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March 10, 1981

GOVERNOR GENERAL SCHREYER'S REMARKS
WELCOMING THE PRESIDENT AND MRS. REAGAN,
OTTAWA AIRPORT

GOVERNOR GENERAL SCHREYER: Mr. President, it is with
great pleasure and warmth of feeling that we greet you and Mrs. Reagan
on behalf of the people of Canada. You come to us, Mr. President,
representing the country that is both our nearest neighbour and also
which the history of this 20th century has made our closest ally.

Through the long years of our association, Canada and the
United States of America have met and overcome many challenges and
problems together. We have, I believe, acted effectively as partners,
confident that our differences make our combined efforts that much
more effective. Now, in a period of uncertainty in the world, Canada
remains committed to working with the United States to further the
fundamental -ideals and values of freedom and of equality before the
law, which we both share _

Mr. President, I am confident that your visit to Canada will
serve to strengthen the firm and rational ties of friendship and
practical cooperation which exist firmly and historically between our
two countries. - While here, I hope that beyond the sometimes formal
aspects of State occasions, that you will also encounter something
of the human kindred dimension which gives relations between Canada
and the United States and as between the millions of individual
Americans and Canadians their deeper meaning and their unique character.

Monsieur le Président, au nom de tous les Canadiens je vous .
souhaite la bienvenue dans notre pays, qui, comme le vitre, compte
pami ses citoyens, des personnes de souches ethniques et linguistiques
multiples et variées.

Mr. President, if this is the era of the Giobal Village,
welcome to the house next door. Welcome to Canada.



March 10, 1981

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT
UPON HIS ARRIVAL IN CANADA

Canadian Forces Base (South),
Hanger 11,
Ottawa, Canada

9:59 A.M. EST

THE PRESIDENT: Your excellencies, Nancy and I are happy
to be here. One can receive no warmer greeting than the heartfelt
welcome of a trusted friend. And yes, we, the people of the United
States and of Canada are more than good neighbors; we are good friends.
As we citizens of North America, while respecting the sovereignty and
independence of our respective national jdentities, are without question
friends that can be counted upon. Whether in times of trial and
insecurity or in times of peace and commerce, our relationship has never
weakened. The faith between us has never wavered.

We each play a separate and impohtanf role in international
affairs. We have economic interests that bind us in cooperation and,
in some cases, put us into competition. -But these separate roles are

respected by our two peoples and have never diminished the harmony
between us.

I hope this visit will make clear my commitment as President
of the United States to work in close cooperation with the government
of Canada. Whether in trade or defense, or protection of our environ-
ment and natural resources, our two nations shall continue the unique
relationship that has been the envy of the world, a relationship that
has enhanced the standard of living and the freedom of our people.

Let us continue and let us move forward. It is a great
pleasure to be here with you. Merci. (Applause.)

10:04 A.M. EST
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March 10, 1981

~ EXCHANGE OF REMARKS
* BETWEEN THE PRESIDENT AND
PRIME MINISTER TRUDEAU

~Parliament Hill,
Ottawa, Canada

11:10 A.M. EST

PRIME'MINISTER TRUDEAU: Canadians are simp]y delighted
that you have come to visit us, and we're particularly pleased that
in your f1rst visit out of the United States you chose to visit our

.- country.

Like Américans, Canadians are used to we]coming-Americans.
Last year, Mr. President, some 75 million border crossings were recorded
between our two countries. That's about three times, more than three

"~ times, the entire population of Canada. So Canadians know Americans and

Canad1ans like Americans.. We like you because not only we have shared
this continent together. w1th our friends and neighbors,. the Americans,
with our friends and neighbors, the Mexicans, who'have spanned this new

“world from one ocean to the other. But we also enjoy this neighborhood

because we share the same values, individual liberty, justice, democratic
values. Mr. President, more than two centuries ago a great band of .the

_brotherhood of man wrote the most revolutionary script since the New
- Testament. -I'm talking of the American Constitution.  And not content

with that, they went on in the same sweet breath of human1ty to write a
Bill of ‘Rights.. _

Mr. President, those two documents, the words in there, the
ideas in there, were heard around . the world. Indeed, more than the
shot fired at Lexington it is these ideas and these values which have
made America, the United States of Amer1ca the first great modern
nation. v

And that is why, Mr. President, the winds of freedom which
first began to blow in your country and which then spread all over the
world make that Canada and Canadians. As you can see from.these signs
and as you can hear from some of these lonely voices, Canadians expect
much of Americans. But more important, Canadians have faith in the
Americans.. We know that our long relationship has been based on more
than neighborhood. 1It's been based on friendship; and on a sharing of
these values. That is why we are happy you have come to visit us to.
exchange ideas with us and to seek solutions to the problems that often
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develop between two great nations and two neighbors;

Mr. President, you are welcome here. Les Canadiens qui comme
moi connaissent bien les Etats-Unis parce’qu'ils.-y vont souvent, parce
qu'ils y ont passe, comme Ssur mon cas, plusieurs etes pendant leur
enfance, ou qui vont pendant 1'hiver pour trouver votre soleil plus
chaud en Floride. Ces Canadiens vous conna1ssent Ces Canadiens sont
contents de vous accueillir.

And this sense of excitement, this sense of expectation that
we felt in anticipation of your visit, Mr. President, we owe it to this
friendship between our nations. I love hecklers. I don't know about
you, Mr. President. This could go on for a long while because to each
of these manifestations, to each of these concerns, there are answers.
You and I, your government and ours, your people and ours, will find
the answers because we have faith in the people of the United States.
As you have said Mr. President, the greatest asset of the United States
is the freedom of its people. This freedom we enJoy and this freedom
you will feel amongst us. Thank you

- - THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Pr1me M1n1ster Mr. Speaker of the Senate,
Madam Speaker of the House, it is a.pleasure to be here today not only

to hear such warm words of welcome, but also to appreciate through a.

visitor's eyes these splendid- ha]]s of government. : :

: : It was sa1d once of th1s p]ace that it grasps and mater1a11zes
the beauty of Canada, the vastness.of its lands, its loneliness, its
youth and  its hope. And .yet Parliament-Hill is more than the imposing
symbol of .your nation. ‘It is also a landmark of the New World, a monu-
~ment to the right of self government and the value. .of human freedom,
that even sometimes as you, yourself, have pointed out make raucous
behavior permissible.

Th1s be11ef 1n.se1f rule and the r1ght$ of the individual
spr1ngs from a common her1tage that forms the back =drop for our d1scuss1ons
in the next two days. 4 : v . .

Now, Mr. Prime Minister, there is important work on the agenda
before us -- improving our trade, protecting our environment, safeguarding
our freedom. But before we begin our public business, I did want to
address one other matter between us that shou]d be dealt w1th ear]y on.

You will remember a 11tt]e wh11e back when our nat1ona1 troub]es
were widely known, a journalist penned a testimony to our country that
"was entitled simp]y, "Let's hear it for the United States". It spoke
with great affection about people of the United States, their generosity,
their inner strength. . That testimony in our-land was reprinted many.
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times in magazines and newspapefs, played on radio stations and even
in nightclubs in my country. It touched the American people deeply
that anyone should think so kindly of us. But I don't think it sur-

prised us to learn that the journalist who wrote those very kind words
was a Canadian.

