the speedy development of instantaneous communications
everywhere.

Like Senator Robichaud, I have faith in the proverbial
good sense of my fellow citizens in Quebec to avoid the
unilingualism reef and this faith is strenghtened, as he
said, by the poise shown by the Quebec government in the
consideration of such an important question.

Senator Perrault has succeeded in putting the emphasis
on the pragmatism of which the Speech from the Throne is
imbued, and more especially on what some English com-
mentators referred to as the “bread and butter issues”.

@ (1410)
[English]

Among the many measures proposed in the Speech from
the Throne, I should like to elaborate on the subjects of
urban development, housing, science policy and oil policy.

The Ministry of State for Urban Affairs was created, as
we all know, to respond to Canada’s increasing urbaniza-
tion and to resolve resulting problems. The tri-level con-
ference, held in Toronto on October 21 and 22, 1972,
marked the first national meeting of the three levels of
government to focus on consultation and co-ordination of
activities to respond to the urban challenge. Senator Carl
Goldenberg was asked to preside at that conference, which
was, to my mind, a splendid recognition of the Senate and
of our distinguished colleague Senator Goldenberg.

The second tri-level conference, held in Edmonton last
October, reached a consensus on the need for managing
more effectively the unbalanced urban growth. This con-
sensus involves a national approach and one which recog-
nizes the specific regional elements of regional growth.
The federal government is committed to this two-phase,
integrated approach to managing urban growth—national-
ly and regionally—and is prepared to work closely with
the provinces in this respect.

This tri-level approach does not overlook the fact that
the municipalities are, under the Constitution, the crea-
tures of the provinces. The government has agreed, within
this limitation, to the tri-level approach. This decision of
the government calls for priority federal urban goals, with
two phases:

First, to achieve a more balanced pattern of cities and
towns throughout Canada, with increased emphasis on
support for improving small and medium-sized communi-
ties; and for new communities where needed.

Second, to improve the physical and social environment
of the larger urban centres, particularly the core areas, or
the inner city.

That decision means that federal policies and programs
will be massively redirected and reshaped over the coming
years to make them more responsive to the needs of an
urban nation. The Throne Speech gives a good indication
of this emphasis. It means that the federal government’s
views on urbanization are in the broadest possible terms—

[Hon. Mr. Langlois.]

not solely in terms of Toronto, Montreal or Vancouver, but
in terms, as well, of smaller communities and their place
in the Canadian economy.

This reshaping of policies and programs will affect not
just the policy development activities of the Ministry of
State for Urban Affairs or the programs of Central Mort-
gage and Housing Corporation but the redirection of poli-
cies and programs of many departments.

It means that increasingly the federal government will
join with the provinces and their municipalities to effect
beneficial changes in the evolving urban future.

The proposed measure is intended to apply to cities
where obsolete or under-used railway facilities—tracks,
yards, terminals and other properties—are formidable ob-
stacles to planned and orderly urban development.

The provisions in the draft railway relocation legislation
are intended to modify the flow of traffic on lines in cities,
or to relocate lines entirely, in accordance with urban
plans formulated by the provinces and their municipali-
ties.

Where a rail line is relocated, the property thus vacated
may be put to any number of uses. This could include the
provision of improved and expanded rapid transit facili-
ties. Railway rights of way will, in many cases, provide
excellent corridors for rapid public transit systems.

Honourable senators, I now turn to the question of
housing. The Speech from the Throne also mentions the
government’s housing objectives. The year 1973 was a
record year for house construction—more than 268,000
units were started.

Before the end of March, somewhere in Canada work-
men will begin laying the foundation for the one-millionth
housing unit to be constructed in Canada since 1970. On a
summer’s day this year we will begin the four-millionth
housing unit started in Canada since the end of the
Second World War.

For the past five years we have been on target with the
housing goals of the Economic Council of Canada, the
Task Force on Housing and Urban Development, and the
federal government—as outlined in the Speech from the
Throne of 1969.

o (1420)

In 1974, housing production will be close to the 1973
level. The total dollar investment for new and existing
housing during 1974 will approximately equal the $6.5
billion made available last year. Mr. Basford thinks that
housing starts will also be close to last year’s total, and he
expects that we will have a level of housing production
somewhat the same as in 1973. An annual output of 235,000
housing units is needed for the foreseeable future. Last
year’s 268,000 starts demonstrate Canadian capacity both
to cover the yearly increase in the number of families and
the formation of non-family households and to replace
housing destroyed or abandoned.

There are still thousands of Canadians who do not have
access to adequate housing. Recent NHA amendments are
intended to meet this social housing need. Ten years ago
one in 70 units was slated for the low-income population
group. Today one in every seven units is intended for
low-income Canadians. In other words, we have multi-
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plied tenfold our ability to provide suitable housing for
low-income families and individuals.

I would point out that the substantial opportunities
created by the NHA amendments for co-operative and
non-profit groups offer a wide choice of accommodation
and tenure to lower-income families. Co-operatives are
capable of meeting the needs of many special groups of
people and they deserve all the encouragement possible.

There are still Canadians who live in deplorable housing
conditions, as I said a moment ago. Increases in housing
costs do not affect only low-income Canadians, however,
and all three levels of government—federal, provincial
and municipal—must work together to reduce costs.

The federal government is taking several specific
actions to reduce costs and improve the housing environ-
ment. These initiatives for the most part are directed at
land.

First, regarding land assembly, last year the government
committed $100 million per year for a period of five years.
As the result of provincial collaboration, $150 million has
been committed for the public assembly of land.

Second, sewage treatment. The present program for
assistance for sewage treatment will be continued past its
March 1975 deadline. The minister, Mr. Basford, will be
introducing new legislation in this regard.

Third, new communities. The creation of a new commu-
nity on publicly assembled land provides cheaper land for
prospective homeowners as well as relieving demand pres-
sure on land in our present cities.

Fourth, neighbourhood improvement. Over $40 million
has been committed under this and the residential
rehabilitation program.

Fifth, railway relocation. The Speech from the Throne
mentions that legislation will be introduced this year to
provide access to the most valuable under-utilized lands in
Canada, namely, the railway lands in the middle of cities.

Sixth, the government, in the Speech from the Throne,
mentions the United Nations Conference on Human Set-
tlements that will take place in Vancouver in 1976. This
will focus world attention on what Canadian architects
and builders are capable of doing.

Now I pass on to our science policy. As honourable
senators know, the Special Senate Committee on Science
Policy, under the able and distinguished chairmanship of
Senator Lamontagne, last September submitted the final
volume of its report and recommendations for an appropri-
ate policy on science and technology for Canada. It was
the consensus of the committee members that:

The government must now act as quickly as possible
to eliminate uncertainty and provide Canada with the
federal institutions and policies so badly needed to
face the challenges posed by technology and science in
the 1970s and in the long-term future.

The government has studied the recommendations of
the Senate’s committee, and in order to meet these chal-
lenges a number of important decisions have resulted.

As was indicated in the Speech from the Throne, and
subsequently by the Minister of State for Science and
Technology, Mrs. Sauvé, the changes which the govern-
ment indicated it was prepared to undertake at this time
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are primarily of an organizational nature, but will sub-
stantially rationalize existing facilities. The goal is to
achieve more effective utilization of the scientific man-
power and resources of Canada. In order that this objec-
tive may be reached, a strengthening of the Ministry of
State for Science and Technology will be effected so that
this ministry will exercise an enhanced advisory and co-
ordinating authority. This involves the formulation of
national policies, objectives and priorities to guide depart-
mental planning and to serve as a basis for evaluating
expenditure proposals.

On the basis of its study, the government has deter-
mined that there is an urgent need for changing the
granting council structure and ensuring better co-ordina-
tion among the granting councils. A reorganization is
proposed that involves separating the granting function of
the National Research Council from the laboratories of the
council and giving responsibility for grants to a new
council to be called the Natural Science Research Council.
Responsibility for financial support to the social sciences
and humanities will be removed from the Canada Council
and placed under the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council.

The rationale for the establishment of these two new
granting councils is briefly this: The government is con-
cerned to ensure that the administration and guidance of
university research granting shall be under the direction
of councils composed of selected individuals who will be
in a position to give their undivided attention and the
benefits of their experience to the specific disciplines and
fields of research which are to be addressed respectively
by the two granting councils.

® (1430)

The last of the existing councils, the Medical Research
Council, will remain unchanged. These councils will come
under a new inter-council co-ordinating committee, the
objectives of which are:

1. to advise on the allocation of funds among the
councils;

2. to ensure coverage by the councils of all recognized
disciplines;
3. to ensure standardization of granting practices;

4. to ensure that the needs of inter-disciplinary research
are met;

5. to co-ordinate and advise on council programs and on
federal government support of university research
projects.

In accordance with the government’s policy of having
government research relate closely to national objectives,
the Defence Research Board’s laboratory and analytical
functions will be integrated with the Department of
National Defence. The board’s granting functions will be
absorbed by the three granting councils previously
mentioned.

To promote the better understanding of science policy
issues, the government intends that the Science Council of
Canada should adopt an active public information role.
This is felt to be an essential activity of the council.

Science policy—described in the Speech from the
Throne as “the rational generation and acquisition of
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scientific knowledge and the planned use of science and
technology in support of national goals”—provides the
basic rationale for the enhanced responsibilities of the
Ministry of State for Science and Technology as well as of
the organizational course which has been outlined.

The need for over-all planning and consistency is great
if we are to understand, exploit and protect the resources
of Canada, take our place in the international scientific
community, and assist our scientists, engineers and tech-
nologists to better prepare us to meet the future crises
which we will inevitably have to face in this technologi-
cally changing world. This concern is reflected in the
many initiatives mentioned in the Speech from the Throne
and an effective science policy will be required. I would
suggest that the changes proposed by the government
would effect the required redirection.

Now I pass on to oil policy. The government, of course,
has a duty, as we all understand, to organize and adminis-
ter the economy so as to more effectively reduce the
inflationary effects that followed the oil crisis. The gov-
ernment is exchanging views with the provinces in regard
to a domestic and export pricing structure. The objective
sought is to protect the consumer, to encourage more
production and discovery of the oil resources, and to give
the provinces that produce these resources a fair return on
what is theirs under the Constitution of Canada. The
government will insist on a federal share of the increased
revenue derived from higher oil prices. This is not an
intervention in the resources that belong to the provinces;
it is simply carrying out the obligation that the Govern-
ment of Canada has toward all the people of Canada.

Here is what the Prime Minister said on the actual or
potential conflicts between the interests of the producing
companies and the individual consumers, or between the
producing provinces and consumer provinces:

... there is a clear and fundamental obligation of
the federal government to intervene in the over-all
national interests. To intervene effectively we must
have the financial capacity to direct the economy
toward national goals and to spread the burden of
higher prices evenly across the country.

This is not a quarrel about jurisdiction over natural
resources. Again, to quote the words of the Prime
Minister:

This is a duty discharged by the Government of
Canada to ensure that the kind of disorder and disrup-
tion, which has been brought upon the economies of
many nations which could not find within their own
borders policies to stabilize the impact of disruptive
prices, does not take place in Canada.

[Translation]

I want now to come back to my preliminary remarks
concerning the participation of Senator Perrault in this
debate and I want to underline especially his appeal for
Pan-Canadianism and for the unity of the nation.

Even if they are not prepared to admit everything he
said in this regard, not many colleagues in this house will
hesitate to endorse Senator Perrault’s views on all the
things which can unite Canada rather than weaken
national unity.

[Hon. Mr. Langlois.]

Our colleague sees in the Speech from the Throne—and
here again there will surely be differences of opinion—a
complete work plan that must be preferred to the too easy
negative criticisms and incomplete cure-alls of those who
enjoy being prophets of evil and, to paraphrase a quota-
tion by Senator Robichaud, always wish in the end their
gloomy prophecies will come true to prove they were right.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: You should recall Senator Martin in
the Opposition.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: Unfortunately, I did not have the
advantage Senator Martin had of being in the opposition
when my honourable colleague was in power because it
would be easier to find out the differences of view he has
developed since then.

Nevertheless, I continue by saying that our colleague
sees in the Speech from the Throne a complete work plan
which must be preferred to the too easy negative criti-
cisms and incomplete cure-alls of those who enjoy being
prophets of evil. Anyone who reads the Speech from the
Throne with any sense of objectivity finds it hard not to
notice the analysis of the causes of inflation and the
assessment of the appropriate means to deal with it with-
out bringing about an inevitable slowdown in the Canadi-
an economy which too drastic measures could necessarily
bring—the setting up of a Canadian oil policy to counter
the effects of the energy crisis which existed in the past
several months and ensuring the self-sufficiency of
Canada with respect to energy; assessing the interdepend-
ance—and this is important—of the economy of this coun-
try with international trade and markets which render
inappropriate and often inapplicable a general price and
income policy whatever the proposed period of duration.

o (1440)

In this regard, I would like to refer this House to the
recommendation quoted yesterday by the government
leader and made in the report of the Senate Committee on
National Finance on Growth, Employment and Price
Stability.

I do not intend to repeat such a recommendation which
denounced quite plainly the peacetime application of a
control policy on prices and incomes. But, I must again
point out something which a great many senators already
know, but of which the public is not aware, that this
recommendation by the Senate Committee on National
Finance was not made blindly. This standing Senate com-
mittee, to which I had the honour to belong, heard 45
witnesses before making its recommendations.

Hon. Mr. Asselin: In what year?

Hon. Mr. Langlois: In 1971.

I was saying that the committee heard 45 witnesses,
chosen not only among experts from the economics depart-
ment of Canadian and American universities, but found at
large throughout the world. As proof of what I am saying,
let me give you a few names.

First, among the leading witnesses: Sir Roy Harrod of
the Department of Economics of the University of Mary-
land and ex-professor of political economy, Christchurch
College, Oxford; Dr. Arthur J. R. Smith, former Chairman
of the Economic Council of Canada as well as several
members of the Economic Council of Canada, namely, Dr.
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Otto Thur, Dr. Sylvia Ostry and Dr. R. C. Bellan; Dr.
Richard G. Lipsey, professor at the Department of Eco-
nomics at Queen’s University; Dr. John Crispo, Director of
the Industrial Relations Centre of Toronto University, Dr.
Saburo Okita, President of the Japanese Centre of Eco-
nomic Research. Then, and I skip over many others, Dr.
Raymond J. Saulnier, Dean of the Department of Econom-
ics, Barnard College, University of Columbia, and
ex-president of the group of economic advisers to the
President of the United States.

Several bankers also appeared as witnesses, including
Mr. René Leclerc, Chairman of the Canadian Bankers
Association, Mr. Currie, vice-chairman and economic con-
sultant to the Bank of Montreal and several others. Then
Dr. Herbert Giersch, professor at the Department of Eco-
nomics at Kiel University, West Germany and ex-presi-
dent of the West German council of experts in economic
development.

Finally, there were among Canadians, Dr. André Ray-
nauld, a former professor of the Economics Department of
the University of Montreal, then chairman designate of
the Economic Council of Canada of which he is now
chairman; another banker, Mr. Louis Rasminsky, Gover-
nor of the Bank of Canada and Mr. Bouey, then Deputy
Governor but now Governor of the Bank of Canada.