And so Mr. Prime Minister, before we discuss the other
important matters before us, I want to take this occasion not to talk
about the affairs of state but to speak from the heart to the heart
to say to the Canadian people, the people of the United States do not
merely value your friendship, we cherish it. We are here today not
just to seek friendly ties with a neighboring nation and a world power,
but to strengthen instead the deep unbending bonds of trust between old
and devoted friends. Merci, C'est un plaisir to be here with you today.
Thank you. (Applause.)

PRIME MINISTER TRUDEAU: Hey, guys, when I go to the United
States, I'm not met with these kinds of signs. You know, the Americans
have some beefs against us, too, but they receive them politely. Now,
how about a great cheer for President Reagan. (Cheers. Applause.)

11:18 ALM.  EST
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EXCHANGE OF REMARKS
BETWEEN THE PRESIDENT AND
GOVERNOR GENERAL SCHREYER

Ballroom, Rideau Hall,
Ottawa, Canada

10:48 P.M. EST

GOVERNOR GENERAL SCHREYER: Mr. President, when such close
neighbors as your- charming wife and yourself come to visit I've found
that the planned protocol gives way, at least in part, to a natural
hospitality. Only recently you and I both would probably have used

“the expression, "good old western hospitality", but in current circum-

stances for you and me perhaps some other term is to be found. In any
case, it is the rapport that exists between the entirety of our two
nations that matters and which obviously has motivated you to make
such an early visit to Canada. For this we -are greatly appreciative
in all parts of the country, and that you have chosen to do so within
the first two months of your new adm1n1strat1on is someth1ng which
compounds our feeling. .

In addition to your discussions on specific items, there

. is, I suggest, a very powerful and positive symbolic purpose in this

visit as well. ' For the past seven decades or more, which happens to
coincide with the creation by your country and ours of the international

. joint commission, the relationship between our two countries has been

a model for others. Despite occasional differences the overwhelming

momentum in all this time has been a]ways towards positive, productive

friendship.

In the past 60 years or so every president of the United
States, with only one or two rather circumstantial exceptions, has
visited here, and may 1 say, obviously and hopefully for the future,
with honourable and good mutual result. You are cont1nu1ng in that
tradition which I believe has produced a bond which was unique and
still is almost unique among sovereign states everywhere.

We on both sides of the border, I think, often refer to the
4,000 miles and more of virtually unpatrolled:border, to the kindred
cu]tures and affinities, to the scientific and technical cooperation,
as in the space shuttle, to mention just one example, to our political
systems which, despite interesting and intriguing and subtle differences,
produce an 1mpress1ve1y similar stability for fundamental freedoms and
due process and equality before the law. Ironically, visits by their
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very nature, often tend to focus greater attention on those far less
numerous issues which divide us and on which we have differences. And
I suppose this is a normal part of the day-to-day business of bilateral
relations in this world of reality. But if that be so, then that is
precisely why it is so ultimately important that this visit demonstrate
to all so there can be no misreading or misunderstanding, that beneath
the complexity of some of the issues and some of them, goodness knows,
are complex enough, lies a very firm bond of friendship, proven to be
so by history, and based upon constitutional restraint of power and
motivated by plain decency and love of freedom.

Given all this, Mr. President, we can surely withstand the
differences and, I would suggest, even the occasional. ribbing which we
know very well dgoes on, both at the officials' level and among the
millions of our respective citizens.. I won't try to relate some anec-
~ dotes or examples of this ribbing that I refer to. In fact, I don't
- know if it's wise to relate any of them. But I think I could say as an
~aside that no one is excluded from this, 1nc1ud1ng some present and
fonner pr1me m1n1sters and pres1dents themse]ves o

Now, as between s1sters I'm not so sure. I don't rea]]yvknow.

But ‘those of you who have brothers will know very we11 how imaginative
and descriptive some of -this language can become in otherwise rather
fraternal relations. Maybe it's just as well that I .not. elaborate
further. '

~ Still, I .must mention that some Canadians..are defensive about
our winters, particularly since in very recent years the expression
“Canadian snowbirds" became widespread in your country among some of

" your countrymen. But:then our retort could well be to quote from a
famous American poét, Walt Whitman. He said, and I quote, "I have
often doubted whether there could be a great and sturdy people without
the hardy influence of winter in due proportion.” I don't know,

Mr. President, what your response or sequel to that might be but I
don't urge you to come up with it ton1ght necessar1]y

In closing, I should like to say -- and with a11 the emphas1s
I can muster -- that a remarkable relationship indeed has been created
between our two countries and it has been sustained despite some
tangible differences because -of human decency and fairplay and by the
rational resorting in complex matters and circumstances to procedures
and mechanisms that were once and are still today exemplary to the
whole world. I have mentioned the TJC. I refer to the scientific
and defence research cooperation arrangements, etcetera, etcetera.

Earlier today I tried with words en ffancais de ‘meme qu.'en
anglais to express for the Canadian people the kind of welcome that
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they would want to extend to you. If, as I said, the planet is becoming
a global village, then this is the house next door. You are both, both
of you, as plainly and as fully welcome as that, and then to find that
hosting you could be enjoyable as well, well, that's a bonus which we
shall keep in our memory and treasure. Thank you. (Applause.)

: THE PRESIDENT: Your Excellency, I think this matter of humor
and laughing or ribbing that may take place, I know that in World War II
that Winston Churchill said of your fighting -men and ours and his own
that we seemed to be the only people in the world that could laugh and
fight at the same time. 'Now, I don't think he had in mind carrying that
over into peacetime. So, we won't try to do that. But Nancy and I want
to thank you for your warm words and generous welcome to this land of

friends. o

Friendship is not easily defined, but today I think I gained
a better understanding of what our friendship means to each other. As
we arrived this morning .on Parliament Hill, we crossed Ottawa's Rideau
canal. Now, the old canal now nearly 150 years old winds through Ottawa
as a reminder of our relationship.- (Laughter.) "I learned that it was
built by an engineer who planned it as a military defense to protect
Canada from the United States. (Laughter.) Once intended to protect
your nation from mine in war, it's now a place of serene peace. In
the winter it becomes one of the longest skating rinks anywhere. And
in the summer it charms visitors, and I've been told with the weeping
willows that arch over it -- but I didn't see that portion of it where
there were weeping willows, but I trust they are there.

Canada's Gratin O'Leary once noted that this canal "tells
the blessed thing that has come between these two countries and which
today has roots deeper than before. That's friendship." An historian
once described the vast and wealthy continent that we share as "a
boundless vision of great forests, silent mountains and wilderness
oceans mingling with the sky." Your national motto is "A mare usque
ad mar," from sea to sea. And in the United States, we sing of
"America the beautiful, from sea to shining sea".

Our people know that our nations were forged in this like
heritage. Our people inherited the resilience of those who first opened
the mighty waterways which cross and thus give life to our continent,
the Mississippi, the Columbia, the Saint Lawrence, the Great Lakes.
We've grown up with our own national characters. But we share the
independence and self-reliance of courageous pioneers such as Cartier,
LaSalle, Lewis and Clarke and McKenzie.

N ,
Yet we also share the frontiersman's dependence on his neigh-
bor, a trait that came to us early when settlers turned to each other
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.- to clear a forest, to raise a house, barter their goods. This North
American spirit is a bond between our peop]e and we must never take
it for granted : :

New ways must be'found,to reinforce -our special relationship.
We 1ive on the strongest, most prosperous continent on earth. But as
we develop our resources, we must protect the environment around us.
We will never shirk our responsibility to defend our way of life when
it is threatened. Prime Minister -Trudeau, while visiting the United
States, said that our nation was once the hope of the new world. Well,
he's right. And I would like to-add that our new world of freedom and
democracy is now the hope of the ent1re world.

Our strong defense is the foundation of freedom, peace, and
stability, and our countries must continue to draw close in times of
crisis as we always have. Together we'll stand as an example. As we
work to keep this spirit of cooperation fresh we will continue to respect
each other's sovereignty, recognize our distinct national interests,
and maintain our individual commitments to greater self sufficiency.
Robert W. Service lived in Canada for many years and wrote about the
taming of our continent and .about the wild Canadian northlands. The
law-of the Yukoni road is that only -the strong shall thrive, only the
fit will survive. This is the challenge to our nations in the world
today. Our national characters were forged on such a frontier. I'm
confident that Canada and the United States, independent but together,
.can meet the test. Nancy and I are just delighted to be here and have
had .a wonderful day and we shall 1ook forward to return1ng

Thank you very much. (App]ause )

11:00 P.M. -EST
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March 11, 1981

ADDRESS
of
RONALD WILSON REAGAN
President of the United States of America
to
Both Houses of Parliament

‘ in the
HOUSE OF COMMONS CHAMBER, OTTAWA

on
Wednesday, March 11, 1981

The President was welcomed by the Right Honourable P. E.
Trudeau, Prime Minister of Canada, and thanked by the
Honourable Jean Marchand, Speaker of the Senate and Hon-
ourable Jeanne Sauvé, Speaker of the House of Commons.

Hon. Jeanne Sauvé (Speaker of the House of Commons):
May I call this meeting to order?

. Mr. President, we are grateful for the great honour you do
us in addressing this joint session of the Senate and the House
of Commons. | now invite the Right Honourable the Prime
Minister to introduce our distinguished guest.

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Mr. Speaker of
the Senate, Madam Speaker of the House of Commons, Mr.
President and Mrs. Reagan, distinguished American visitors,
honourable members of the Senate, members of the House of
Commons, Excellences, Mesdames et Messieurs:

" Mr. President, yesterday | welcomed you to Canada. I
repeat that welcome now because in this' chamber’ Canada’s

democracy finds its ultimate expression. Here, in a special

way, we speak on behalf of the people of Canada, and here the
people of Canada are honoured to receive you, Sir.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Trudeau: Nations do not choose their neighbours; geog-
raphy does that. The sense of neighbourhood, however, is more
than a product of geography; it is a creation of people who
may live as far apart as California and Quebec. It is what
makes neighbours of Canada and Mexico, for instance.
Canadians have noted this sense in you, Mr. President, and
they know that it gives a partlcular meamng to your visit to
Ottawa.

[Translation]

Our being neighbours is not simply a matter of geography, it
is a state of mind. Beyond North America lies the New World
which we inhabit by your side. We share the dreams which
have made this continent a beacon in the night and a haven of
hope for mankind. We share the courage and the love for work
which have enabled us to build side by side two great federal
states stretching from the Atlantic coast to the distant shores
of the Pacific. Our accomplishment is dear to us. We are
intent on preserving our heritage, but at the same time we
gladly agreed to share with others the prosperlty and freedom
we found in this land.

COMMONS DEBATES ' 8153

{English]

It is right that we should celebrate what we hold in common.
At the same time it is necessary that we remember and respect
what makes us different.

More than 200 years ago our paths diverged, although our
goals remained the same. You created a great republic with a
presidential system. We evolved as a constitutional monarchy,
under a parliamentary system. You placed yourselves from the
outset under a written constitution that you continue to revere
today. We are only now finishing the work of writing ours and
bringing it home. You fought a tragic civil war. We have
recently undergone the experience of a referendum that
involved no violence, but nonetheless touched the very fibre of
this country.

The differences of history affect our relations today, because
they affect our perceptions, our approaches, our priorities.
You, Mr. President, would perhaps agree with Thoreau where
he says of the United States government:

This government of itself never furthered any enterprise, but
by the alacrity with which it got out of its way. It does not set-
tle the west. It does not educate. The character inherent in the
American people has done all that has been accomplished.

The character of the Canadian people, Mr. President, has
also made Canada. But here in Canada our own realities have
sometimes made it necessary for governments to ‘“‘further’
enterprise”. Those realities and that necessity are still with us

_today.

[Translation]

Mr. Pre51dent you are visiting Canada at a particularly tur-
bulent time in our history. We are in the process of completing
the construction of our country. As an American you will
appreciate the challenge which we must face. We are attempt-
ing to improve our democratic system and to cement our unity.
Undoubtedly the din of our labour wili reach your ears. How-
ever, | can assure you that our stormy but productive discus-
sions will pave the way for a stronger Canada. Indeed, if I may

-recall a humorist’s description of a megalopolis, we have

decided that at the close of our current debates we will be
“more than a confederation of shopping centres™.

In the years to come the United States will be looking at a
dynamic neighbour to the North. But putting its own house in
order Canada will grow confident in itself. We will establish
more clearly where our interests lie and we will pursue them

- with renewed ‘vigour. One thing will remain unchanged, how-

ever: our deep friendship for the United States. In fact, Mr.
President, the relations between our two countries will grow at
the same time as Canada will grow. Of course, as neighbours
we will hold frank discussions. But we have always .spoken
clearly to each another and our openness was based on mutual
respect, as befits two sovereign and equal countries linked by
deep friendship.
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[English]

. Mr. President, you take on your awesome responsibilities at
a time of stress and crisis in international affairs.. The world
badly needs the courage and wisdom of the United States, that
courage that it can provide under your leadership, Sir. I speak
for all Canadians when I say we are ready to work with you in
the cause of stability, security, and humanity.

Your task, our joint task, will not be an easy one. Many peo-
ple fear that the world has become too complicated, that
events have spiralled beyond the control of individuals or gov-
ernments. They are tempted to give up, to opt out, and to hide
from reality and responsibility. That way lies oblivion.

I believe we must neither cower before reality nor oversim-
plify it. Yet complexity should not obscure plain truth. On this
most favoured of continents we cannot simply turn our gaze
inwards and ignore poverty, ignorance, and injustice elsewhere.

To the east, Mr. President, we face a system that seems ill-
designed to respond to change and growth. Nevertheless, the

Soviet Union and the eastern European states may come to

accommodate themselves at least to the dynamics of their own

- region. If, for example, the Polish people are able to work out
their own destiny within a framework accepted by their neigh-
bours, then they will have matched revolution with a no less
remarkable evolution. Through courage and restraint they will
have begun the process of making their reality more Polish and
their system more responsive, more adaptable. and ultimately
more stable.

In the west, Mr. President, we have a long familiarity with
the pressures of change. In the past decade our economies have
undergone a severe test as trusted assumptions have been
found wanting. In the 1970s we were buffeted by the rule
shock of rapid energy price increases. We were forced to
recognize that the old monopoly of economic power was com-
. ing to an end. And yet, for all the strains upon us, our political
and economic framework has survived, survived at least as well
as the chicken and the neck to which Winston Churchill once
referred to this'chamber.

Each of the western countries has met the challenge of
change in its own way. Since all of us have our own distinctive
economic strengths and weaknesses, our solutions have had to
“be diverse. We have found no simple answers; we have fash-
ioned no single way. With co-operation and consultation, how-
ever, we have been able to complement our various
approaches. :

At another level, though, we do have a single approach. Let
there be no doubt about our unity in the defence of our most
precious heritage—that democracy which is envied by those
who rightly crave it and feared by those who wrongly deny its

“force.