I think this simplified enumeration of the 45 witnesses
who appeared before the committee gives considerable
weight to the recommendations of the committee.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: Not necessarily.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: Necessarily, and I do not think that
just anyone in politics can proclaim himself an expert on
the matter today and make ex cathedra pronouncements.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: Maybe not, but it does not follow that
because the committee accepted a witness its conclusions
are necessarily in agreement with the witness’s opinions.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: I was a member of the committee
and I followed its proceedings as closely or more closely
than my distinguished colleague.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: Not more.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: Then at least as much, but I agree
that the recommendations of the committee were in line
with those of expert witnesses, which again adds weight to
our own recommendations. In my opinion, the government
is justified in paying attention to the recommendations of
such a dedicated committee, made up of senators from
every political affiliation. I do not remember whether
there were considerable discussions on the recommenda-
tions made.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: May I ask—

Hon. Mr. Langlois: On a point of order. My honourable
friend keeps on interrupting me; I patiently listened to
him yesterday, although I did not agree with him. I under-
stand that he cannot stand being contradicted, but there is
nothing I can do about changing his personality.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: It is for the sake of clarification.

No Senate committee report expects dissidence on the
over-all opinion. But no dissidence is recorded in a
committee.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: If my colleague wants to make a
speech because he disagrees with what I am saying, well
he can take my place, but I did not talk about dissidence.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: No, about discussions.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: I talked about recommendations. I
limited myself to that, to the recommendations made.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: You are hinting that everyone agreed.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: Moreover, I noticed yesterday that
when my leader mentioned that the committee’s technical
adviser is now the Opposition’s financial critic in the other
House, he shook his head, showing to my mind that he
disapproved—I cannot be categorical for I only construe
his nod as meaning that it was not correct.

I have just received a note on my desk confirming that
the gentleman acting as the committee’s technical adviser
was Mr. James Gillies, then professor at York University
and now Conservative M.P. for Toronto and the Opposi-
tion’s financial critic in the other House.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: You know there are those who never
change their mind.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: Go on, if you wish to make a speech,
I can yield to you.

Hon. Mr. Denis: We would be the losers.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: That is Senator Denis’ personal
opinion.
® (1450)
[English]

Hon. Mr. Walker: When are you going to talk about
inflation?

Hon. Mr. Langlois: I am talking about it, if the honour-
able senator would only listen. I am sorry, I was speaking
in French. I will carry on in that language, as it is my right
to do.

Hon. Mr. Walker: Will you be coming to inflation? Have
you a committee on inflation too?

Hon. Mr. Langlois: I hope the honourable senator noted
the remark of his leader in the course of his speech
yesterday. He said that a good deal of inflation was
imported into Canada. I took note of it. I will not be
distracted by these light observations from the other side,
from people who are not prepared to see the truth. I hope
that some day they will.

[Translation]

Let us go back now to the speech delivered by Senator
Perrault. I continue with the enumeration of the main
measures announced in the Speech from the Throne, the
efforts of the Canadian government to maintain high
levels of income, production and employment in order to
overcome some of the supply problems which are causing
prices to rise; the passing of specific measures to increase
the supply of certain goods and services and to cushion
consumers against sudden and disruptive price increases
of essential commodities, and to prevent any group or
groups from taking undue advantage of the current situa-
tion at the expense of the Canadian consumer; the de-
velopment of a policy on food based on the following
objectives: first, an adequate and dependable supply of
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quality food for the Canadian people; second, reasonable
prices, for the consumer as well as for the producer, as
regards all foodstuffs produced in this country; and third,
a continuing supply and increasing production of those
food products in which Canada has a competitive advan-
tage for export to commercial markets, and also for a
contribution to international food aid programs; for the
producer, the provision of a fair income for his work, and
for the consumer a fair value for his dollar and protection
against disruptive increases in the price of essential food-
stuffs. Guarantees against unduly low prices to producers
must be coupled with guarantees against unduly high
prices to consumers. There must be continuity of domestic
supply through optimum overall land use in Canada while
taking into account the trend to diversify productive land
for non-agricultural purposes.

Furthermore, to achieve adequate supplies of food at
reasonable cost, the following measures directed in the
main at increasing food production are proposed: guaran-
teed loans and other forms of assistance to farmers and
fishermen to enable them to purchase or modernize their
equipment; amendments to the Export and Import Permits
Act to provide the government with better means to sta-
bilize the Canadian market; increased availability of
manpower for food production; some assistance in the
construction of new storage facilities; research to make it
possible to increase production, improve quality, and
lower costs; improvements in harbour facilities to be used
by fishing fleets; incentives to increase Canada’s catch of
unexploited stocks of fish; advance payments on crops to
assure producers of timely cash receipts; an agricultural
stabilization plan to encourage rational production deci-
sions; financial incentives for young farmers; better
veterinary training facilities; a prairie grain market insur-
ance plan; improvements in Canadian grain rail transpor-
tation capabilities; increased availability of reasonably
priced feed grains; finally, incentives to increase the pro-
duction of livestock necessary to provide for Canadian
and export markets.

Honourable senators, the legislative program also con-
tains measures to aid small businesses both financially
and by providing better counselling services, and by the
creation of a Federal Business Development Bank.

In addition to the encouragement given to the develop-
ment of the petrochemical industry, the government will
propose amendments to the Bank Act to pave the way for
provincial participation in the ownership of banks.

The government also proposes to draw up a national
scientific policy, which I mentioned a while ago, as well as
a national transportation policy to promote regional
growth, including the elimination of any discrimination in
freight rates, and a port policy based on the highest possi-
ble local involvement in management and improvement of
ports.

To that general outline of the legislation can be added
the policy for the development of urban transportation,
the relocation of railway lines and stations in many cities
and towns, which I also mentioned a while ago, as well as
a policy aimed at providing Canadians with proper hous-
ing in a pleasant environment at a reasonable price.

What is more striking in this vast legislative program,
honourable senators, is the number of references to con-

[Hon. Mr. Langlois.]

sultation with the provinces for the development and
implementation of these various policies. Indeed, a hasty
examination of the Speech from the Throne reveals no
fewer than eight direct references to the desire to consult,
co-operate, make arrangements or otherwise confer inti-
mately with all other government levels in Canada. This
wish for co-operation is very significant in my opinion,
and shows the complexity of the anticipated legislation. It
is to be hoped that the central power will be able to open
these discussions and exchanges in such a way as to obtain
the full co-operation of all provincial and municipal gov-
ernments in Canada.

Honourable senators, this is vital for the welfare of
Canadians and the future of our country.

® (1500)

[English]

Hon. M. Grattan O’'Leary: Honourable senators, my
first words, surely, must be to congratulate Canada upon
securing Mr. Jules Léger as our Governor General. Mr.
Leéger is an old newspaper colleague of mine, whose recent
past in the service of the state has been marked by distinc-
tion and good renown. I do not know whether honourable
senators realize it or not, but when Shakespeare wrote
King Lear he merely made the mistake of dropping the
“y”. Although a descendant of Irish kings, I must confess
at once I am not a passionate monarchist, but I will say
this: if we can get representatives of the Crown of the
calibre and character of Mr. Léger, I think we would do
well to go along with the monarchy.

I must also congratulate the Senate and Canada, too,
upon your continued presence with us, Madam Speaker.
All parties in this house and all persons in this house feel
inspired by your gentle wisdom, your dignity and your
dedication to your office. My wish would be, no matter
what happens in the future—and you know the sort of
thing I wish would happen—that you remain with us
regardless.

I would like to say a word, too, in congratulating the
mover and seconder of the Address in reply. They had a
very difficult job. Personally, I would not have liked the
task of having to condone, let alone defend, what was
given us and called the Speech from the Throne. We call
these pronouncements Speeches from the Throne, but
actually what we were given here was merely a formula
for survival. Arthur Meighen once said in the House of
Commons that if he had a project dear to his heart, the
worst fate he could fear for it would be that some day it
might get into a Liberal platform. For myself, I think I can
say that the worst fate I fear for anything dear to my
heart would be for it to be included in a Liberal Speech
from the Throne.

I listened last evening to two great debating speakers. I
thought the speech made by my leader, Senator Flynn, in
penetration, in eloquence, in relevance and in passion was
a great parliamentary performance.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: I am afraid that an imperative call of
age compelled me to leave the chamber while Senator
Martin was speaking, but I read his speech this morning,
and I did so with continued admiration for his gigantic
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capacity to make bricks out of straw. He is excellent at
that sort of thing.

Now today I listened to my fellow Gaspesian speaking
on the Speech from the Throne and dealing in the future.
Everything is going to be sunshine for our grandchildren.
He omitted many things.

Speaking of omissions, I want to say just a word about
Senator Robichaud. I am an admirer of Senator Robi-
chaud. I have known him in New Brunswick for years. He,
too, found it necessary to do a lot of padding when he
came to the Speech from the Throne. He gave us page after
page on what the International Joint Commission is about.
I am sorry to say that, either through forgetfulness or
something worse, he omitted to mention the fact that
when Elihu Root, the great American lawyer, sat down to
draft the terms of that Commission—he was the Secretary
of State then—an equally great Canadian lawyer, a fellow
New Brunswicker of Senator Robichaud’s, the Honourable
William Pugsley, a member of Sir Wilfrid Laurier’s Cabi-
net, had a hand with the great Elihu Root in drafting that
document. I do not know whether Senator Robichaud
knew about that, but I am afraid that the Honourable
William Pugsley has not been given in this country the
things that are due him. He was a great lawyer, a great
man, and a great parliamentarian. We do not breed his
kind any more.

Moreover, Senator Robichaud did not mention the let-
ters that Sir Wilfrid Laurier wrote to Mr. George Gibbons
regarding the International Joint Commission. Had he
done so, he would have found something contrary to the
general belief that Laurier was not a master of detail and
that he knew little about economics or international
affairs. Sir Wilfrid Laurier is one of my heroes of public
life, just one on that side of the house, that party, and if
one reads those letters he wrote to Sir George Gibbons in
criticism of some of the proposals made by our American
friends, it will be seen that he was a great, great Canadian.
These are things, I am afraid, that we in this country
forget.

I was just thinking this morning, the snows of 65 win-
ters have melted from Parliament Hill since I first came
here. I have been in Parliament, in the Press Gallery. I
tried to become a member of the House of Commons. I was
not as good as my friend across the way, however, and I
failed to become the member for Gaspé, which he did, and
I thought of it while he was making his curious remarks
today. Everything was in the future. He spoke of housing.
Housing! Great heavens, who can buy a house now? What
can a young married couple do about a house? Here is a
government that has been in office since 1968, and yet a
young married couple in this country today cannot get
shelter. He, himself, says that is true.

@ (1510)

He did not mention inflation. I do not blame him for
that, because his party has no policy regarding inflation,
or certainly no policy about the consequences of inflation.
What we face in this country today are the causes of
inflation and the consequences, and nothing, nothing
whatever in a practical way has been done about that. Oh,
they tell us, there is not much we can do. They say, why,
this is worldwide, it is international. Nonsense! That is not

true. Some 64, 65 or 70 per cent of everything consumed in
this country is of Canadian origin.

I would ask the senator tomorrow night, or Friday night,
to take his basket and go down to one of our supermarkets
and try to buy a supply of food for his family for the
coming week. Let him walk down the aisles and pick his
food from the shelves and fill his basket. And when he
takes his basket home let him examine the contents and
see how much of it did not originate in Canada. You tell
me that we cannot fix prices or control prices, because
these things come to us from abroad. All this is nonsense.
If I went to Rockcliffe today to buy a home, I would pay a
price for it 70 per cent more than I would have paid three
years ago. And that surely would have nothing to do with
the price of a house in Washington. We are not dealing
with external affairs—we are not dealing with foreign-
produced goods. Our bread, our tea, our sugar, our bacon,
our meat, anything we buy has its origin in Canada. And
the consumer in Canada is paying for goods produced in
Canada when he buys his goods at the store at inflated
prices. And the cause of that inflation—

Hon. Mr. Lianglois: Where do we grow tea in Canada?

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: It was a slip of the tongue if I said
‘(teall-

Hon. Mr. Langlois: Or sugar?

Hon. Mr. Flynn: It doesn’t come to us from the United
States.

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: All right, I mentioned six items, let
us take the other six.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: Sugar?
Hon. Mr. O’Leary: Sugar?
An Hon. Senator: Molasses?

Hon. Mr. O'Leary: Sugar? You had better read the
speech by your boss in the house the other night when he
said that the cartels of sugar were responsible for the price
of sugar.

Hon. Mr. Langlois: It does not come from Canada.

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: And what are you doing about it?
Nothing. What you are doing is pouring hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars into circulation. That is the principal and
main cause of inflation in Canada. And all you are trying
to do—and you are not trying to do much—is to cure the
consequences. What are the causes?

I have here with me the estimates. Do you realize that to
date the interest, not the principal but the interest, on the
public debt is reaching $3 billion a year? That is $3 billion
a year for the interest alone on the debt—and that is more
than the total deficit year after year. And how does that
come about? It comes about because not a minority gov-
ernment but a socialist-liberal coalition is dragging this
country down into the welfare state and is bludgeoning
this country into costs that mean this country will be
driven into bankruptcy if we do not stop them.

When I first came to the Press Gallery in 1911, the total
capital debt of Canada was $350 million. I well remember
Mr. Fielding making this announcement, which was grim,
and Sir George Foster, the financial critic of the other
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side, getting up and saying that we were galloping hell-
wards because our debt was $350 million.

This government, with their welfare-statism, are spend-
ing that much now in two or three weeks. We have more
welfare-statism in Canada than in any country in the
world with the possible exception of Britain and Sweden.
And we know what has happened to Sweden. Sweden still
has 80 per cent of all her industries privately owned. Why
do they keep them privately owned? To get money
through taxes to pay for the welfare-statism. And they
have gone so far now that in the last election they were all
but defeated; only 40 per cent of Swedes voted for that
welfare-state government. They had 40 years of it and now
they know what it is. Apart from Sweden and Britain
there is not one country today, not one, with more welfare-
state costs than Canada. And this is going on and on.
Money is being poured into the market and every time you
pour that money into the market you take something away
from private enterprise. You take something away from
me and from every man in this house, and I know what
they tell us. They say, “Don’t worry too much about it; we
owe the debt to ourselves.”

Honourable senators, that is a false and fallacious state-
ment. We do not owe the debt to ourselves; we owe the
~debt to certain people in the country and they will have to
collect. Owe it to ourselves? Do you realize that not 50 per
cent of the Canadian people own the government bonds?
Those bonds are not held by all of us. When those debts
come to be paid, and those obligations will have to be paid,
they will not be paid to me. I am not a holder of bonds.
They will not be paid to many people in this house. They
will be paid to a few people who will collect. The obliga-
tions will have to be paid and they will be paid out of your
taxes and mine.

These are the clichés of the welfare state—and they
have them in abundance—that this debt does not matter,
that it does not matter what we spend or what we owe,
that we owe it to ourselves. I venture to say that when we
come to pay, we will have to pay, not to ourselves but to a
few people in this country and some of them are still
holding interest-free bonds.

This is the trouble with this government. This is not, I
repeat, a minority government in the true sense of the
word. We have had minority governments in every state
for a hundred years. Some were good governments, and in
certain cases they could be good. This is a liberal-socialist
alliance with the socialists calling the shot.

My friend knows that very well. Why Mr. David Lewis
is not in the Cabinet I do not know, but he should be in
there as “Minister for Everything.” The Prime Minister?
The Prime Minister goes around with Adam Smith in one
hand and Karl Marx in the other, but paying more atten-
tion to Karl Marx than to poor Adam Smith. I knew an
Irish politician who spoke for two hours on one occasion
and he ended up by saying, “Gentlemen, these are my
principles, but if you don’t like them I have others.” The
Prime Minister goes further than that. The Prime Minister
says “Gentlemen, these are our principles but if Mr. David
Lewis doesn’t like them we have others.”