As to north and south, we are not dismayed by the com- .
plexity of the problems. The poverty of the developing coun- -

tries does not have to be permanent, nor is it unalloyed. The

gap between the two groups is neither racial nor unbridgeable. -

In the growth of the oil producing states, in the vigour of the

newly industrialized countries, there is convincing evidence of
the dynamism and potential of the developing world. In the
unity of the “south™, there is not so much an identity of cir-
cumstances as an idea; a point of view, a shared sense of injus-
tice. The poorer peoples are at the mercy of circumstances that
leave them out of balance, often out of hope, and too often vul-
nerable to opportunities who come poaching in troubled
waters. The industrialized democracies have not only a human
duty but a strategic obligation to help developing countries in
their struggle, their survival, and their success.

Mr. President, humanity will prevail. We in the new world
can never be pessimists, for we are in a very real sense the cus-
todians of the future. You have reminded us of this, Sir, on
both sides of the 49th parallel.- You have done so by evoking.a
past in which both our peoples have been the architects of
change, not its victims.

I wish you well in your task and comfort in your burden
May part of that comfort come from the assurance of
Canada’s abiding friendship for your country and for your peo-
ple.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Ronald W. Reagan (President of the United States)
Mr. Prime Minister, Mr. Speaker of the Senate, Madam
Speaker of the House of Commons, honourable Senators,
members of the House of Commons, distinguished members of
the diplomatic corps, ladies and gentlemen:

I came to this great capital of this great nation by crossing a
border not which divides us, but a border which joins us.

[Texl]. .

Nous nous sommes souvent serré la main par-dessus cette
frontlere et nous le faisons une fons encore aujourd’hui.

Des voix: Bravo!

[English]

For those of my own party who accompanied me, 1 have said
that we have often shaken hands across this border and we are
doing it ofice agam today.

Some hon. Members: Hear hear!

Mr. Reagan: Nancy and | have arrived for this, the flrst state
visit of my Presidency, in the spirit expressed so well by a Cal-
gary writer and publisher some 60 years ago. He said that the
difference between a friend and an acquaintance is that a
friend helps where an acquaintance merely advises:

We come here not to advise, not to lecture. We are here to
listen. and to work with you. We are here as friends, not as
acquaintances. -

Some years ago Nancy and l both belonged to a very hon-
ourable profession.in California. And as I prepared for these
remarks today, I learned that among those in the motion. pic-
ture industry in Hollywood it has been estimated that perhaps
as many as one out of five are of Canadian origin. -

§

lE



) March 11, 1981

" Many of those whom I counted as close professional col-
leagues, indeed close personal .friends, did not come from
America’s heartland as ‘1 did, but from the heart of Canada, as
did most of you in this historic chamber.

Art-Linkletter, Glenn Ford, Raymond Massey, Walter Pid-
geon.and Rayrhond Burr are but a few of your countrymen
who are celebrated in our entertainment industry.

I believe | know the very special relationship between
Canada and the United States. But with ali respect to those
few 1 have mentioned, I can do better than that. A young iady
once came to Hollywood from Toronto. Before: long, - little
Gladys Smith was embraced by our entire nation. Gladys
Smith of Toronto became Mary Pickford. And I know you will
forgive us for adopting her so thoroughly that she became
known the world over as “America’s sweetheart™.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!
Mr. Reagan: America’s sweetheart was Canadian.

Affinity, heritage, common borders, mutual interests—these
have all built the foundation for our strong bilateral relation-
ship. This relationship has grown to include some of the

" strongest economic lmks among the nations on this earth.

Some 16 per cent of America’s total world trade is done
with Canada. Our joint trade amounts to about $90 billion
Canadian, annually. This is greater than the gross national
product of some | 50 countries.

It's estimated that three quarters of a million United States
workers are employed in exports to Canada and, in turn,

-Canadlan exports to the United States account for one sixth of

your gross national product.

Not only is the vast bulk of this trade conducted between
private traders in two free economic systems, but more than
half crosses our borders duty free. Our seaways, highways, air-

‘ways and rails are the arteries of a massive, interconnecting

trade network which has been critically important to both of
us.

Thus, while America counts many friends across the globe,
surely we have no better friend than Canada.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Reagan: And though we share bilateral interests with
countries throughout the world, none exceeds the economic,
cultural and security interests that we share with you.

‘These strong and significant mutual interests are among the
reasons for my visit here. Already | have shared with Prime

“Minister Trudeau very helpful discussions across a range of

issues, to listen and to ensure that these important ties shall
not loosen.

I am happy to say that in the recent past we have made
progress on matters of great mutual importance. Qur govern-
ments have aiready discussed one of the largest joint private
projects ever undertaken by two nations—the pipeline to bring
Alaskan gas to the continental United States. We strongly
favour prompt completion of this .project based on private
financing. o
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Some hon. Members: Hear, hear! -

Mr. Reagan: We have agreed to an historic liberalization of
our trade in the Tokyo Round of the multilateral trade
negotiations.

We have continued our efforts, begun with the Great Lakes
Water Quality Agreement of 1972, to protect our joint herit-
age in the Great Lakes. We want to continue to work co-opera-
tively to understand and control the air and water pollution

“that respects no borders..

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear! .
Mr. Reagan: During my visit here, I have had the pleasure

" of participating in the conclusion of two other important

agreements. We are renewing the North American Aerospace
Defence Command Agreement for five more years. For more
than two decades now, NORAD has bound us together in our
common defence with an integrated command structure sym-
bolizing our interdependence. This agreement represents con-
tinued progress in our relations and mutual security.

Second, we have concluded an agreement regarding social
security benefits for those of our citizens who combine work.in
both nations. With this new agreement, those people who are
employed in both countries can be -eligible for the combined
benefits, and the workers will be eligible for those benefits in
whichever country they choose to live.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!
Mr. Reagan: Our deep and long time bilateral economic

"interests lead - me to depart from the norm today and give to

you a report on America’s progress toward economic recovery.

Five weeks ago, | reported to the American people that the
U.S. economy faced the worst economic mess since the great
world-wide depression. We are a proud people, but we are also
realists. The time has come for us to face up to what I
described as a potential economic calamity.

| raise this issue today because America holds a genuine
belief in its obligation to consuit with its friends and neigh-
bours. The economic actions we take affect not just us alone
but the relationships across our borders as well.

As we examined America’s economic illness, we isolated a
number of contributing factors. Our federal government has
grown explosively in a very short period of time. We found
that there had grown up a maze of stifling regulations which
began to crush initiative and deaden the dynamic industrial
innovation -which brought us to where we are. We saw
unbelievable deficits, this year alone reaching up to nearly $80
billion, including off budget items.

We found that these deficits got in no one's way because the
government found it easy to fuel inflation by printing more
money just to make up the difference.

The American taxing structure, the purpose of which was to
serve the people, began instead to serve the insatiable appetite
of government.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!
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leadership in the world. And before we can be strong in the
'world, we must be once again strong at home.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Reagan: Our friend, our ally, our partner, and our
neighbour, Canada, and thé United States have always worked
together to build a world with peace and stability, a world of
freedom and dignity for all people.

Now, with our other friends, we must embark with great
spirit and commitment on the path toward unity and strength.