That is the kind of government we are getting today.
This is a government of pragmatic opportunists, and my
friend comes today to list a whole lot of things that are in

[Hon. Mr. O'Leary.]

the Speech from the Throne. Someone once said that the
American Constitution was a collection of glittering
generalities. These are generalities but, God help us, they
are not glittering. They are in stilted and pedestrian Eng-
lish and I am sure Mr. Jules Léger, who is a very sophis-
ticated man, must have often paused and said, “Can I
really speak that?”

This is true. I have seen many Speeches from the
Throne, but I have never seen such a conglomeration of
nonsense as there is in the Speech from the Throne that is
before us at the present time.

It is appalling that in a country like Canada with all
that we have, all that we hope to be, that a government
after three years—three years of inaction, three years of
failure, three years of defeat—comes to us now with a lot
of promises for the future. They say, “We cannot do
anything about inflation. It is impossible. This is a world-
wide thing and we cannot do a thing about it, but you just
wait and see what we are going to do next year.”

Honourable senators, I know you think I am partisan,
and I am, but so are you. Even if I were not partisan, even
if I were the most objective person in the world, I could
not sit down and stomach that Speech from the Throne. If
I were a socialist I would certainly want this government
to continue in office, but if I believed even a mite in
freedom, if I believed even a mite in free enterprise, I
could not understand or would not be able to understand
how any person believing in free enterprise, believing in
any kind of free system, would want this government to
continue in power.

o (1520)

Honourable senators, there is one other thing I wanted
to say and that I will come back to some other day. In the
Speech from the Throne they mentioned railways. Ever
since I have been around Parliament they have been going
to revise railway freight rates. We had the Turgeon Com-
mission, we had the MacPherson Commission, we had the
Duncan Commission, and God knows what else. I want to
say this: I have made a bit of a study of railway rates and I
believe that railway rates in Canada are among the best in
the world. Don’t forget that the railways today are not the
railways we knew 30, 40 or 50 years ago. The railways in
Canada today are subject to the most stringent competi-
tion, and that competition is growing. You cannot judge
today what the railways are doing or trying to do, or are
not doing, by what was happening 10, 20 or 30 or 40 years
ago. I do believe, myself, that railway rates in Canada,
considering the character of our country’s geography, are
perhaps the lowest and the best in the world. So whatever
we do, let us not rush blindly along saying that we must
do something about transportation.

It is true that transportation in the Atlantic provinces is
something we might want to look at, but don’t let us listen
to the pseudo-socialists and pseudo-liberals who come
along now and think that it is a good, vote-getting scheme
to say, “We are going to do something about transporta-
tion.” I believe they said that on the eve of the election in
Nova Scotia. That is something I object to.

I object to the pragmatism of this government. They are
opportunists, nothing else. They have no principle, no
policies, no ideology even, but have merely a hand-to-
mouth existence. That is what we have been getting in the
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past three years; that is what we are promised—or worse—
in the coming three years; and I am afraid that, if this
thing continues, this country with its “welfare-state-ism”
will eventually be driven to bankruptcy.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Laing: Would the honourable senator permit a
question?

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: Yes, indeed.

Hon. Mr. Laing: As I was listening to his vigorous and
remarkable speech I was wishing that I were 18 years
older so that I could talk like that.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: That will come.

Hon. Mr. Laing: The honourable senator said that
70-odd per cent—I think the figure is actually 76 per
cent—of the goods consumed by Canadians are produced
within Canada, and that it should be within the compe-
tence of the government, therefore, to see that those prices
are kept down. What he must be advocating is a two-price
system in Canada for every item, and I would remind him
that, if that is what he is suggesting, the only advocates of
that policy are Mr. Lewis and the NDP.

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: My answer to that is quite clear.
What I am advocating is the policy enunciated by my
leader that we take a breathing spell and deal with those
prices we can deal with. Let us say three months. He has
suggested three months.

But when your party says, and keeps saying— and they
have repeated it so often that I think they believe it—that
price-fixing has been a failure in Britain and in the United
States, they are not speaking the facts. The fact is that
inflation has grown faster in Canada than it has in either
America or Great Britain, and that is because we have
done nothing about it.

Hon. Mr. Laing: Honourable Senator O’Leary, dealing
with housebuilding, said that lumber is produced in
Canada and that the increase in the cost of housing had
nothing to do with it at all. He must remember that in our
province we used to sell cedar at $24 a thousand, but we
have had a flood of Japanese coming in and paying $500 a
thousand.

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: I think the honourable senator
should ask that question of the Prime Minister, because
the Prime Minister stated in the House of Commons only
last week that wages had nothing to do with inflation. You
should find out what your leader thinks about these
things.

Hon. Mr. Laing: Is the honourable senator advocating
setting aside portions of Canadian production of all kinds
to be maintained at price levels in Canada, including
lumber, metals and everything else? Obviously, the
advocacy for that policy is the NDP.

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: I did not say “all kinds” at all. I said
we should look at the situation to see what we can do
about prices in order to get at least a breathing spell and
to stop these runaway prices. Then we could sit down,
three months having gone by, and having stopped this
mad march of inflation, we could see what we could do in
the future. That is all. There is nothing very remarkable
about that.
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Hon. Mr. Forsey: Would the honourable senator tell us
what his party proposes to do when it has got its breath
after three months?

Hon. Mr. O’Leary: That is ridiculous! That is just
another of those damned clichés you have been using over
and over again that don’t mean a thing. Nobody can sit
down and make a list. I said we would have to sit down
and see what we could do. We don’t say, “Yes, we will do
this, that and the other thing.” Governments do not work
that way and nobody knows that better than Senator
Forsey.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: What he says is always somewhat
“forcé”.

Hon. Frederick William Rowe: Honourable senators,
first of all I should like to express my appreciation, as
other senators have already done, and, I believe, the pleas-
ure of all Canadians, at the appointment of His Excellency
the Governor General. Until last week I had not had the
pleasure or the honour of meeting that distinguished gen-
tleman, although I had had the honour of meeting and
conversing with his distinguished brother. All Canada can
be proud that this nation, comprised of such diversity as it
is, has been able to produce such a distinguished family as
the one represented by our new Governor General.

To you, Madam Speaker, may I say that I concur with all
the compliments that have been made about you. I could
easily go on to add to them, but to do so would be almost
needless repetition. We all admire Madam Speaker.

I should also like to express my congratulations to the
proposer of this motion, our new colleague Senator Robi-
chaud. I have had the pleasure of knowing Senator Robi-
chaud for many years, including the ten years that he was
Premier of New Brunswick. I wish to say that, from
observing him over the years at federal-provincial confer-
ences and at Atlantic conferences, I have had the impres-
sion and have developed the conviction that in addition to
being a dedicated premier of one of our historic provinces
he has at all times been a great and dedicated Canadian.
Nothing that has happened since his days as premier has
changed my mind in that respect.

I should also like to congratulate the seconder of this
motion. By his presence here Senator Perrault has brought
to this chamber one of the finest speaking voices I have
ever heard. Certainly, he has used his voice with great
articulation and eloquence, and that alone represents a
significant and valuable addition to this chamber.

May I also express at this time my good wishes to the
Leader of the Government in the Senate. I am sure I speak
for all senators when I say that we would like to assure
him of our continuing co-operation in his onerous duties.
In saying that I should also add that we appreciate the
onerous burden which rests on the Leader of the Opposi-
tion here. We all feel, on both sides of this house, I am
sure, that in the person of Senator Flynn we have another
distinguished Canadian leading the Opposition in this
house.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.
Hon. Mr. Rowe: I should like now to say just a word
about our distinguished friend and colleague Senator

O’Leary. As he was speaking a few moments ago my mind
went back to a time when I was 16 years of age and had
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first come into contact with what is sometimes referred to
as Canada’s national magazine, Maclean’s. In that copy, the
first I had ever seen, the leading article was entitled,
“How I Made a Hole in One,” and it was over the name of
Grattan O’Leary. I had never heard of him before. I read
the article with considerable enjoyment. It was a beautiful
piece of humour. At that time I had no idea what a “hole in
one” was. In Newfoundland 40 or 50 years ago we had not
too many golf courses. However, that article was certainly
intrinsically interesting and it gave me a keen desire to
meet its author.

@ (1530)

It was a great pleasure to me when I came to this Senate
to find that Senator O’Leary was still here with us. I can
only repeat what I said here in recent months, that is, that
if I were given the choice of selecting a debating opponent,
the last one I would choose would be Senator O’Leary. Of
course, I do not go along with all of his views, but I will
say that whenever he speaks it is vastly entertaining and,
more than that, it is vastly educational.

I want to make a brief passing reference—and some
time I hope to deal with it more fully—to this nonsense
that we hear from time to time about age. There are people
who are over-aged, who are elderly, at 50, and there are
others in their 80’s, as we saw here today in the person of
Senator O’Leary, whose minds and tongues are just as
active, just as alert, just as penetrating, as they were 40
years ago. That is manifested par excellence in the person
of Senator O’Leary.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. Rowe: Finally, on these introductory matters,
I would like, as a large “L” Liberal, and, I hope, a small “1”
Liberal, to re-affirm my continuing confidence in the
present administration of Her Majesty’s Government in
Canada and in the leadership of the Prime Minister. I do
not, as honourable senators may recall, make a practice,
and I have no intention of beginning to make a practice, of
talking partisan politics, in the narrow sense of the word,
in this chamber; but I feel that every senator has the right,
on occasions such as this, in these historic debates on the
Speech from the Throne, to say where he stands on the
overriding issues confronting our nation.

The Speech from the Throne deals with some of the
major problems of our time in a cool and unexcited and
dispassionate manner. This is as it should be. The complex
problems of world energy supplies, of inflation and its
concomittant, the cost of living, unemployment, regional
disparity—these are all matters with regard to which
there is always a danger of someone appealing to the
emotions of our people, with consequent pressing of panic
buttons and of resorting to extreme measures which, in
the end, can be self-defeating.

The Speech indicates that, while aware of the serious-
ness and magnitude of these great problems, and while
equally aware that when confronted by them some action
must be taken, the government appreciates also the danger
of rushing off madly in all directions, frantically and
fruitlessly searching for solutions. That has happened
elsewhere with disastrous effect. We have to be, to some
extent, fatalists about some of these problems, in the sense
that we must face up to the fact that most of them are
international in scope and are therefore outside our

[Hon. Mr. Rowe.]

immediate and direct control. I am not using this argu-
ment as an excuse for inaction.

We must remind ourselves also of the fact that for some
of these problems there never can be a final and complete
solution, and that we would be fooling ourselves, we
would be guilty of childish conduct, if we convinced our-
selves that there are final and absolute solutions to such
problems as inflation.

Inflation has always been present, ever since man came
out of the cave or down out of the trees, or wherever he
came from. It was present in Rome at the time of Augus-
tus, two thousand years ago, no less than it is at the time
of our own Queen Elizabeth. It was equally as persistent
during the Napoleonic wars as it is today. We cannot
ignore it, but we should not lose our sense or proportion.
History has shown that when potential dangers are recog-
nized, and realistically appraised, and when appropriate
restraining actions are taken from time to time, it is a
disease that, while we cannot cure it, at least we can keep
in check. In short, it is a disease that need not be fatal.
This, I think, is the lesson of history in so far as inflation
is concerned. In my opinion, our preoccupation—one
might almost say our obsession—with these major and
immediate and urgent problems of inflation, of energy
crises, and the like, confronts us with the possibility of an
even more serious danger, which is that we might ignore
or fail to cope adequately with other basic problems
which, in the long run, could lead to a deterioration in our
way of life or, if not to a deterioration, at least to a state of
stagnation, which in the long view could be equally
disastrous.

Among the basic assumptions of democracy, as we know
it, must be numbered respect for the needs and aspirations
and rights of the individual. During the past year we have
seen, by way of the revelations in the United States, how
easy it is for powerful and unscrupulous agencies to erode
this principle. While we have watched with sympathy and
admiration the agonizing efforts that that great nation has
made, and is making at this moment, to re-assert the basic
rights of citizens and to affirm that principle of the rights
of the individual, we cannot but have a feeling akin to
horror—as I am sure thousands of Canadians had—that
such insidious and, for a period at least, such undetected
inroads could have been made into the very vitals of the
democratic process and the democratic way of life, and all,
incidentally, done under the guise and in the name of
democracy.

We in Canada, while we sympathize, should do more
than that. We should watch the situation, and guide our-
selves accordingly.

Another great assumption of our way of life is that by
goodwill and perseverance and determination, our way of
life can be improved. Here I fear I am going to have to
take issue with one or two of the points made by my
distinguished friend who just spoke. I say that another of
the great assumptions by which we govern ourselves is
that our way of life can be improved. That improvement
cannot take place, however, if we allow ourselves to be
distracted by the emergencies and the crises of the
moment.

Perhaps I can best express the idea that I have in mind
by referring to an incident which took place in the mother
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country of many of us here, Great Britain, during World
War II. May I say at this point that while I recognize the
many defects, faults and shortcomings of the British
people, and the grave injustices that they have at times
perpetrated—as a student of history I would be very naive
and dense were I not to recognize that those things have
happened—nevertheless, I wish to say with equal empha-
sis, and without any tinge of racialism, that I have always
been proud of my British ancestry. I was especially proud,
of course, as were all other Canadians, and for that matter
all other people in the free world, during those years when
the only thing standing between a madman and world
domination was the character of the British people. I was
very proud of that. But the time that I felt proudest was
not at the time of Dunkirk; it was not when the British
people stood up under the might of the Luftwaffe; and it
was not when the British people coped with the Battle of
the Atlantic, with which we in Newfoundland were so
intimately associated. My proudest moment came at a time
when the fortunes of the British people were at their
lowest ebb, when everyone was predicting the imminent
defeat and collapse of Britain, and when the government,
with the complete approval of the people of Britain, decid-
ed that the time was appropriate to set up a commission to
study elementary and high school education so that the
educational welfare of the children of Britain could be
provided for in the years to come.

® (1540)

To interject a personal note, I was in the Canadian
Officers’ Training Corps at the time and I remember this
announcement coincided with a very great reverse in
Britain’s fortunes—another one of those reverses. I
remember an officer in our corps saying to me privately
that this reverse only confirmed what in his opinion we all
knew at the bottom of our hearts, that Britain was about
to collapse and Germany would take over. I remember
that my retort to him—and I do not say this boastfully but
as a matter of fact—was that any people who at such a
time could be concerning themselves with the future edu-
cation of their children could not be permanently subdued.
History showed, of course, that that conviction was
correct.

I have used an extreme case deliberately as an example
to illustrate the fact that while we are not faced, of course,
with a crisis of the magnitude of that which Britain faced
back in the early days of World War II, we are faced with
other crises and there is the danger that we can lose our
sense of proportion. I wish to state here—and I am not
thinking only of the federal government and Parliament,
but of all levels of government and our society generally—
that I have felt in the last three or four years that because
of our struggle with those great problems to which I have
just referred of unemployment, inflation and so on, we are
not doing what we should be doing about a multitude of
other problems confronting us. This is a pity for, apart
from the inherent danger that this neglect holds for us, we
are by our sins of omission sullying a proud record in
social achievement which for a time put Canada in the
forefront as a world leader in social welfare matched only,
perhaps, by a handful—maybe only two or three—of the
smaller nations of the world. I think we have lost that
pre-eminent position.
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I shall not spell out in detail the nature or the magni-
tude of the problems that I think we are at this moment
guilty of neglecting and with which we must cope if we
are to recover that pre-eminent position, or even if we are
to hold our own and not slip back further, but I will refer
to a number of them although not in any order of priority.

First, there is the matter of our criminal laws—the
Criminal Code, if you wish—allied with which is our
penal system. In case I may be misunderstood in this
connection, allow me to say that some people must be
incarcerated in order to protect society, but they should
not be incarcerated as an act of vengeance. Any incarcera-
tion, or any conviction resulting in a penalty, should carry
with it the obligation on society to rehabilitate where
necessary and when possible.

The study recently concluded—I believe only last week;
at least that was the first time I read the conclusions of
the Centre of Criminology of my old alma mater, the
University of Toronto—has just confirmed something
which I and others, including Senator Hastings, have
stated before in this chamber. Most of those in jail in
Canada at this moment should not be there. Putting a
person in jail under our present system merely aggravates
the problem for the rest of us. It does nothing to solve the
problem, but makes the problem greater in the long run,
apart from the obvious fact that any lengthy period of
incarceration usually in turn makes the inmate a better
criminal—not better in a moral sense, but a better and
more accomplished criminal. This is apart from the fact
that it usually makes him more hostile to society than
when he was committed to jail. The fact is that we are
really compounding the factors which led to his antisocial
behaviour in the first place. We do not rehabilitate, and we
do not make it possible for any of the unfortunates con-
cerned to rehabilitate themselves. Witness the difficulty,
for example—

Hon. Mr. Walker: Would the honourable senator permit
a question?

Hon. Mr. Rowe: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. Walker: Would he tell us what he would do
instead of putting them in jail? For instance, Rose was
freed recently. What would you propose as a substitute for
imprisonment?

Hon. Mr. Rowe: I appreciate the idea behind the honour-
able senator’s question. I think I answered it partly at the
beginning of this part of my speech when I said I recog-
nized, and would be foolish not to recognize, the fact that
society must be protected. Things being as they are, some
people must be put away. We cannot have criminal rapists
at large, we cannot have people attacking little children
and, for that matter, we cannot have people breaking into
banks every second week.

I should like to have more time to deal with that ques-
tion. I cannot deal with it in the time at my disposal now,
which fact I am sure Senator Walker appreciates. This
whole vast field of criminology is one, of course, that
cannot be dealt with in detail in a speech such as this. We
can only make bald statements of principle, which is what
I am endeavouring to do now.

I was about to emphasize the fact that the average
person leaving jail finds it next to impossible to obtain
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any kind of decent work. That fact in itself is an indict-
ment of our whole system. What is the man to do? I wish
to say now unequivocally—there are many Canadians who
do not recognize this principle, but it is a principle and a
basic fact—that the majority of persons who are sent to
jail are handicapped persons. There are other types of
handicapped than those who happen to be blind, deaf or
mentally retarded. The majority of those who go to jail do
so because they are handicapped in other ways. It is the
responsibility of the society which puts them in jail to
undertake rehabilitation while they are there, and that is
not now being done in Canada.
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Certainly, when he comes out of jail, the state should
not lose interest in or concern for that individual, other-
wise the problem will be compounded. He will be back in
jail again, and in the interim he may have done immeasur-
able damage to property and perhaps life. It is the respons-
ability of the state to rehabilitate those unfortunates after
they come out of jail. I want to state now, as a profound
conviction, that for any person who is released following
incarceration in jail the state should bear the responsibili-
ty of providing meaningful employment.

I have spoken of rehabilitation in jail. This is really a
contradiction in terms, because if there is one fact that
should now be clear to all it is that rehabilitation or
reform cannot be accomplished in the all-corruptive envi-
ronment of custody as we know it. I would interject a
question at this point: What is the explanation for the fact
that at this moment—I am told this by penologists—we
have a larger number of our citizens in jail than does any
other country in Western society? That surely indicates
something. Reform or rehabilitation can only take place,
in my view, in the community at large. Society has a
responsibility to support persons released from jail, and to
assist in undoing the damage caused while in custody,
which should never have taken place in the first instance.

I say again that the Criminal Code should be overhauled
to remove from it what we call, for want of a better word,
non-victirn crimes. I could speak for some time on that
subject. Surely, in this day and age, common sense and the
lessons of history indicate that the time has come for us to
remove from our midst this relic of our puritanical past.
Many people are in jail not because they have injured
anyone, but because they have offended our sense of
morality.

Another social problem about which little has been done
in recent years—and this may surprise honourable sena-
tors—lies in the field of child welfare. Increasingly we
have come to recognize that most problem adults, whether
young adults of 19 or 20 years of age or recidivists of 40
years of age, are the innocent victims of neglect and abuse
in early life. What is most frightening—and apparently
this is only now being recognized by society as a whole,
although it has been long known by those working in the
field of social welfare—is the number of helpless children
in this civilized country of Canada, many of whom are
infants of a few days, a few weeks or a few months, who
are physically battered and abused by either their parents
or other adults. This is something about which practically
nothing has been done in our enlightened society.

[Hon. Mr. Rowe.]

The latest statistics, which came out a week or two ago,
indicate that there are hundreds of such cases in every
province and, in Canada as a whole, the number is in the
thousands. In actuality, every year in Canada—this is not
my estimate; it is the estimate of those who have made a
study in this field—several hundred children die directly
or indirectly as a result of the battering administered to
them by sadistic or perverted adults. Often it is adminis-
tered by parents, many of whom—I say this as one who
has enjoyed the use of alcohol from time to time—are
under the influence of alcohol. Honourable senators, we
should think of this the next time an 18 year-old girl is put
in jail for smoking a marijuana cigarette, or a 16 year-old
boy is put in jail for trading a few marijuana cigarettes
with his chums.

This problem is tied in with our attitude in other areas.
Instead of training our police to be more efficient and
competent in dealing with such social evils—I am not
attaching any blame to the police; they are as much vic-
tims of this process as are some of the unfortunate people I
have been speaking about—instead of encouraging our
police to work in close association with medical and other
welfare authorities with a view to making an intelligent
and scientific frontal attack on the evil of child abuse, we
encourage them to dissipate their energies and resources
in utterly meaningless and stupid activities such as keep-
ing a close eye on the so-called massage parlours of
Toronto, Montreal, and perhaps Ottawa, and in scrutiniz-
ing newsstands with a view to catching some of the pub-
lishers and distributors of girlie magazines.

All this is done in defiance, for example, of the findings
of the presidential commission set up in the United States
a few years ago on obscenity and pornography, in defiance
of the great bulk of psychiatric evidence available on
obscenity and pornography, and in defiance of the experi-
ence of the Scandinavian countries and other enlightened
and civilized countries of Europe. We continue to dissipate
our money and our resources in that ridiculous way.

Another major problem with which we have made some
progress, but which is still prevalent—so prevalent, in
fact, as to negate some of the assumptions of democracy—
is the lack of educational opportunity for so many Canadi-
an children. I know that the program to remove regional
disparity has met with considerable success. I have seen
this happen in my own province. I was part of a team
which implemented such a program in Newfoundland, and
I know what is being done. But it is a long-term program,
and an attack on the lack of educational opportunity for
our children should not have to wait for the major pro-
gram of regional disparity to be implemented. It should
not be outside the wit and resources of Canada to devise
formulae and programs such as those in several commu-
nist countries—and I hasten to add that I am not a com-
munist—whereby every child in Canada—and when I say
“every child,” I mean precisely that—will have the oppor-
tunity to realize his educational potential.

Equal in magnitude is the problem of the aged. More and
more of our people are living longer, and more and more
they are being encouraged, and indeed forced, to retire at a
relatively early age. It was one thing for a man to retire at
the age of 60 or 65 when, as was the case in my father’s
day, the average span of life was 50 years. But it is another
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thing for a man to be forced into retirement at 60 or 65
when the average span of life is 70, and when so many
people live into their eighties and nineties.

This is another way of saying that an increasing number
of people find themselves with nothing to do for years and
years, with no resources or, at least, insufficient resources
to live on. Thousands of Canadian citizens, people who
worked hard and faithfully to build up this great nation
and make it what it is today—and it is a great nation—are
today living at or below the poverty line. I know I sound
as if I am preaching a sermon. I am not a preacher. Let us
remind ourselves that in this regard man or woman does
not live by bread alone. Thousands of people in their
sixties, seventies and eighties have nothing to do, nothing
to occupy themselves with, and, in many cases, insuffi-
cient resources to live a half decent life. This represents a
great Canadian problem.
® (1600)

Incidentally, because of this policy of forced retirement,
people of the calibre of Senator O’'Leary could be put out
to pasture prematurely. In Senator O’Leary’s case he could
have been put out to pasture 20 years ago. Surely we need
no further evidence of the utter ridiculousness of such a
policy. This policy of forced retirement deprives the
nation of the knowledge, skills and dedicated service of
men of Senator O’Leary’s calibre. Had Senator O’Leary
been a civil servant or bank employee he would have been
vegetating for the last 20 years, instead of making the
great contribution that he has made to Canadian culture
and Canadian civilization.

The fact that there may be unemployment in Canada in
no way invalidates the principle I am enunciating here. In
no way is that an excuse for the inhumane and stupid
approach to this evergrowing problem—and it is an ever-
growing problem. Mathematically, it has to grow.

I must confess that it is only in recent years that the
seriousness of this situation has come home to me. For
some years I was deputy minister of the Department of
Public Welfare in my province and later the minister,
during which time I saw firsthand the needs of our elderly
people in what was then one of the most deprived parts of
this nation. I realize the value of institutions, but it is
worth noting here that Canada was one of the first coun-
tries, perhaps the first, to start institutionalizing the aged
on a large scale. I am told, too, that we do more of it today
than does any other country. There are, of course, good
aspects to institutionalization, but that, in turn, creates
problems and obligations to which we fail to face up. We
cannot salve our consciences by simply saying to our
elderly people by the thousands, “Here is a good institu-
tion. You will be warm; you will be well fed; you will
receive medical attention. Goodbye.” We should not do
that in a civilized country.

We have made some progress in protecting the rights of
the consumer, but we have only touched the fringe of the
problem. The fact is that over and over again the Canadian
people—and we are not alone in this—are being exploited
by some of the great corporations in Canada, many of
which are merely the offspring of still larger corporations
in the United States or, for that matter, multinational
corporations. If there is one lesson we ought to have
learned from the past few years it is that the larger and

more powerful the corporation, the greater is its potential
for harm. I realize you cannot damn and condemn all
corporations, or paint them all with the same brush, and I
am not doing so. Nevertheless, we cannot ignore the
experience and the lessons of the last few years. The more
power a corporation possesses, the greater the likelihood it
will abuse that power in the interests of its own greed and
aggrandizement.

It is not an accident that those corporations in the
United States and, by projection, in Canada which have
been guilty of some of the most serious crimes against
society—and I am using these words deliberately—are
among the largest and most powerful in the world. We
had motorcar manufacturers knowingly putting out cars
with lethal defects; drug companies putting out improper-
ly tested drugs, knowing that they had not been properly
tested; tobacco companies defying the legitimate findings
of medical and scientific inquiries by spending untold
millions of dollars to discredit those findings.

Two nights ago on one of our television stations the
head of one of the greatest tobacco corporations in the
world boasted that the tobacco interests combined are now
spending $25 million a year in a research program which,
he alleged, is designed to find out—and I am using his
words now—what, if any, harmful ingredients there are in
tobacco. They are very proud of that. He neglected to
mention that those same companies last year spent
between $300 and $400 million in a program to discredit
those medical findings and, more serious still, to seduce
our young people, our children, into a habit which they
know, and as you and I know, statistically must shorten
their lives. A significant number of children who are being
seduced into this habit through these magazine advertise-
ments and other forms of advertising will, inevitably, die
from cancer of the lung induced by smoking.

Lest anyone think I am biased in this approach or that I
am against the big money interests, the great corporations,
let me say with equal emphasis that the power and activi-
ties of some trade unions in our North American society
must be viewed with suspicion and apprehension. In a
democratic society, or a society which calls itself demo-
cratic, no comparatively small group of men should have
the right or the power to do to an entire province what
was done to my own province last summer. I say that with
full knowledge that we have here in this chamber two
distinguished representatives of the trade union move-
ment, and I say it with full knowledge of all that the trade
union movement has done for the betterment of human
beings in our society. Having said that, I repeat: No group
ot men should have the right or the power to do what was
done to my province, and what has been done to other
provinces, in recent years.

If there is one lesson which my study of history, which
has been fairly extensive, and my experience in politics,
which, again, has been fairly extensive, have implanted in
my consciousness it is that power, no matter where it is
found—whether in business, politics, organized religion,
or trade unions—is always a potentially highly dangerous
commodity, and one which must be kept under constant
scrutiny and over which there must be ultimate control if
it is not to lead to disastrous abuse of the democratic
process and to devastating corruption.
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The Canadian people are, by and large, reasonable,
patient and sensible. This nation has great physical and
human resources, but if we allow abuses such as we have
seen, for example, in the profiteering of recent months—
and is there anybody in this chamber who does not think
there has been profiteering in recent months; that the
ordinary people have not been exploited and taken advan-
tage of—to continue unchecked, then there is always the
danger that our people, no matter how patient, no matter
how sensible, no matter how moderate, no matter how
reasonable, will resort to desperate solutions, to desperate
measures, to find solutions.

I am using again extreme examples, knowingly. It was
not Trotsky and Lenin or the handful of Bolsheviks who
made possible the Russian Revolution of 1917 with its
fateful consequences for so many hundreds of millions of
people; it was the corruption in state and in church—Ilet us
never forget that—and in the landed nobility, the Estab-
lishment, of Russia. It was they who brought about the
communist takeover. In our own time, it was not Castro
who brought about the communist revolution in Cuba.

What we have seen happen in other countries, including
some democratic countries, in recent years should give us
pause. We are not immune in Canada. We must be on our
guard, we must be eternally vigilant, and we must contin-
ue to remove inequities, injustices and abuses wherever
they exist. This is the price we have to pay if we are to
remain a democratic nation in every sense of the word.

Hon. Mr. Walker: Would the honourable senator permit
a question? As he knows, I have admiration for him. I
know of his career in the Government of Newfoundland.
Everybody on the government side seems to have omitted
any discussion of our most pressing problem, inflation.
Would my honourable friend care to say whether he
agrees with the Prime Minister’s announcement that there
is nothing that can be done about it by the government, or
would he like to speak on the subject at another time?

Hon. Mr. Rowe: Honourable senators, I would say that I
have normally refrained from making statements that are
economic in nature, for the simple reason that most of my
background has not been in that field; it has been in the
fields of education and social welfare and related areas, as
the honourable senator knows.

I do not see any serious reason to quarrel with the
attitude of the Prime Minister. I know that the Prime
Minister is a dedicated Canadian, and I know that he is a
very intelligent man. If I were to make an invidious
comparison, then from my own knowledge—some of it
personal and some of it indirect—of Canadian political life
and prime ministers I would say that the present Prime
Minister is certainly one of the most—and perhaps the
most—intelligent man ever to have headed an administra-
tion of Canada.