On this side of the Atlantic, we must stand together for the
integrity of our hemisphere, for the inviolability of its nations,
for its defence against imported terrorism, and for the rights of
all our citizens to be freed from the provocations triggered
from outside.our sphere for malevolent purposes.

‘Across the oceans, we stand together against the unaccept-
able Soviet invasion into Afghanistan and agamst contmued
Soviet adventurism across the earth.

And toward the oppressed and dispirited people of all
nations, we stand together as friends ready to extend a helping
hand. - '

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Reagan: | say to you, our Canadian friends—and to all
nations who will stand with us for the cause of freedom—our
mission is more than-simply making do in an untidy world.
Our mission is what it has always been—to lift the world’s
dreams beyond the short limits of our sights and to the far
edges of our best hopes.

This will’ not be an era of losing llberty, it shall be one of
galmng it.

This will not bc an era of economic pessimism, of restraint
and retrenchment; it will be one of restoration, growth, and
expanding opportunities for all men and women.’

And we will not be here merely to survive; we will be here, in
William Faulkner’s words, to prevall—to regain our destiny
and our mutual honour. .

Sometimes it seems that, because of our comfortable rela-
tionship, we dwell perhaps a bit too much on our differences. I,

too, have referred to the fact that we do not agree on all issues. .

We share so many things with each other; yet, for good rea-
sons, we insist on bemg different to retain our separate identi-
ties.

This capturéd the imagination of Ernest Hcmmgway when
he worked as a writer for the Toronto Star Weekly in 1922.
Hemingway was travelling in Switzerland and he noted that
the Swiss made no distinction betwéen .Canadians and citizens
of the United States. He wondered about this and asked an
hotelkeeper if he didn’t notice any difference between the peo-
ple from the two countries.

“Monsieur”, he said to Hemingway, “Canadians speak Eng-

* lish and always stay two days longer at any place than Ameri-

cans do.” As you know, I shall be returning to Ottawa in July

and, if you don’t mind, I'll plan to.stay as long as everyone
else. .

‘Some hon. Members Hear, hear'

. Mr. Reagan: 1 am not here today to dwell on our differ-
ences. When President Eisenhower spoke from this spot in
1953, he noted his gratitude as Allied Commander in World
War I for the Canadian contribution to the liberation of the
Mediterranéan. This touched my curiosity, and even though I
had participated in that war myself, I did a little research.’

In the Second World War there was something called the
Ist Special Service Force, a unique international undertaking
at the time. This force was composed of Canadians and Ameri-
cans distributed equally throughout its ranks, carrying the
flags of both nations. They-served under a joint.command,
were taught a hybrid close-order drill, and trained together as
paratroopers, demolition experts, ski troops and, then, as an
amphibious unit.

The 1st Special Service Force became famous for its high

‘morale, its rugged abilities, and tough fighting in situations

where such reputations were hard-earned. Alerted to their
availability, General Eisenhower requested them for “special
reconnaissance and raiding operations during the winter

.advance up the Italian peninsula. They were involved in the

Anzio beachhead campaign in Italy and were at the spearhead
of the forces that captured Rome.

The st Special Service Force made no distinctions when. it
went into battle. Its men had the common cause of freedom at
their side and the common denominator of courage in their
hearts. They were neither Canadian nor American. They were,
in General Eisenhower’s term, liberators.

So let’s speak no more of differences today. Certainly your
Ambassador, Ken Taylor, didn’t when he first sheltered, and
then spirited, six Americans out. of the centre of Tehran and
brought them to their freedom.

-Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Reagan: Their daring escape worked not because of our
differences but because of our shared likenesses.
A final word to the people of Canada.

We are happy to be your neighbour; we want to remain your
friend; we are determined to be your partner; and we are intent
on working closely with you in a spirit of co-operatlon We are
much more than an acquaintance.

.Merci. Thank you.
~ Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!
Hon. Jean Marchand (The Speaker of the Senate): Mr.

President, Mr. Prime Minister, Madam Speaker of the House
of Commons:

To receive you in our capital and our Parliament represents
for us, President and Mrs. Reagan, not only a great joy and
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singular honour, but also the visible assurance that our tradi-
tional ties of friendship hold strong despite international
upheavals whose shock waves have not spared our own conti-
nent, forced as we are to march more and more in step with
even the most far- ﬂung regions of an increasingly mterdepend-
ent world.

On behalf of the Senate of Canada I would like to transmit
our heartfelt gratitude that you have chosen, at this very earli-
est stage of your mandate, to reinforce the foundation of a
unique relationship based not just on a common interest shared
by our two peoples, but also on a common spirit and aspiration.
While recognizing our differences and respective sovereingty
and in full appreciation of our respective stature and resources,
we know that we are natural allies and that only blindness, or
at least a lack of vision, can threaten this bond.

[Translation)

By seeking common ground in our national viewpoints, we
will not only be doing ourselves a mutual service, but also con-
tributing to the betterment of life among our brothers in other
nations. If our roles are sometimes different, they are nonethe-

less complementary and our goals must be the same. To para-

phrase an old maxim: *“We who imagine we can do without the
world deceive ourselves greatly; but those who fancy that the

‘world cannot do without them deceive themselves even more.”

Long live the United States of America, long live Canada, long
live peace between men and between nations.

[English)

Thank you, Mr‘. President.
Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!
Madam Speaker: Mr. President, you have accorded Canada

. the distinction of being the recipient of your first official visit

as President of the United States. We are touched by this
honour which strengthens our awareness of the long-standing
ties which link us to those we call our neighbours to the South.

Our peoples. diverse in their origins, share a history which
has brought us together on a vast continent, one which both
your people and ours have explored and developed. Our cul-
tural influences derive from the same sources and unite us in a
common civilization. We have, since our beginnings, built on
the strength inherited from our pioneers, who were led by
many different circumstances, political and economic, to the
North American continent. :

It goes without saying that an unfailing fnendshlp exists
between us. We applied ourselves to the task of building a
prosperous country, inviting those clsewhere who sought

- adventure or aspired to live in freédom to come and Settle with

us.

From such a sequence of ‘events, varied and often dramatic,
the United States and Canada were born. While many
similarities unite us, the differences we manifest are the signs
of the distinct personalities which finally gave our countries
their identity.

[Translation)

When we look to the United States, we see a people that is
industrious, dynamic, bold to the point of recklessness and that
for a long time has been known for the scope of its discoveries
and the uniqueness of its achievements. You explored space,
walked on the moon and amazed the world by making dreams
come true. This is proof of the spirit, enthusiasm, genius and
perennial youth of America. Throughout the world, people
look to you not only for inspiration but also for help and
advice. ) 4 . .

[English)

For our part, we have proﬁtcd from your energy and dyna-
mism. Our destiny, no matter how we view it, is closely tied-to
yours in our pursuit of individual freedom and the promotion
of the social and economic betterment of our peoples. The con-
tacts between us are many and varied. Both our countries wish
to maintain their respective identities while working together,
each.in a different way, to build a universal civilization. Your
culture, your arts, your literature, your science and your tech-
nology are marvellously impressive. Qur lives have been
enriched by them and they have inspired our own efforts. Your
example is an encouragement to us, as Canadians, to marshal
our physical and intellectual resources towards the creation of
a society which reflects our essential Canadian character. -

Mr. President, we have listened to you with great interest.
We have paid close attention to your comments, mindful of the
fact that you mean to lead your country along the paths which
appear to you to be the best; and that you will do so wnth bold-
ness, honesty and sincerity.