Having said that, I realize and appreciate the possibility
that his approach could be wrong. I do not know. But I do
want to remove the thought, in case it exists, that in
saying what I have I was for one minute ignoring the
seriousness of the growth of inflation and the increase in
the cost of living. It affects everybody. We must be con-
cerned about this over-riding problem, and we must take

[Hon. Mr. Rowe.]

action against it. I find myself going back to what Plato
said about education—we may disagree about the nature
of it but we all agree on the importance of doing some-
thing about it. This is true also of inflation.

Hon. Mrs. F. Elsie Inman: Honourable senators, we
have entered the Second Session of Canada’s 29th Parlia-
ment since Confederation.

I would like to extend my congratulations to Their
Excellencies, the Governor General and Madame Jules
Léger. His Excellency’s ambassadorial appointments have
shown qualities that eminently suit him to represent Her
Majesty in Canada. We welcome Madame Léger with her
sincere charm and grace.

Our best wishes go to our former Governor General, The
Right Honourable Roland Michener, and to Mrs. Michener,
that they may have many happy and useful years ahead.
They were popular, beloved and highly respected by
Canadians everywhere.

I am sure all honourable senators wish at this time to
congratulate the Honourable Senator Fergusson on the
excellent and outstanding manner in which she has car-
ried out the duties of Speaker of the Senate. We are all
very proud of our Speaker.

It gives us great pleasure to see the leaders and deputy
leaders in their accustomed seats.

I congratulate also the mover, the Honourable Senator
Robichaud, and the seconder, the Honourable Senator Per-
rault, of the motion for an Address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne. I listened to their speeches with the
greatest interest. They were interesting and informative,
and we look forward to hearing them speak often in this
chamber.

At this point I wish to extend a warm welcome to the
two new senators who have recently joined us. Senator
Robichaud is well known to all of us. For many years he
was a prominent member of the Liberal Party in New
Brunswick, and the former premier of that province for 10
years. It is a pleasure to see Senator Riley with us. He is a
Prince Edward Islander by birth. I knew his parents very
well, and I know it was the Island’s loss when he moved to
New Brunswick. However, I think he retains a warm
feeling for his native province. These gentlemen will con-
tribute much to the deliberations of this chamber, and I
wish them a successful and happy sojourn here.

Honourable senators, we are all familiar with the word
“progress”, which means “going forward”. I wish to speak
of some of the benefits which the federal government hes
provided for Canadian citizens, as it has gone forward in
the path of progress and development.

An old dictionary defined “politics” as “the administra-
tion of public affairs in the interest of the peace, prosperi-
ty and safety of the state.”” That is a definition in the
broadest sense. There are many facets to our politics in
this age and one of the most important is the welfare of
the Canadian people, which includes health and all the
social benefits and security which we look for and enjoy
at the present time.

During the regime of this federal government many
important and far-reaching pieces of social legislation
have been introduced and become law. The human needs
of the individual Canadian and his family continue to be
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the constant concern of the government led by the Right
Honourable Mr. Trudeau. We are pleased to hear that the
Throne Speech gives promise that the welfare of our
people is again very much the concern of the government.
I am especially pleased to note that the status and rights
of women will be given more consideration in the future.

Honourable senators, I should like at this time to tell
you something about Prince Edward Island, and its trans-
portation problems. It will be remembered that by the
terms of Prince Edward Island’s entry into Confederation
in 1873, the province was promised continuous means of
transportation to and communication with the mainland.
In fact, the provision of continual service is a Constitu-
tional obligation. I shall give you a short history of our
communication and transportation service, leading up to
the present.

o (1620)

Until the establishment of the railway car ferry service
in 1916 the iceboats service provided the most reliable, and
sometimes the only, means of winter communication
between Prince Edward Island and the mainland, New
Brunswick and Nova Scotia. In the earliest days of our
history, travel by birch bark canoe in winter through
icebound conditions was the only method of travel. That
was a hardship beyond our imagination today.

In 1827 the iceboats came into use during the winter
months. These iceboats were simply row-boats with steel
runners. They were hauled by men who had harness
strapped around them. When they encountered open water
they took to the oars. Travel by this means was often most
difficult. Later came the ice-breaking steamers, but even
then there were times when the ice boats had to be
brought back into service because the ice-breaking vessels
could not navigate through heavy ice in the Strait of
Northumberland.

I should like to recall the names of the ice-breaking
steamers which followed the ice boats. First came The
Albert, a wooden ice-breaking ship built in 1874. Then
came The Northern Light, followed by The Neptune, The
Landsdown, The Petrel, and The Stanley, the first steel ship
built by the dominion government in 1888. The Minto,
which was more powerful than The Stanley, was built in
1899. The Earl Grey was built in 1912, I believe.

The Prince Edward Island, more powerful still, was built
in 1915 to work along with The Stanley, The Minto and The
Earl Grey. In 1931, a new ship, The Charlottetown, was built
at Lauzon. She was the most powerful ice-breaker in the
world at that time, but she was lost off the coast of Nova
Scotia during the war in 1941. The Abegweit, a ship rated
at 15,000 horsepower, came next. She is still in service, and
was our only rail car ferry until recently.

The story of these ships fighting the ice fields and ice
packs of the Northumberland Strait, being caught in the
ice for hours and sometimes days, is long and heroic. It
took men of iron nerve to combat such conditions.

From the province of Prince Edward Island—sometimes
called “Canada’s front lawn”—we export such products as
potatoes, turnips, fish and some fruits in season, all of
which must reach their markets without delay. These
products are perishable, and cannot be kept for long peri-

ods as is the case with wheat and other grains which can
be stored in granaries.

Honourable senators, I should like to tell you something
about the tourist industry in the Atlantic provinces, par-
ticularly Prince Edward Island. Tourism is now our third,
and may soon be our second, most important source of
income. We take a great effort to attract visitors to our
Island, but, unfortunately, they are then very often left
stranded for hours at the ferry terminals.

The importance of this industry to our small province
cannot be too strongly stressed. We have no large indus-
tries as do the other provinces, for several reasons. We do
not have easy access to the raw materials necessary for big
industry. We have not the population to supply the neces-
sary labour for large factories, but our greatest problem is
in transportation for what we have to produce and export.

There are now three ferries crossing between Prince
Edward Island and Nova Scotia. We were most fortunate
in having the Northumberland ferries, as they are known,
operating at the eastern end of the province at Wood
Island during the days and weeks of the railway strike
last summer. The men operating these ferries are not
unionized, and great credit must go to Captain Hunter and
his crews for their tireless efforts in keeping their ferries
running day and night, thus helping to avert what might
have been in some instances a real crisis. In the busiest
part of the tourist season there are long lines of cars
waiting for the ferries. During the rail strike of last
summer, cars were lined up for over three miles from the
pier, and drivers almost always had to stay by their cars in
order to retain their priority on the boats.

This past summer, when all the ferries at the western
end of the province were tied up for weeks by the railway
employees’ strike, great hardship was caused to many
people; for some it was a real calamity. Some of our
visitors lost their jobs on account of not being able to get
back from their holidays in time. Children were late in
returning to school, and there were even tragedies when
people could not get to sick and dying relatives. The
airlines, of which I will have something to say later, were
not able to accommodate all those stranded by the strike.
Altogether it was a dreadful situation.

There are six ferries running between the Island and
New Brunswick during the summer months; indeed for
almost eight months of the year. The great hardship that
ensues when our ferries are tied up for weeks at a time by
a strike can readily be visualized. Before we suffer further
from crippling strikes, I appeal to those in authority to
devise some machinery by which it will be impossible for
the conditions of the summer of 1973 to recur in the
province of Prince Edward Island.

An adequate ferry service is also necessary to provide
Newfoundland with the necessities of life, such as vege-
tables, meat and milk. Owing to its terrain, Newfoundland
does not lend itself to agriculture on a large scale. As
honourable senators know, the same modes of transporta-
tion are used in getting to and from Newfoundland and
Prince Edward Island—transportation by water and by
air.

Honourable senators, there has been a great deal of talk
of a causeway being constructed between Prince Edward
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Island and New Brunswick. In fact, some time ago a start
was made on the construction of such a causeway, but that
has been abandoned for the present. However, I have often
crossed on the ferries in winter during storms and bliz-
zards when no vehicle could possibly travel the nine miles
of Northumberland Strait on a causeway. So the Islanders
have mixed feeling about any proposal to link Prince
Edward Island to the mainland, whether it be by cause-
way, tunnel, or bridge, as they feel they would lose their
individuality and identity as Islanders. We are proud of
being Islanders.

Personally, I do not favour a causeway for we would
still have to maintain a ferry service. There would be
many times when crossing a causeway in winter would be
hazardous, and, indeed, at times impossible, as I have
mentioned—even for a train, although I believe rail ser-
vice across a causeway was not considered at first.

Two surveys have been made which indicate that the
final clearing of ice west of a causeway would be delayed
in most seasons from four to twelve days. This could easily
cause a blockage that would last many more days—per-
haps a month, some authorities say—thus impeding the
launching of boats for the fishing industry, an industry
vital to our economy. It is possible to build a causeway, of
course, but it is not feasible in the opinion of many people.

The two provinces, Prince Edward Island and New-
foundland, are in a very different position from that of
any other Canadian province. We are surrounded by the
ocean. Water is the principal method of transportation of
our exports and imports—those necessities of life without
which we cannot survive. Again, I say the ferries are the
lifelines of our eastern island provinces. There is a great
need for more and larger boats to transport more rail cars
and automobiles between those provinces and the main-
land of Canada.

Traffic has increased greatly in the past ten years.
Indeed, it has almost doubled, and our transportation
system has not kept up with the services required. It is
inadequate. On the Borden-Tormentine route, more than a
hundred automobiles can be carried at each crossing, but
at many times during July and August at least that
number are left at each side waiting for transportation. I
may say from personal experience that this is a very
annoying situation. On one occasion I sat in a car for six
hours at Tormentine before getting on the boat.

To one travelling to Prince Edward Island by train I am
sure it must appear that we have taken a backward step.
Formerly we had direct train service to various points on
the Island. Now it is necessary to detrain at Ambherst,
board a bus and drive 34 miles to Tormentine, get off the
bus while crossing on the ferry, and return to the bus on
arrival at Borden to proceed to Summerside or Charlotte-
town. The buses have no washrooms. In winter they are
especially draughty and rough. It is not a pleasant trip at
the best of times. This discrimination is unfair. We are the
only province without passenger trains. I strongly urge
that passenger service be restored to Prince Edward
Island. Many people prefer to travel this way.

® (1630)

At the present time tourist spending amounts to some-
thing over $16 million in Prince Edward Island, and with
greater and more convenient transportation facilities and
increased accommodation in hotels, motels, tourist homes
and cottages, that amount could be quickly doubled—a
very significant factor in the economy of a small province.

More than 80 per cent of tourists to the Maritime prov-
inces and Newfoundland arrive by automobile, because a
car is necessary in touring these provinces. It is the cheap-
est way for a family to see the scenery and get from place
to place. Over 500,000 came to Prince Edward Island last
year, the majority of them by the ferries.

Air transportation in Prince Edward Island is in great
need of improvement. The first air mail in Canada was
flown between Charlottetown and Moncton in the early
twenties. Air transportation has increased greatly during
the past years, but the service given is entirely inadequate
to meet the needs of those who use this method of travel.
The connections, even between Maritime centres, are
time-consuming and expensive. Eastern Provincial Air-
ways gives a good service, but it is handicapped in giving
better service by several disadvantages. The airport at
Charlottetown is a travesty so far as airports go. It is a
real disgrace to expect a province to put up with the
accommodation provided for the people coming to and
going from this airport. It is far too small, very few seats
are provided for the crowds who arrive and leave, there is
no provision for food, and there is just nowhere for one to
rest during long waits.

On one occasion in August of last year I waited over
three hours for my flight to Montreal. There was not even
elbow room in the building. The conditions were appall-
ing. Over 200 people were crowded into a space sufficient
for 75; the heat was stifling. The aircraft for which we
were waiting was in Moncton for repair, and no other was
available at the time. Flights were coming in from the
Magdalen Islands and Newfoundland with passengers for
Montreal. We were very crowded and suffered great
discomfort.

The staff work under conditions that in this day and age
should not be expected of anyone. Miss Helen Cox, the
manager, and her staff have no accommodation for their
outdoor clothing, except under their desks or over the
backs of their chairs. The working rooms are small, airless
and altogether depressing. Miss Cox and her staff are most
courteous and obliging, and do all they can to assist the
passengers who patronize the airlines. They deserve much
better working conditions.

I hope these problems will be overcome so that in every
way air travel to and from Prince Edward Island will be a
pleasure, and not just something to be endured as it is
today. In this year, when so much money is to be spent on
various projects, surely some of it can be spent on improv-
ing conditions at the Charlottetown airport.




March 6, 1974

SENATE DEBATES 49

Perhaps this is the year when we Prince Edward Islan-
ders should assess ourselves. We have just finished our
centennial year. We have looked back a hundred years,
and now we must look to the foreseeable future. We have
progressed from a dependent colony to the status of a
province in the Confederation of Canada. We merit the

consideration due us as such, and I hope our government
will provide us with adequate transportation services, so
necessary to our economy and development.

On motion of Senator Blois, debate adjourned.
The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at 2 p.m.
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The Senate met at 2 p.m., the Speaker in the Chair.
Prayers.

ADJOURNMENT

Hon. Leopold Langlois: Honourable senators, with leave
of the Senate and notwithstanding rule 45(1)(g), I move
that when the Senate adjourns today it do stand
adjourned until Tuesday, March 12, at 8 o’clock in the
evening.

Motion agreed to.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
MOTION FOR ADDRESS IN REPLY—DEBATE CONTINUED

The Senate resumed from yesterday consideration of
His Excellency the Governor General’s Speech at the
opening of the session, and the motion of Senator Robi-
chaud, seconded by Senator Perrault, for an Address in
reply thereto.

Hon. Fred M. Blois: Honourable senators, like those
who have preceded me in this debate I, too, wish to pay my
respects and good wishes to Madam Speaker and compli-
ment her on the dignified and impartial manner in which
she presides over this chamber.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Blois: I am sure all honourable senators were
pleased when Madam Speaker was appointed to preside
over this very important office. I believe she is the only
woman presiding over a second chamber in North America.

We wish you, Madam Speaker, continued success and
good health during this second session of the Twenty-
ninth Parliament of Canada. When you were appointed to
this high position all Maritimers were very proud of you.
Your appointment as Speaker of the Senate was a wonder-
ful compliment to you, your own province of New Bruns-
wick and to all the Maritime provinces.

I wish to express my thanks to the Leader of the Govern-
ment and to the deputy leader, on behalf of the members
of my party in this chamber, for their co-operation with
us. Also, I should like to express my own appreciation and,
I am sure, that of all honourable senators, to the Clerk of
the Senate, the First Clerk Assistant, the Gentleman
Usher of the Black Rod and his staff, all of whom have
been very helpful to honourable senators.

I want to express my personal appreciation to the Liber-
al Whip, Senator Buckwold, who worked with me when I
had the pleasure of acting as Conservative Whip during
the necessary absence of our Whip, Senator John M.
Macdonald.

In passing on these few compliments, which are sincere
on my part, I am not forgetting the charming page girls

who have been most kind to all of us and who have
brightened this chamber with their smiles and deport-
ment. I know these complimentary remarks are somewhat
unusual, but I feel they are deserved, and, as I stated a
moment ago, they are very sincere on my part.

I congratulate the mover and seconder of the Address to
His Excellency the Governor General in reply to the
Speech from the Throne at the opening of this second
session of the 29th Parliament. I think they did a very
good job, considering the fact that they had to work hard
at it. Naturally, I do not agree with everything they said,
nor with their interpretation of the things mentioned in
the Throne Speech. This is a country of free speech and
everyone is entitled to his or her own personal views.
Personally, I found the Speech from the Throne very
vague, forcing one to try to read between the lines to see
what the government had in mind.

Senator Perrault said that the Speech from the Throne
reflects the concern of the government about the problems
of inflation and rapid price escalation, because of which
seemingly all Canadians must pay prices rising ten per
cent or more every year without end. I remember that as
far back as 1970 Prime Minister Trudeau stated that the
government had inflation licked. In his speech Senator
Perrault said:

So we have in the Throne Speech a number of meas-
ures designed to mitigate the effects of inflation.

If we have inflation licked, I wonder why we need these
measures? For some time Mr. Trudeau has said that infla-
tion in Canada is due to international factors, and that
there is little the government can do. In fact, Mr. Trudeau
has said that if a government cannot cope with self-
induced inflation it deserves to be thrown out. I hope the
people keep that in mind a little later this year, perhaps.

What are the real facts? Sixty per cent of our current
inflation of 9.1 per cent is self-induced. International
inflation may account for little more than one-third of our
total inflation. Furthermore, the domestic or self-induced
component of inflation has been escalating continuously
since the last quarter of 1970, when Mr. Trudeau said that
inflation was licked.

One senator who spoke earlier in our debate referred to
the promises the government made in the Speech from the
Throne read by His Excellency the Governor General. I do
not recall one single definite promise. The Speech states
that the government intends to revise farm prices and
income structure, to guarantee farmers a stabilized income
through joint government-farmer funds. It intends to pre-
vent unreasonable increases in oil prices. It intends to
establish a one-price oil marketing system, to set up a
national petroleum corporation. It intends to develop a
port policy. It intends to change the Bank Act, to facilitate
provincial participation in bank ownership. It intends to
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end the discrimination in freight rates. It intends to end
discrimination against women. The details, of course, are
absent. Therefore, for all Canadians only time will tell
whether the intentions written into the Throne Speech
will be translated into the kind of action they appear on
the surface to promise.

@ (1410)

Frankly, I do not put too much faith in intentions. I
presume the government’s intentions are good and reli-
able, but most of us have heard, among our families and
friends, such phrases as: I intended to do so and so but I
completely forgot. I intended to do that but it just slipped
my mind. I intended to, but I didn’t have time. Sometimes
the use of “intended” is simply an excuse—and a poor one
at that—for not doing anything definite. We know the old
saying, “The road to hell is paved with good intentions.” I
hope that is not going to be true of the intentions con-
tained in the Speech from the Throne.

The Speech generated a very cool reception at best
across Canada, but Throne Speeches have never been
known to meet with widespread enthusiasm. The majority
of the Western premiers who anticipated it would contain
strong and positive responses to concerns raised at last
year’s Western Economic Opportunities Conference were
disappointed. Both Westerners and Easterners alike could
hardly feel overly optimistic that their transportation and
energy problems were going to be tackled and resolved
satisfactorily.

Prime Minister Trudeau called the Throne Speech a
matter-of-fact program of action. Obviously it is intended
as a major weapon against escalating inflation, but unless
it is translated into legislation and policies far more effec-
tive than those applied to inflation thus far, it will please
very few.

Every other issue aside, the spiralling cost of living still
dominates public concern, and the government’s response
to that will be seen as time goes on.

Senator Perrault criticizes the Leader of the Opposition
in the other place for opposing the government’s program
to combat the price spiral. He criticizes Mr. Stanfield
because of his having a program of short-term control and
follow-up measures. Senator Perrault said, “These meas-
ures have not been specified and no details have been
given.” I say to the Senate that surely as a businessman
Senator Perrault would not give away his plans to his
competitors if he were bringing out something new. And
Mr. Stanfield would not give away anything that would
help his political opponents; he would wait until the time
becomes ripe to detail his plans—that is, when he takes
over the government. This is what the senator said:

It is to be hoped that shortly the Leader of the Opposi-
tion in the other place will bring himself to providing
a detailed list of proposed controls as well as a list of
specific measures which should follow these controls.

I would gather that he, like myself, hopes and believes
that Mr. Stanfield is to be the next Prime Minister of
Canada and will be in a position to do this, and soon.

I realize that it is quite in order for any member of
Parliament to criticize the Leader of the Opposition in the
other place, but I was a little disturbed when Senator
Perrault mentioned the Stanfield Limited firm and the

price increase made necessary in the manufacture of
underwear over the past few years. I am sorry Senator
Perrault is not in the house as I am saying these things,
but that cannot be helped.

Hon. Mr. Flynn: He has been away since he made those
remarks.

Hon. Mr. Laing: Senator Perrault is ill.
Hon. Mr. Flynn: He should be, after saying that.

Hon. Mr. Blois: I trust he was not suggesting that the
prices of Stanfield garments are unnecessarily high. It is
true that the firm in question is controlled by the Stan-
field family, but Mr. Bob Stanfield is not, and never has
been, an officer or director of that company. No doubt he
is a shareholder and probably quite a large shareholder,
but he has absolutely nothing to do with the formulating
of plans for that company. I am pointing out these facts
because I think Senator Perrault was trying to throw a
certain amount of blame on Mr. Stanfield and also perhaps
trying to degrade the company. Furthermore, apparently
Senator Perrault does not know that the Stanfield com-
pany has been in business for over 100 years. Perhaps it
would be just as well, since he opened up the subject, if I
were to give Senator Perrault some information about this
company. They have constantly paid fair dividends to
their shareholders and any extra profits have been put
aside to purchase new equipment and construct new
buildings, et cetera. Today, as always, it is one of the most
modern and up-to-date textile plants in North America,
with exceptionally good working conditions. I am very
proud of that company, of which for 40 years I was the
general superintendent or mill manager in charge of
manufacturing. I was also a director for 29 years. I am
most proud of the fact that during my years with them I
put into effect the plan of paying equal rates of pay to
male and female employees. I believe I was the first to do
that in Canada, and, as a matter of fact, I think few in
Canada have ever done that, and I am quite proud of that
fact.

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Blois: Someone has asked me when that was.
If my memory serves me correctly, I believe it was in
1947-48.

The Stanfield company had the finest pension plan of
any manufacturing company in Canada, and for the last
few years they have had a guaranteed wage plan for all
their employees. This plan went into effect around 1966-67.
I only wish we had many such manufacturing plants in
Canada, which gives steady employment to 1,000 or more
persons. I repeat that I am saying this particularly for the
benefit of Senator Perrault.

Hon. Mr. McElman: Moreover, they turn out a first-rate
product.

Hon. Mr. Blois: I was not making these remarks for the
purpose of advertising. I was simply getting back at cer-
tain people for what I considered to be unfair remarks.
The company does not need the advertising.

Now, I should like to make a few remarks on the subject
of unemployment insurance. The Leader of the Opposition
in the other place has called for a major inquiry into the
operation of the unemployment insurance program. I
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believe that inquiry is necessary, and I will go into that a
little further. I should like to know, as would many other
people, whether there are in fact certain disincentives to
work actually built into today’s unemployment insurance
plan. If there are, what are they and what should be done
about them? Is unemployment insurance really an insur-
ance plan or is it a welfare plan in which the contributions
by the employers and employees are simply a new kind of
tax?

When the unemployment insurance scheme was origi-
nally set up, it was designed so that the amount assessed
against the employer and the employee would take care of
the payments to be made to unemployed persons, and for a
time such was the case, I believe. This assessment has
increased greatly, but even so the fund is far from carry-
ing itself. In fact, the latest figure I could get shows that
the deficit is now estimated at about $500 million, which is
up from $174 million at the end of 1972. Insurance benefits
paid out in 1972 were $1.87 billion, and in 1973, $2.03
billion, and the unrecoverable overpayments amounted to
$1,064,000. Benefits increased by $15 million in 1973 over
1971, despite a benefit control program run by the Unem-
ployment Insurance Commission that disqualified an
estimated 250,000 claimants.

@ (1420)

Who is paying this deficit under the Unemployment
Insurance Commission program? The answer, of course, is
very plain. It is the already overtaxed Canadian citizen
who is paying this extra amrount of money. Therefore, it is
essential to all Canadians that this matter be thoroughly
investigated.

The government does not seem to be worried about the
tremendous cost of the UIC program. You probably
remember the answer that Mr. Trudeau gave when asked
during the last election campaign to comment on the
report that the UIC account was running a deficit of
several hundred million dollars. His reply was, “I don’t see
any scandal. What is it? What if it needs another $100
million, or $200 million? What is the magic in numbers?”

Now, that is hardly the type of answer, I think, that a
Canadian citizen should expect from his Prime Minister.
That is just my opinion, of course. As I said earlier,
however, everyone is entitled to his own opinion.

I would like to make a further reference to the 250,000
that the Unemployment Insurance Commission disquali-
fied. I do not think that these persons should share all the
blame. I would now, however, like to mention a few cases
that were brought to my attention recently.

Last summer a businessman came to see me and told me
of two of his staff who were drawing unemployment
insurance payments. They informed him that they were
taking a month off. He explained that they were entitled
to two weeks’ holidays with pay. This was the tourist
season when things were busy, and it would make quite a
hardship for him if they went away at that time. He told
them, therefore, that if they would stay on for a couple of
months before taking their holidays he would increase the
holiday pay from two weeks to three weeks. Their answer
was, “We've already been to the unemployment insurance
office, and it’s all arranged for us to have four weeks’
holidays.”

[Hon. Mr. Blois.]

Later I personally talked with these employees. They
said it was no trouble. All they had to do was to get a form
filled out by their boss, and it was no problem. I said, “Did
your boss give you this form?” They said, “No. He refused
to give it to us because he said he needed us. But we told
that to the manager of the unemployment insurance office,
and he said, ‘Oh, all right.”” They told me this themselves.
They received four weeks’ pay from the Unemployment
Insurance Commission. Now, that is a mighty bad abuse.

Another case brought to my attention a few years ago
was that of a man, a foreman in a plant for many years,
who was severing his long association with the company.
In appreciation they were paying him his regular salary
each month for a full year, and after that he would go on
pension. I talked with him to find out about it, and at first
he said that it was none of my business—and of course it
was not. However, he finally told me that one month
before he was due to retire he went to the unemployment
insurance office and told them he was going to be all
through, and about the years he had spent with the firm.
He did not tell them he was getting paid for a year. They
fixed everything up for him and he told me that he drew
unemployment insurance for 102 weeks. This was his
story. He did not tell them he was getting his pay for one
full year, nor did he tell them he was then going on
pension. In my opinion the Leader of the Opposition is
fully justified in asking for a full investigation. There is
something wrong which should be cleared up, not only for
the Leader of the Opposition but for other Canadian
citizens. I am sure that every member of this house,
regardless of politics, is equally anxious to see this busi-
ness cleared up.

Hon. Chesley W. Carter: Honourable senators, I should
like to begin my remarks by associating myself with the
tributes and good wishes that have been extended to our
new Governor General, His Excellency Jules Léger, and
Madame Léger, as they assume the duties of this high
office. Next, I wish to join in the plaudits you have
received, Madam Speaker, for the great qualities you have
brought to your high office and for the gracious, charming
and efficient manner in which you preside over our delib-
erations. I should also like to associate myself with those
who have complimented the mover and seconder of the
motion for an Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne on the excellence of both the content and the
manner of their presentations.

The Throne Speech we are now debating focuses mainly
on energy and inflation—two areas of concern which are
global in scope and should be considered in the light of the
drastic changes which have occurred in the world situa-
tion in recent months. Every year world problems tend to
grow more serious and beyond man’s wisdom and capacity
to solve. Peace and happiness, the two most cherished
desires of mankind, are in ever shorter supply. Social
unrest, crime, drug addiction and terrorism continue to
increase. World population keeps increasing at the rate of
over 70 million per year—much faster than the production
of food. Last year crop failures, floods, droughts, insects
and other causes reduced food production below normal
levels, and hundreds of thousands of human beings in
Africa and Asia died of famine, while countless millions of
others were brought to the brink of starvation.
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The undeveloped countries of the Third World struggle
bravely to expand their economies to improve the unbear-
ably low living standards of their people, only to have
their efforts frustrated over and over again by the ever-
increasing prices of the necessities they have to import,
coupled with a reduction in the prices of the products they
have to sell. Thus, the gap between the rich countries and
the poor countries continues to widen.

For the rich industrialized nations, inflation was prob-
ably the number one problem throughout the Western
World. In Britain, France and other European countries it
increased more rapidly than in Canada. Even in the
United States, with its huge domestic market, inflation
approached 10 per cent. In Japan and Italy it was higher.

Next to inflation, most industrialized countries were
plagued with the twin problems of balance of trade defi-
cits and the instability of world currencies due in large
measure to the fluctuating value of the United States
dollar. This was due in part to the abnormal situation with
which our great southern neighbour has been plagued for
the past two years, and due also te the great distrust of
paper currency by speculators, including the rulers of
Mid-Eastern oil-producing countries, who have much more
money than they know what to do with and therefore try
to convert as much of it as possible into gold. The problem
of unemployment was also becoming increasingly severe.
However, in spite of all these problems, the rich industri-
alized nations of the world were expanding their econo-
mies and improving their living standards, and were in the
process of developing long-range policies and programs
which in time would bring these problems under control
and would enable them to give more help to the Third
World.

@ (1430)

These long-range policies and programs, however, were
predicated on an abundant long-term supply of oil energy
at stable prices. Then came the so-called oil crisis when
oil-producing countries decided to freeze or reduce their
production while at the same time increasing the price
from around $3 a barrel to around $10 a barrel delivered in
London, Tokyo, and Montreal.

The result of this sudden and exorbitant increase was to
disrupt completely the economies of all the industrialized
nations in the world. All their plans for solving inflation,
unemployment and trade deficit problems were knocked
into a cocked hat.

The world picture before this event was not at all pretty,
but today it is much worse. The industrialized nations
must now start all over again to try to put together the
different pieces of their shattered economies and to work
out new adjustments and devise new methods of solving
the new problems that have been created along with the
old ones which have now been rendered much more
difficult.

The Speech from the Throne, therefore, marks not only
the beginning of a new session but, in a sense, the begin-
ning of a new era, because the world as we knew it 12
months ago has undergone permanent change, although it
may be some time yet before the full impact becomes
apparent. However, one thing is certain. Gone forever are
the days of cheap energy and low-priced goods. Many
commodities now cheap and abundant will become scarce

and costly. It is in this global context that the policies set
forth in the Throne Speech should be appraised, particu-
larly those relating to inflation.

Inflation has many causes. There is cost-push inflation,
demand-pull inflation, inflation that results from profi-
teering or from low productivity when we fail to give an
honest day’s work in return for an honest day’s pay. And
there is imported inflation. To the extent that inflation is
caused by human greed, selfishness and dishonesty, we all
contribute to it in one way or another.