As has always been the case in the past we shall be happy to
find ourselves at your side in meeting the challenges which
face us all. We shall co-operate with you, and with other coun-
tries, whenever the need arises, in promoting umversal well-
being and protecting the peace of the world.

Mr. President, Mrs. Reagan, in expressing our thanks and
appreciation, we ask you also to accept our assurance of the

.respect and friendship which we feel for you and your country.
-1 now adjourn this meeting. '

=2
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ORAL QUESTION PERIOD .
(English] ‘ ‘ o ‘
: PIPELINES

ALASKA GAS PIPELINE—UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
' - COMMITMENT ' )

Right Hon. Joe Clark (Leader of the Opposition): Madam
Speaker, my question is for the Secretary of State for External
Affairs and it concerns the Alaska Highway natural gas
pipeline. The minister will recall, as we all do, that in 1979 the
builders of the American portion of the pipeline said that they
would need government guarantees, in all probability, to build
the U.S. portion. You will also remember, Madam Speaker,
that his colleague, the Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources, told Parliament on. July 17, 1980, as reported in
Hansard at page 3061: )

What was important to obtain from the American government was that firm
commitment that they would see to it that the pipeline would be built. Whether
they do it by financial commitment, legislation, or other means, that is for the
American government to decide. What is importani is that we have that
commitment.

Today in this House, President Reagan specifically referred
to “completion of the project based on private money”. In
other words, no government guarantees. ' '

Would the Secretary of State for External Affairs tell the
‘House whether the Government of Canada has the unqualified
commitment of the Government of the United States that the
pipeline will be built?

.Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, the Right Hon. Leader of the
Opposition is as capable of interpreting the statements of the
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President of the United States as we are. We all heard what he
said here this morning. What he told us, in addition to what

was said here, is that the United States.are just beginning to’

look at all of these policy problems, and they will be in a
position to give fuller expressions of their views in several
months.

NATURE OF UNITED STATES GUARANTEE

Right Hon. Joe Clark (Leader of the Opposition): Madam
Speaker, some months ago we had guarantees. A little before
that they were ironclad guarantees. Now we have, according to
the words of the President of the United States uttered in this
chamber not many hours ago, a very clear commitment that
the Government of the United States would see this proceed-
ing only by way of private money, in other words—without
any question of interpretation—without government guaran-
tee. Nothing could be clearer than that.

| presume the Government of Canada had discussed this
matter at some length when it saw that the gaurantees which
the minister of energy said existed did not exist. I presume the
Government of Canada discussed this at some length. Will the
Secretary of State for External Affairs answer my question?
Does the Gdvernment of Canada today have a firm guarantee
from the Government of the United States that the pxpelme
will be built? Yes or no? Itisa s1mple question.

Hon. Mark MacGulgqn (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, my interpretation of the words of
the president, which we all heard, is that we do have a firm
guarantee. | believe there is no difference in the commitment,
as he expressed it, from the commitment we have had. The
U.S. administration is only at the beginning of a review of
many aspects of its policy, and we will have fuller statements
of U.S. policy, and the means which the United States intends
to follow to achieve these, in the months to come.

Mr. Clark: Madam Speaker, what is the nature of the firm
guarantee?

Mr. Fulton: A handful of jelly beans.
Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!
Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. MacGuigan: Madam Speaker, the other party seems to
be having its own private joke over there.

Mr. Baker (Nepean-Carleton): They are a joke.

Mr. MacGuigan: We heard the commitment which was
given by the President here today that the United States would
proceed with the pipeline, that it was a natlonal objective for
the United States.

Mr. Clark: Madam Speaker, what we heard was that the
United States would proceed with private money. What the
minister of energy has been saying was that the United States

would give government guarantees. What he has been saying
has now been denied by thc President of the United States.

. An hon. Member: Listen to the facts.-

Mr. Clark: We would lilge to know what the pdsition of the
Government of Canada is.

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

CANADA-UNITED STATES RELATIONS—STEPS TO RESOLVE
DISAGREEMENTS

'Right Hon. Joe Clark (Leader of the Opposition): Let me

- ask a more general question then, since the minister seems to

have difficulty with a specific question. If we can judge from
the remarks of the Secretary of State for External Affairs
yesterday and from the tone of the remarks of the President of
the United States earlier today, while there remain disagree-
ments on some specific and important questions, there is a
general willingness to resolve those disagreements which are
outstanding between our two countries. Could the Secretary of
State for External Affairs tell us what specific steps have been
put in place to ensure that we will be able to resolve the
disagreement on the fishery question, to resolve the acid rain
problem, the Garrison, the Skagit Valley and auto pact disa-
greements? What specific steps have been put in place?

An hon. Member: Get it in writing, Joe.

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, it would take me a long time to
outline the specific steps in each of these areas because there
are different forums of consultation for which provision has
been made with respect to many of those problems. In fact we
did hear assurances and commitments.from the President in a
number of areas which have not previously been made by his
administration. With respect to environmental problems, he
undertook best efforts to clear up the water and air environ-
ment to our satisfaction. With respect to Garrison, he gave us
a stronger undertaking that they would not proceed in any way
which would imperil the quality of our waters.

* o %

o (14200
_ FISHERIES
CONSERVATION OF STOCKS ON GEORGES BANK

Hon. Flora MacDonald (Kingston and the Islands): Madam
Speaker, my question is also for the Secretary of State for
External Affairs who will recall that in response to a question I
put to him on Monday about the cancellation of the east coast
fisheries treaty by the United States, he replied:

It seems that American fisheries officials have not shown themselves capable

of adequately protecting fish stocks. This is what troubles us more than any
other single thing about the American decision.

T
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Given that concern which the minister expressed about the
American action, what specific conservation and management
arrangements were arrived at during the past two days with
the minister’s American counterparts to see that the fisheries
stocks on Georges Banks are not depleted in the near future?
Was the authority of the Secretary of Commerce, for example,
guaranteed, seeing that he has the authority to enforce fisher-
ies management?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, | had discussions on that matter of
a fairly detailed nature with both Secretary Haig and Secre-
tary Baldrige. I believe my colleague, the Minister of Fisheries

"and Oceans, also had discussions on the same matter with

Secretary Baldrige. What the United States is undertaking at
the present time is to place a management plan before the
New England Fisheries Council and to use all of their efforts,
both themselves and through Congress, to attempt to have that
plan satisfactorily implemented on the east coast.

Miss MacDonald: 1 am sure the minister is aware that the
Secretary of Commerce has the authority to enforce fisheries
management. | asked whether that guarantee had been given
during their discussions.

* x »

LAW OF THE SEA
RECONSIDERATION OF !JNITED STATES POSI'I:ION

Hon. Flora MacDonald (Kingston and the Islands): Madam
Speaker, | would like to raise another matter which I am sure
was discussed during the past two days. It concerns the
alarming news out of Washington that the President has
dismissed his principal negotiators at the Law of the Sea
conference and, indeed, has indicated that the United States
wishes to reopen many areas of that very complex negotiation.
Since this action by the United States conceivably threatens
Canadian interests in its 200-mile economic zone, will the
minister tell us what are the specific areas that the United
States now wants to renegotiate, and what steps are the
various ministers and the Canadian government as a whole
taking to protect Canadian interests in this issue and to see
that the Law of the Sea conference is brought to a successful
conclusion?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, although this is a multilateral and
not a bilateral issue, Secretary Haig and I had- quite an
extensive discussion on it this morning. The American position
is that at the present time they are not objecting to any part or
any aspect of the proposed Law of the Sea convention nor to
any aspects of the negotiations. They are in effect reserving
their position on the whole matter to give their administration
time to examine it, without any indications at this time what
their final conclusion will be. The changeoveriin personnel
which the hon. member referred to is indeed extensive, as often
happens with American administrations where the changes go

Oral Questions

far below changes made here when there is a change of
government. As a result of that, Secretary Haig will be
starting tomorrow with meetings aimed -at this very point to
try to resolve their policy in the reasonably near future.

* x »

© (1425)

PIPELINES
ALASKA GAS PIPELINE—UNITED STATES POSITION

Mr. Edward Broadbent (Oshawa): Madam Speaker, | have.
a question for the Secretary of State for External Affairs who
has chosen to interpret vague language by the President of the
United States to mean that the Alaska gas pipeline is going to
be guaranteed. Is the minister aware that just a couple .of
hours ago, in an interview, the United States Secretary of
State said that if private financing for the pipeline were not
available that problem would have to be faced at the time?:In
light of that assertion, will the minister admit that not only is
that not a guarantee, it is the opposite of a guarantee? It is no
guarantee at all. He said the problem would have to be faced
down the road. . '

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, | was sitting next to Secretary Haig
when he was answering those questions. He was being asked
about the way in which this commitment was going to be
interpreted by the United States. As | understand it, he said he
was not going to get into the various hypotheses that could
occur as to whether or not private financing would be readily
available. He certainly also assured us that the government
would take whatever steps were necessary to make sure that
any Congressional facilitation was taken, to the extent that
that is under the control of the administration generally, to
advance the agreement in every way possible.

Mr. Broadbent: Madam Speaker, | also listened with care to
what he had to say. He was saying that if any government
regulation would seem to be interfering with private financing,
if that was an inhibiting factor, then the U.S. administration
would try to clear it up. That is, and again 1 repeat, anything
but a guarantee of the project. In fact it turns it entirely back
to the private sector. :

In that connection, since President Carter a year ago refused
to give guarantees to U.S. private financing— :

An hon. Member: No, he didn't.

Mr. Broadbent: He refused to give public guarantees to
private financing because the situation was very precarious at
that time, and considering that at this very moment we are
exporting less through pipelines in Canada to the U.S. then
was the case because the demand has been reduced, is there
any reason the minister now has for believing the private
sector will be any more interested today in raising the money
for that project than it was a year ago?
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Mr. MacGuigan: Madam Speaker, the way in which the
money is raised is a matter for the American administration
and for U.S. promoters. It is not a matter for us to decide. |
understand the American position has always been that they
intend to see that the pipeline is built by private funds, so I see
no difference in statements now being made and statements
which were made formerly.

RESULT OF UNITED STATES STANCE

Mr. Edward Broadbent (Oshawa): Madam Speaker, the
minister knows that in a letter produced a year ago President
Carter did not in any sense guarantee the project, and the
wording was very carefully crafted to avoid that commitment.
Considering what the minister has just revealed in his answers
to the Leader of the Official Opposition and myself, will he not
agree that we will have a western portion of the pre-build
completed in two months, a Canadian pipeline produced to
export Canadian gas to U.S. markets, without any guarantee
that the original purpose of the pipeline is to be implemented,
namely, a pipeline designed to carry U.S. gas from the far

north to U.S. markets? In short, has the minister not sold out

completely on the issue?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, what 1 am saying is that I do not
believe there is any difference in the kind of commitment given
today by President Reagan and by Secretary Haig in our
discussions and the previous commitment given by the United
States administration.

AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY

" CANADA-UNITED STATES AUTO PACT—TALKS WITH UNITED
STATES PRESIDENT

Mr. Otto Jelinek (Halfou): Madam Speaker, my question is
directed to the Right Hon. Prime Minister.

Last year the Canadian deficit rose nearly $4 billion as a

result of the obsolete U.S.-Canada Auto Pact. It is quite clear
- that the government has been totally ineffective since it
returned to office over a year ago in its attempt to improve the
situation. I would therefore ask the Prime Minister to inform
* this House what priorities this issue received in talks between
himself and President. Reagan this week and, more important,
what immediate, positive developments in the Canadian auto
industry can we expect as a result, keeping in mind the $4
billion deficit in this country, a deficit which is growing?

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, it seems to me that the two questions are linked, and
I would answer by saying quite a high priority.

© (1430)
ENCOURAGEMENT OF CANADIAN PRODUCTION

Mr. Otto Jelinek (Halton): Madam Speaker, since the
Prime Minister does not want to reveal what his discussions

- with the President were, 1 would like to put a question to the

Minister of Industry, Trade and Commerce on a related
matter.

Last month the sale of imported cars rose by 30.4 per cent,
as the minister knows. In 1980 alone the sale of Japanese
imports rose by 151.3 per cent. In view of the fact that this
party, along with the interest groups, has come up with some
positive recommendations and suggestions for the minister to

consider over the last year or so, only to have him issue press -

releases like this one, indicating over and over again, like a
parrot, that more discussions and consultations must take
place, 1 would like to ask the minister what immediate and
specific action the government intends to take to ensure that
Canada gets its fair share of both parts manufacturing and
assembly of vehicles in the auto industry. We do not want any
more rhetoric about— ' '

Madam Speaker: Order.

Hon. Herb Gray (Minister of Industry, Trade and Com-
merce): Madam Speaker, we have taken concrete action in the
past year to assure additional activity in auto parts and auto
manufacturing generally in this country, which will mean the
preservation and extension of thousands of jobs for workers,
My hon. friend is so tied up with his own rhetoric that he

.keeps forgetting, or does not bother listening to the definite

information I've been providing in this regard. We will be
continuing our efforts in this manner, and part of those efforts
will be working with the United States to take steps which will
help bring about the return to health of the North American
auto industry, with our particular focus being on the Canadian
industry and the workers and communities connected with it.

* * *

THE. ECONOMY
QUERY RESPECTING GOVERNMENT'S FISCAL STANCE

Hon. Sinclair Stevens (York-Peel): Madam Speaker, |
would like to put my question to the Minister of Finance,
whom we all noted in this House following in a very pensive
way the speech of the President of the United States. He
undoubtedly noticed that the President indicated great alarm
at the size of the deficit in the United States and indicated
that they were taking serious steps to correct that. Bearing in
mind our deficit on a per capita basis is now projected at four
times the deficit the Americans anticipate, and as a percentage
of spending is five times as high as in the U.S., would the
minister indicate whether he has taken any fresh look at his
own figures to determine if what he set down last October is
now satisfactory, bearing in mind how our continental partner
is trying to put-its fiscal position in a more responsible stance?

4
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Hon. Allan J. MacEachen (Deputy Prime Minister and
Minister of Finance): Madam Speaker, I have listened care-
fully, perhaps pensively, as the hon. member says, to the words
of the President, both in public and private, and I have had
discussions with Secretary of the Treasury Regan and, as a
result, [ have absolutely no intention of changing the fiscal
stance of the Canadian government.