Inflation is the net result of a multitude of factors
acting together in different parts of our nation and in
different parts of the world at different times and result-
ing from different causes. There is an analogy between
inflation and the common cold. The common cold can be
caused by hundreds of different types of viruses, and the
remedy for a cold caused by one type of virus will have no
effect on a cold caused by other types. Inflation is not a
simple matter and has no simple solution. However, it is
the rate of inflation that causes concern rather than infla-
tion itself. Two per cent inflation per year has been con-
sidered normal under our system for many years. In recent
years even 3 per cent has not been considered excessive,
but last year inflation in Canada approximated 9 per cent.
This is too close to the danger point to be comfortable,
because history has shown that democratic governments
do not survive if two-figure inflation is permitted to exist
over a period of years.

A large part of Canada’s inflation is imported, however,
and therefore beyond our control. Canada is a trading
nation. Twenty-five per cent of our gross national product
and a corresponding percentage of our jobs depend upon
our trade with other countries. In 1973 Canada imported
$23.3 billion worth of goods, including $1.6 billion worth of
agricultural products, and there is no way we can escape
importing the inflation that exists in the countries where
these goods are produced.

Neither can we have any control over the changes that
take place in world currencies. For example, the Japanese
yen, the Australian dollar and the New Zealand dollar
have increased in price approximately 25 per cent, while
the German mark has increased approximately 40 per cent
in relation to the Canadian and U.S. dollar. This means
that Japanese and German consumers, as compared with
Canadian consumers, have respectively 25 and 40 per cent
more buying power in the world trading market. This
means, in turn, that Canada has to pay 25 and 40 per cent
more respectively for goods imported from these countries,
while on the other hand Japanese and German consumers
can purchase correspondingly more Canadian goods per
unit of their currency.

This results in a corresponding increase in the demand
for Canadian goods, so that an upward pressure is exerted
on the price of Canadian products for Canadian consum-
ers, because Canadian producers will naturally sell where
the return is highest, and that may very well be the export
market. This has been the case with our wheat, which
went from $1.70 a bushel in August 1972 to $5.66 per bushel
on September 21, 1973. Top quality Durum wheat went
from $1.69 per bushel to $9 per bushel in the same period.

There are other factors, such as the increase in world
population—some 70 million people per year— and a 4.5
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per cent decrease in world agricultural production in 1972
due to drought, floods and crop failures. In addition,
industrial countries are becoming more affluent and, as
their people earn higher incomes, they can afford a better
diet. For example, in 1972 Japan bought from Canada
wheat, fish and grain in quantities two and three times
greater than ever before. Canada’s own consumption of
meat—beef, pork and broilers—increased from 144.6
pounds per capita in 1963 to 188.2 pounds in 1972. With the
possible exception of meat rationing, there is nothing that
any Canadian government can do to control any of these
factors. If they freeze prices, the farmers either hold their
products off the market or stop producing altogether, as
did the United States farmers last fall.

How much of Canada’a 9 per cent rate of inflation was
imported it is impossible to calculate, but having regard to
our total trade figures and the increased currency value of
the countries from which we made the purchases, a guess-
timate of 50 per cent does not appear to be unreasonable.
On this basis, the amount of inflation generated here in
Canada would be around 4.5 per cent, and if we accept 2.5
per cent inflation as normal, or the irreducible minimum,
that still leaves 2 per cent which we must try to eliminate.

In the world at large inflation is much higher than here
in Canada, and now, on top of it all, comes this tremen-
dous increase in the price of oil which can only make a bad
situation worse for every country. How much worse,
nobody yet knows. A lot will depend on how much wisdom
the industrialized nations can bring to bear on their prob-
lems and to what extent they will agree to co-operate and
take unified action to solve them. If they adopt the atti-
tude of “each man for himself and the devil take the
hindmost,” then a restriction of world trade is bound to
result at the very time when trade expansion is an abso-
lute necessity. This could well lead to a collapse of the
economies of one or more of the industrialized nations
which, in turn, could bring on a world depression.

Although the grounds for optimism are not particularly
strong, these things may not happen. But we have a duty
to tell the Canadian people the facts as we see them, so
that they will be better prepared to do what they can to
prevent the worst from happening and be better able to
adjust if it does happen.

In Canada inflation has been most evident in the price
of food. As stated earlier, this has been due to increased
world population, world food shortage and increased
demand due to increased affluence in Canada as well as
abroad. The tremendous increase in the price of oil will
push food prices still higher, because the agriculture
industry is one of the largest oil consumers, not only in the
form of oil and gas to operate equipment but also in the
form of fertilizer, which is becoming increasingly scarce
and expensive. Higher priced oil means higher priced food.
We might as well face that fact at once, because there is no
way around it. At was pointed out earlier, the freezing of
prices simply will not work.

® (1440)

Across-the-board price freezing is a very simplistic solu-
tion—too simple, in fact—but it does have a wide appeal,
especially to pensioners and those in the low income
brackets. But if you take time to examine it, you will see

[Hon. Mr. Carter.]

that the cure is worse than the disease. As pointed out
earlier, freezing farm prices only results in restricting the
supply. This is what happened in the United States last
year, and we would be foolish not to learn from their
experience.

Besides, a general price freeze without an income freeze
will only feed inflation. When an increased amount of
money chases after a fixed or reduced amount of goods,
the inevitable result is higher prices, either on the open
market or on the black market, which is practically impos-
sible to control.

On the other hand, the only incomes that really can be
controlled are the wages of the blue collar workers. Sala-
ried people can easily avoid income controls by means of
reclassification or salary bonuses. The incomes of profes-
sional or self-employed people are practically impossible
to control. Even if an effective means of controlling their
incomes could be found, they would merely curtail their
services. Nothing would be gained, and those depending
on their services would suffer.

A system of income controls would merely put the main
burden of fighting inflation on the blue collar workers,
while the white collar workers would escape with little or
no burden at all. This would be manifestly unfair and
unjust. Also, we must remember that to enforce a system
of price and income controls effectively would require a
greatly expanded bureaucracy, whose additional cost to
the taxpayer could well be as great or even greater than
the savings gained from the price freeze policy.

It is very unfair and very misleading to say that the
government has done nothing at all about inflation. It has
done a great deal. Only last fall the government took
action to stabilize the price of bread and milk. In addition,
a freeze was put on the price of heating oil and gasoline,
export barriers were placed on beef to keep the price from
rising to the U.S. level, and the price of oil was frozen at $4
per barrel. Also, to protect the weak—that is, the low
income consumers, pensioners and those on fixed
incomes—family allowances were adjusted upwards, pen-
sions were indexed and heating fuel allowances were pro-
vided. In addition, amendments to the Income Tax Act
removed some 750,000 low income earners from the tax
roll. In general, the government has been pursuing a flex-
ible combination of policies ranging from selective con-
trols to subsidization, while at the same time attacking
inflation at its roots by encouraging Canadians to produce
more of our best commodities.

Controls treat only the symptoms of inflation, not the
causes. One of the best ways of bringing down prices is to
produce more goods and produce them more efficiently.
This is the basis of the government’s food policy as
outlined in the following quotation from the Speech from
the Throne:

The Government is developing a policy on food based
on the following objectives:

—an adequate and dependable supply of quality
food for a growing population in Canada enjoying a
rising standard of living;

—reasonable food prices:
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—for the consumer, in not requiring an undue
proportion of income for Canadians to secure a
sufficient and balanced diet,

—for the producer, in providing a return adequate
to encourage production of food items which can be
economically and efficiently produced in Canada;

—a continuing supply and increasing production of
those food products in which Canada has a competi-
tive advantage for export to commercial markets and
also for a contribution to international food aid
programs.

The Government’s objectives will guide a re-assess-
ment of existing programs in the areas of agriculture
and fisheries.

As a Newfoundlander, I am very happy to see that the
food prices policy applies to the fishing industry as well as
to agriculture. The government’s food policy is designed to
protect the weak, cushion all Canadians against sudden
and disruptive price increases of essential commodities,
and increase production and supply. To this end, the
required legislative action, as outlined in the Speech from
the Throne, can be listed under the following seven
subjects:

—Income stabilization.

—Encouragement for young farmers.

—Upgrading of equipment.

—Incentives to be provided to increase the production
of livestock and to increase Canada’s catch of fish for
both Canadian and export markets.

—Orderly marketing, which includes the construction
of new storage facilities for storable crops.

—An improved marketing system, including improve-
ments in grain transportation facilities.

—Improving the availability of manpower for food
production by co-operative arrangements between
Manpower and Immigration in order to bring job
applicants and employers together.

Honourable senators, this is a very comprehensive and
far-sighted policy. It ensures a fair income to farmers and
fishermen, which will encourage them to stay on the job,
and provides incentives for them to produce as much as
possible. This, together with orderly marketing, will
ensure a stable supply of food products, the consequence
being stability in food prices.

With respect to energy, the Throne Speech focuses chief-
ly on oil and gas, the two main policy features being the
creation of a nationwide single price market for Canadian-
produced oil and the creation of a national petroleum
corporation. The price freeze on oil of $4 per barrel expires
at the end of this month, at which time a new arrangement
will have to be worked out in conjunction with the prov-
inces concerned. It is not realistic to expect the price of $4
per barrel to be maintained indefinitely. The price of
Canadian oil must be permitted to rise to a level that will
enable the oil companies to carry on the necessary
exploration in Canada to find new sources. What that
level is must be determined by the experts. It could very
well come close to the price of imported oil. But whatever
level is decided upon, the increase must not be sharp and
sudden, as was the case last year. The price rise must be

orderly, controlled, and at a rate that can be absorbed
without further disruption of the Canadian economy.

With respect to the national petroleum corporation,
although I am a believer in free enterprise I do not think
the government really has much choice in this matter.
World supplies of oil, as well as practically all other
energy sources, are controlled by a few large multinational
corporations. In Canada all the big oil companies are
foreign-owned, and big governments are also now getting
into the oil business, with the Arab governments leading
the way.

These oil companies are big monopolies. They have their
own market structures and their own carriers. Some even
have their own retail outlets, thereby controlling their
product all the way from the wellhead to the gas pump.
They set their own prices and can do pretty much as they
like. Though they call themselves free enterprise, their
performance since the oil crisis started has proved they
are not responsible enterprise.

The government has a duty to protect the Canadian
economy and the interests of Canadians generally, which
means stable supplies of oil at reasonable and stable
prices. The manipulations and performance of the oil com-
panies during the past eight months have shown that
these oil monopolies cannot be trusted. The government
would be remiss in not taking whatever steps are open to
it to minimize the extent to which the Canadian people are
at their mercy.
® (1450)

Also, since we will have to pay higher prices for Canadi-
an oil and since we can now generate the necessary capital
internally, why shouldn’t we own a chunk of the oil
industry in Canada and have some say in its decisions?
Whether this corporation will be 51 per cent owned or 100
per cent owned, or whether shares will be available to the
provinces, will not be known until the legislation is before
us, but the idea is sound, and in principle I think it will be
generally approved.

Canada really needs an overall energy policy embracing
all forms of energy sources—oil, gas, coal, hydroelectric,
tidal power, geo-thermal and nuclear sources. We must
remember it takes energy to produce energy. It is the net
amount of energy produced that is really important. We
must, therefore, search for ways of getting maximum
output with minimum input. We must also search for the
best mix of various types of energy having regard to the
different needs and the peculiar characteristics of the
Canadian economy. For example, it may be better to gasify
coal and substitute it where possible for oil, which is
needed so urgently for the petro-chemical industry and for
the production of so many commodities, ranging from
plastics to acrylic paints, which have become so essential
to our everyday life. It is for this reason that I welcome
the emphasis which the Throne Speech places on scientific
research, technology and innovation.

In one sense the so-called energy crisis has been a
blessing in disguise. It has forced us to face the fact that
certain resources, such as oil, gas, copper and other com-
modities which we take for granted, are in limited supply,
not only in Canada but in the world at large. The need for
conservation has been dramatically demonstrated, and we
have already begun to put it into practice—turning off
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unnecessary lights, turning down thermostats and driving
at reduced speeds. We have not really suffered from this
slight modification of our life style. Instead we have bene-
fited, because we have done more walking and cycling, we
have created less pollution, and all this is beneficial to our
health.

It seems to me that we now have a golden opportunity to
take a good look at our life style generally and ask our-
selves some questions about it. How much of it is really
necessary or beneficial? Can we afford to go on wasting so
much of our resources when fellow human beings in so
many parts of the world are suffering from lack of them?
What are our duties and obligations as custodians of these
resources for future generations? Is it sensible to waste
precious energy and resources building obsolescence into
our products and producing “throw away” goods, gim-
micks and other things that we could well do without,
while at the same time undermining our health and
destroying our environment?

Experience has shown that once our needs are satisfied
an excess of material possessions does not add to our
peace, happiness or contentment. Reality, symbolized by
the oil crisis, is going to force a change in our life style
whether we wish it or not. Isn’t it much better to do it
voluntarily at our own convenience rather than have
sudden readjustments forced upon us? I believe that if we
put this proposition to those Canadians who are well
above the poverty level, that challenge will be accepted.

Another blessing of the oil crisis is that it has brought
home to us all how wonderfully fortunate we are to live in
a country like Canada, a country that is able to produce its
own food supply and can become self-sufficient in energy
resources. We should thank God for that, every day of our
lives, and impress it upon our children.

Honourable senators, to solve the problems with which
we are faced at the present time and to minimize future
adjustments will require the utmost co-operation and
understanding between the various provincial govern-
ments. It will also demand from every one of us the
highest ethical conduct of which we are capable. In this
connection I should like to read an article which appeared
in the Christian Science Monitor on January 16, 1974. It is
entitled “The Nation’s Greatest Needs,” and was written
by Roscoe Drummond, but in my opinion it applies to
Canada equally as much as to the United States:

The No. 1 problem in the United States is not the
energy crisis nor health nor housing nor unemploy-
ment—urgent as these matters are.

It’s something else.

It’s sleazy ethics and pervasive dishonesty in just
about everything—in government, in politics, in busi-
ness, in labor, and to some extent in the media. They
all suffer from widespread public distrust.

The truth is that a lack of faith is dangerously
eroding the resources of the nation.

Here is one verdict which is blunt and to the point:

People are fed up, disillusioned by the liars, sick of
the exploiters. People want faith instead of anxiety.
Faith in themselves, faith in their unions, their
schools, their government, faith in each other.

[Hon. Mr. Carter.]

They are ready to believe in ethics and honesty. But
to improve our system, we must improve ourselves.
That'’s the challenge.

But just how important is it to confront this chal-
lenge and begin to do something about it? Is it some-
thing just nice to do or is it imperative? I submit that
corrupt politics, shabby ethics, and widespread dis-
honesty are death-dealing to human freedom and to
democratic government. To reverse the downward
drift we have been witnessing for a decade of lawless
violence and lawless government will be life-giving.

One organization which is setting out to do some-
thing about declining ethics in the U.S. is called
American Viewpoint Inc., and its premise goes to the
heart of the matter. It is: “Let’s Make America Honest
Enough to Stay Free.”

This is not mere rhetoric. History makes it amply
clear that the alternative to a decent and workable
standard of honor and honesty in any society is not
disorder; it is enforced discipline; it is repression; it is
the authoritarian state and, in the end, dictatorship.

That is why the theme, “Let’s Make America Honest
Enough to Stay Free,” means what it says. That’s why
it is crucial to do something about it now. It may
sound idealistic. So what? It may sound Utopian. It
isn’t, it's practical. Healthy ethics is no more Utopian
than a healthy democracy. Neglect one and you kill
the other. 2

The danger is plain to see. It is not an overstatement
to say that it is as great a challenge to American
freedom as World War II. We either face it or run
away from it and suffer the consequences. Much can
be done individually to restore higher ethical conduct
to all our relations. But collective efforts will be
needed. I make this suggestion:

Shouldn't every major civic organization in the
U.S.—like the League of Women Voters, the Junior
Chambers of Commerce, Rotary, Kiwanis—every
labor union, every business organization, every
professional group, make it a first priority in 1974 to
study codes of ethics to find out how well they work
and find ways to make them work better?

I'm not talking about ethics you frame and hang on
the wall. I am not talking about ethics with which to
measure others, but ethics to measure ourselves and to
live by.

The leaders of these and other organizations can do
much to stir and stimulate a genuine revival of ethics-
at-work in the U.S. and one way to begin would be to
consult with American Viewpoint Inc. whose sole,
non-profit concern is to help “make honesty a working
social principle, rather than a moral issue apart from
our daily lives.”

The American people can have any kind of govern-
ment, any kind of politics, any kind of society they
want. But it won’t come from wishing; only from
doing.

Honourable senators, this article also pinpoints Cana-
da’s greatest need and what we can and should do about it.
I believe that if the government and we as parliamentari-
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ans have the courage to issue this challenge to the Canadi-
an people they will accept it.
@ (1500)

Hon. Edward M. Lawson: Honourable senators, I felt
somewhat handicapped with respect to commenting on the
Speech from the Throne, but while I did not hear it when
it was being delivered here in this chamber last week I
now have the benefit of the neutral, objective and
unbiased analysis by the government leader, and I feel
better equiped to comment on it.

I want to say at the outset that I accept the excellent
presentation of the government’s record made by the gov-
ernment leader. I think that it was an outstanding recita-
tion of the accomplishments of the government, and an
excellent comparison of its record with that of other coun-
tries. The only question is: Is it a valid comparison? It is
like someone asking, “How is your wife?” and getting the
reply, “Well, compared with whose?” I wonder if it is a
valid comparison, or if it would be more valid to ask about
the government’s record in relation to the problems that
exist in the country.

I see that the government is going to deal with the area
of inflation. I read with interest the sentence about the
government’s developing “a policy on food based on the
following objectives,” and the part about “enjoying a
rising standard of living.” I am curious to know who these
people are who are enjoying a rising standard of living.
Certainly the people on fixed incomes are not enjoying a
rising standard of living. The pensioners are not, to take
one side of the spectrum. Judges, whose last increase was
approved here three or four years ago, have not had a
rising standard of living. On the contrary, as a result of
inflation eroding that increase they are getting 25 or 30 per
cent less today than they did two or three years ago.

Honourable senators, in the trade unions I have the
privilege to represent there is a kind of quiet revolution
going on, but it is ceasing to be quiet—certainly among
trade union members. In times past they would go with
the recommendation of the trade union officer that the
increases negotiated were reasonable within the total
framework. The officer would make a few comments and a
recommendation about retroactive pay, and so on, and
generally the majority would agree with the recommenda-
tion and go back to work. When such an officer now
presents a recommendation to a group of workers he will
have difficulty completing the recommendation before
there are 50 people at each microphone, each with his own
private list. It will be said, “Two years ago you got me a
dollar an hour increase, which sounded like an outstand-
ing increase. I netted 7 cents an hour out of it, and when
you negotiated an increase of 10 per cent last year that
hardly kept me even. We now have to talk in terms of
having at least 10 per cent to maintain our standard of
living. If we are to improve our standard of living, then go
and get us 12 per cent or 15 per cent, because we cannot
keep pace with inflation.” Each one has his own handful
of statistics with predictions of what things will be like
for the future.

That is why today many contracts are being turned
down—the union members are concerned about runaway
inflation. Their concern is still a basic one of security, but
they also want the security of knowing that the increases

they negotiate, the wages they receive, which were consid-
ered fair, are not being rapidly eroded from under them.
That is why I think it is safe to say that the new thing that
will be negotiated and obtained, even if it takes strikes to
obtain it, will be a cost of living clause. I think it is a fair
prediction to make that in the majority of contracts nego-
tiated in the next two or three years, every collective
agreement will contain a cost of living escalator clause of
some kind as a means of protection or security for the
work force. The unions will talk in terms of this increase
in the cost of living. Those organizations that have bar-
gaining power, that have recovery power, are able to
negotiate these kinds of clauses, but it seems that while
progress has been made in the area of inflation, it is
impossible to tell that inflation is solved, mostly solved, or
ceases to be a problem.

It seems to me, if we follow what Senator Carter recom-
mends, that there is going to be more honesty in govern-
ment, and we should acknowledge that there are certain
percentages of inflation that we cannot eradicate and we
should develop a simple cure. Perhaps to every fixed
income we should attach a cost of living clause that would
keep pace with inflation, and thus maintain the standard.
We should encourage or develop, through the federal
Department of Labour, cost of living escalator clauses that
will be uniform across the country. That would be a more
honest approach than the present one.

I am pleased to see that there is concern expressed by
the government in respect of agriculture, in particular.
This is my interest. I wonder how they are going to go
about this. The best example I can give is that not so long
ago in the province of British Columbia there was a front
page news story of a feed lot that went out of business. It
was not a big one. The man put through about 5,000 head
of cattle a year—perhaps five million pounds of beef. He
announced that he was going out of business because he
simply could not afford to continue.

This gentleman is a friend of mine, and I went out and
talked to him. He told me that in the previous year he paid
$35 a ton for hay, and now it was costing him $90 or $100 a
ton. He said that molasses went up from $38 to $78 a ton.
There were all these additional costs, and it was simply
impossible, because of all these factors, to continue.

I would be more impressed with the government’s state-
ment that they are going to counsel people, talk with the
provinces and concern themselves about this, if I had not
got the answer that I did from this farmer. I asked him,
“Didn’t the federal government come and talk to you
about this?” He said, “No.” It was widely publicized,
although he was dealing with only five million pounds of
beef a year.

It seems to me, if there had been a genuine concern, that
someone from the federal Department of Agriculture
would have knocked on that man’s door and asked how his
production could be kept going, what were the problems
and how the government could help. One of the problems
that that man talked about was that the price, which had
gone to over a dollar a pound, had dropped to 75 cents and
then settled at about 82 cents a pound. There was so much
missing—20 cents a pound—and he knew he did not get it,
and I know that the consumers did not get it. So there is
some mystery as to where that difference of 20 cents a
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pound disappeared to. Again, if we are to believe what is
said in the Speech from the Throne, someone should have
been there checking to find the answer, to see how they
could keep this operation going.

I am delighted to hear that the government is talking
about encouraging new farmers. That is very important.
However, it seems to me that a first step would be to keep
those who are in the business, and who have many years
of experience, going. ;

There is an excellent study that I would refer the gov-
ernment to. It was prepared for the Greater Vancouver
Regional District, and it concerns the Delta farm lands.
The first thing they discovered about farmers was that
about 50 per cent were absentee owners. When each
farmer was interviewed as to whether he was going to
continue or leave, the answers went something like this: “I
am leasing this farm from the National Harbours Board,
and they are a tough landlord. I have a lease for three
years, I don’t know whether I am going to get it renewed,
and I don’t know at what rent I am going to get it.” They
talk about the Hydro owning some land, and about all
these absentee owners. They talk about the concern there
is over traffic. There is more concern about moving people
than there is about preserving these farm lands. They talk
about the money being made available, and the programs
of farm assistance.

I am troubled because in the Standing Senate Commit-
tee on Agriculture, when we talked about that and asked
how much money was available, we found the government
did not have any available. They were going to guarantee
that the banks would make some money available. When
we check with the banks we find that they are going to
make money available only to the extent that they are
going to allow for a particular commodity which is helping
farmers, but if there are more attractive loans to make
they will divert the money there.

It seems to me that if it is talking about really helping or
encouraging farmers, the government should set aside a
fund. There should be some millions of dollars available to
legitimate farmers who want to be involved, and at fixed
rates of interest. It should not depend on the banks’ desire
to make loans to more attractive borrowers. If we are
going to encourage young people to go into farming, if we
are going to help them to make farming more productive,
we need to talk about making money available.

Farmers talk about equipment prices, which can be
traced partially to labour. The cost of labour is a major
factor in the production of equipment. However, it seems
to me that by way of taxation or long term loans greater
assistance could be given to encourage people to go into
farming. When that has been done, we will have a collec-
tive responsibility. We cannot keep talking about the
“romance of farming,” and about all the things we are
doing for the farmers, while actually doing nothing for
them.

I am not talking about grain farmers in the Prairies. I
am not competent to talk about them. I am talking about
the small farmers, the beef farmers, in the area I come
from in British Columbia.

[Hon. Mr. Lawson.]

@ (1510)

It seems to me that a genuine effort should be made to
really come to grips with the problem, and make the kind
of assistance available that would guarantee a reasonable
salary to a farmer. There must be a number of ways to
accomplish this. There must be some way to provide the
farmer with a pension, especially in British Columbia
where he cannot now sell his farm to provide his pension.
There must be some provision to allow the farmer to earn
a pension, in the same way as anybody else. Perhaps it
could be done by exempting the farmer from income tax
until he earns $15,000 or $20,000 annually. There are all
kinds of experts around to make the simple calculations to
determine a fair rate of return, to provide for a pension,
and to do the things necessary to make farming more
attractive, to make a greater supply of food available, and
to make the kind of things talked about in the Throne
Speech a reality. Each time that I talk to farmers about the
kinds of problems they have, however, it seems that not
much is being done in terms of coming to grips with them.

I must say that I agree with the federal Minister of
Agriculture, the Hon. Eugene Whelan, when he talks
about an increase in the price of milk. Here there is an
emotional reaction; we have some association and involve-
ment. I state unequivocally that milk today is still the best
food buy. In 1944, which was the basis for the calculation
that we made, one hour’s work at the average wage would
buy four quarts of milk. In 1974 one hour’s work at the
average wage will buy eight quarts of milk. So it is a fair
statement to say that the cost of milk, related to wages, is
half its cost 30 years ago, and a quart of milk is still only
half the cost of a quart of beer. So if there is a price
increase on milk, there is little point in reacting emotion-
ally. It is still the best food value, and the minister was
correct when he said that the price increase was a valid
one.

I see that they are going to do something about making
improvements in Canadian grain rail transportation
capabilities. That is good news for the people in British
Columbia, and certainly for Vancouver harbour. Some
people suggested that we finally had our third crossing
there, because you can now walk across the harbour of
Vancouver on the decks of ships. But that is not a new
experience. We have had the harbour filled with ships
before. The last time it was caused by a longshoremen’s
strike, or a grain workers’ strike. The longshoremen are
not on strike on this occasion, and the grain workers are
not on strike. There is lots of wheat available, and the
harbour is filled with ships.

If we had a longshoremen’s strike we would have an
emergency session, and a measure, which I would support,
legislating them back to work, because we cannot inter-
fere with the nation’s commitments in world trade, the
shipment of wheat, and so on. But nobody has raised a
voice about the situation in British Columbia. Nobody has
inquired as to what the problem is, or what the cause of it
is. My information is that the CNR finds that it can make
a higher rate of return by making boxcars available for
other produce. So there are not enough boxcars available.
If that is true, or whatever the reason may be, I would like
to be told in the Speech from the Throne that something is
going to be done about it.




March 7, 1974

SENATE DEBATES 59

Let us have some federal representation in Vancouver—
we should have had it last week, the week before and the
week before that while the ships were tied up—demanding
to know the cause of it. We should have found a solution,
moved this grain crop, and maintained our commitments
in world trade. We should have put additional people to
work, thus taking them off the welfare rolls. We do not
want a lot of words about this. We need some positive
action by somebody who is going to short-cut all the red
tape, go in, solve the problem, and get the ships moving.
Failing that, we should pave over the ships and have our
third crossing over Vancouver harbour.

Those are some of my concerns. I do not want to spend
too much time on this, but I do want to say that I thought
an excellent presentation was made by the government
leader, which was reinforced by Senator Carter, on the
question of wage and price controls. I endorse that presen-
tation. I cannot think of anything more futile at this time
in the nation’s history, in the light of the experience of
other countries which have clearly demonstrated that
wage and price controls will not work, than to adopt them
in this country. We have the American experience with
controls. As quickly as they accomplished them, they are
removing wage and price controls. They simply have not
worked. They are finding all kinds of problems and com-
plicating factors.

I do not propose to deal with the energy crisis, but in the
United States, by cutting down the mileage and the speed,
they have, in effect, cut the wages of our people, of truck
drivers, across the United States by 15 or 20 per cent. They
have a perfect formula for getting a wage increase of 5.5
per cent per year, and not more than that, and yet a
separate issue, a side issue, has cut the wages by 15 to 20
per cent.

I have always said that the greatest thing that has
happened in this country is to have the United States as a
neighbour. They are good friends, good neighbours, and
yet we can look across the border and see a preview of our
future five or ten years from now. Surely the lesson
should not be how to make bigger and better mistakes
than they have made. I think that Senator Martin’s outline
on the question of wage and price controls—that they have
been totally and hopelessly useless in dealing with the
problems we have in this country—is accurate and true.
They are not even worthy of consideration.

There are some other simple things that I think the
government should do. I notice that every time a minister
makes a speech, we get a copy. Instead of the minister’s
writing to give me a copy of his speech I wish that just
once he would write to say, “I made a speech and I have
some very strong views, but I want to know your views on
how to solve some of these problems.”

For example, there are housing problems. I do not know
it as a matter of fact, but I understand that federal moneys
are available for organizations, trade unions, clubs and so
on that can put up certain amounts of seed money. They
can build housing for “retirees.” They can get financing to
the extent of from 80 to 100 per cent. They can do these
kinds of things, but not once in the 20 years that I have
represented a trade union have I ever received an inquiry
from the government asking, “Is your organization pre-
pared to sponsor this kind of housing? If we made financ-

ing available, to the extent of 80, 90, or 100 per cent, would
you put up the seed money to start the project?” Not once
have I received such an inquiry, and I don’t know of any
other organization of a similar nature in Canada that has.
I think there are many Canadians in and out of organiza-
tions who are willing to help, and who wish to participate
and be a part of the solution, and not just a part of the
problem. Instead of being asked what we can do to partici-
pate or help, we are being informed by the various
speeches of the ministers of all the solutions they have.

I am sorry I missed Senator Perrault’s presentation. I
believe he had some things to say about the role of women,
and I am pleased to see that the Speech from the Throne
makes comments about that. I think that Senator Perrault
made an excellent presentation when he talked about
including them under the Canada Pension Plan as part of
the work force, but I think he did not go far enough,
because if under federal legislation workers are entitled to
paid statutory holidays, then it should also be provided
that housewives are similarly entitled. There should also
be a provision giving them paid annual holidays, perhaps
with the option of taking them with or without husbands.
Perhaps a break from the “old man” might make them
better equipped to deal with the problems of the future.

In concluding my brief remarks, I would only say with
respect to any program the government wants to present
that I am not interested in a review of the problem. We
know the problems. I am interested in a review of solu-
tions or a program of solutions, and as one senator I stand
ready to support those kinds of constructive programs.

Hon. Mr. Connolly: I wonder if I may ask the honour-
able senator a question? I was interested in hearing him
discuss, in the earlier part of his most interesting remarks,
the general situation with which the Western world is
really confronted—the constantly rising inflationary pro-
cess; the spiralling cost of living in the Western world, as
well as in the rest of the world; the increasing demands for
higher wages to meet the legitimate commitments of