Mr. Stevens: Madam Speaker, again I direct a question to
the Minister of Finance who has indicated, 1 think very
clearly, which end of the baby he prefers. '

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!
Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Stevens: Perhaps he could indicate to the House why he
feels it is satisfactory to have roughly a 14 per cent per year
spending increase in Canada, at a time when the United States
is attempting to get its spending increases at the federal level
down to 6 per cent. Would he at least tell us what significant
insight he has that would indicate his 14 per cent is satisfacto-
ry, when clearly the Americans have seen the error of their
ways and are going to get down to something that is looked
upon as a more responsible, or to use the President’s word,
sensible level of 6 per cent?

Mr. MacEachen: Madam Speaker, the hon. member will
realize that the projected rate of growth for government
expenditures in Canada for 1981-82 is 12.8 per cent, and the
projection is to reduce that rate of growth until it reaches 10
per cent in 1983-84. ‘

I believe that is a responsible and gradualistic approach
which [ have defended frequently in this House. I believe that
if this government projected a rate of increase of expenditures
for 1981-82, the results would be extremely disruptive and
harmful to large segments of the Canadian population, and
that is why I have opted for a gradualist approach in reducing
the rate of growth in expenditures, in reducing the deficit and
fiscal requirements.

The alternative, it seems to me, is to undertake the kind of
disruption that I would not recommend either to my colleagues
or to the House of Commons, nor would I attempt to defend it
before the Canadian people.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!
x * 3

[Translation)
ENERGY

REQUEST FOR AGREEMENT WITH QUEBEC RESPECTING
CONVERSION OF THE USE OF ELECTRICITY

Mr. Jean-Guy Dubois (Lotbiniére): Madam Speaker, my
question is for the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources.
In a document dated February 11 and entitled “Information,
Corporation of Master Electricians of the Province of Que-

Oral Questions

bec”, mention is made of the proposed grants for converting to
electricity, but there is a warning. It states that the practical
application of the federal project should of course be compat-
ible with the Quebec government energy policy. Besides that
statement it is also reported that according to reliable sources
the project will not be implemented before 1982. 1 would like
to ask the minister if indeed that statement is true or, if not,
whether he can say when the project will come on stream and
what are the terms of the agreement with the Quebec
government. ,

Hon. Marc Lalonde (Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources): Madam Speaker, | must reaffirm to the House
and the Quebec public that the program has been in force
since October 28 last and that all conversions to natural gas
will be eligible for the $300 grant announced in the budget. As
for switching to electricity, | have had very recent discussions
with my Quebec colleague and we expect to reach agreement
in the coming days. Quebecers converting to electricity would
also be eligible for a similar grant of at least $800 under the
agreement, provided that the people who make the switch
isolate their homes and also keep their old system, oil heating
for instance, so they may in time switch to gas should gas
become available. Bearing in mind those two conditions,
Quebec government officials told me they would accept con-
versions to electricity.

[English]
INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION

APPOINTMENTS TO FILL VACANCIES

Mr. Terry Sargeant (Selkirk-Interlake): Madam Speaker,
my question is to the Right Hon. Prime Minister. As he well
knows, the International Joint Commission has served as a
valuable tool for the maintenance of good Canada-U.S. rela-
tions in boundary water pollution problems. Indeed, it was the
LJC that lent weight to Canada’s opposition to the Garrison
diversion during the 1970s. Did the Prime Minister learn from
his discussions in the last couple of days when the President
intends to appoint the three American representatives to the
commission, and could he tell us when his government intends
to fill the two Canadian vacancies on the Commission? I
would remind him that the 1JC cannot function until these
positions are filled.

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member is correct, the 1JC cannot function
until it can sit with four members, which means there has to be
at least one member on the other side and three on the first
side. The prerequisite is failing in the United States, and we
still have some vacancies on the Canadian side, too. We did
discuss this matter, and we both indicated our intention to fill
these positions very soon.
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_ Mr. Sargeant: Madam Speaker, | would like to thank the
Prime Minister for that answer. Could he tell me now if, in his
discussion with the President, he received any new assurances
concerning future Garrison diversion construction? And fur-
ther, could he tell us if the President simply reiterated the
stand of former President Carter, or whether President
Reagan proposes any new initiatives in this matter?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, | would repeat what the
Secretary of State for External Affairs said in an earlier
answer, that the President gave unequivocal assurances that
none of the money now allotted to that diversion would be
spent in any way which could affect waters flowing into
Canada. That is what we requested, and that is the firm
commitment we received.

o (1440)

THE ENVIRONMENT

GARRISON DIVERSION PROJECT—PROTECTION OF CANADIAN
INTERESTS

Mr. Jack Murta (Lisgar): Madam Speaker, my question is
directed to the Secretary of State for External Affairs. It is in
connection with the Garrison diversion. Since the minister
indicated that further construction will not take place, presum-
ably in the foreseeable future, until further negotiations take
place between the two countries, can he indicate to the House
what the government intends to do at the present time to
ensure that Canada's interests in the Garrison question are
protected?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, there was a United States note of
December 1 which, | believe, is still considered operative by
the new administration. Under that we are to have talks
beginning later this month as to the details of Garrison. But |
would correct the hon. member on one respect. The U.S.
administration did not say that no works would take place, but
that no works which would have any effect on Canada’s
interest would take place. -

Mr. Murta: Madam Speaker, | suggest to the minister that
that has been the position the American government has
basically taken all along, that nothing will happen which will
affect Canadian waters. Certainly from the point of view of
Manitoba that kind of assurance is not good enough, because
at some point the linkage will take place and water will flow
north into the Manitoba water system.

I thought—and probably I will take this back—that there
was some progress with the administration, but there does not
seem to be any progress at the present time. Nevertheless, as
we all know, Congress plays an important part in the general
outcome of the decision. Is the minister now prepared to pick
up on what the Prime Minister indicated last week, that he is
- ready to accept an all-party parliamentary delegation to
Washington to lobby Congress on this very question, and to

impress upon members of Congress the importance of this
entire question to Manitoba and to Canada?

Mr. MacGuigan: Madam Speaker, | have an open mind on
that and will certainly be pleased to conduct investigations into
whether it would be a useful step at the present time. It might
be useful, first, to begin these detailed discussions with U.S.
government officials which [ believe will take place this month
before we make a final decision on an approach to Congress-
men. But at some point that may well be a useful step to take.

ACID RAIN—CHANGES IN UNITED STATES POLLUTION
CONTROLS :

Mr. Tom McMillan (Hillsborough): Madam Speaker, my
question is directed to the Minister of State for Science and
Technology and Minister of the Environment. As he will know,
on the eve of President Reagan’s visit to Ottawa this week the
United States Environmental Protection Agency announced
plans to weaken substantially pollution control standards for
new and expanding industries in that country. Since such
sweeping changes to the U.S. clean air act would drastically
increase acid rain in Canada, will the minister indicate what
steps the Government of Canada plans to take to oppose those
changes? :

Hon. John Roberts (Minister of State for Science and
Technology and Minister of the Environment): Madam
Speaker, in a continuing way we are making representations to
the United States government in relation to that problem. I
will be visiting Washington at the end of this month to
continue those representations.

Mr. McMillan: Madam Speaker, my supplementary ques-
tion is directed to the same minister. The Canada-United
States memorandum of intent on acid rain signed last August
committed both countries to enforce vigorously existing envi-
ronmental regulations. Does the minister believe that the plan
to weaken the U.S. clean air act signals to Canada that the
new Reagan administration does not intend to honour the
provisions of the memorandum of intent?

Mr. Roberts: No, Madam Speaker. In the discussions with
American officials, and again today in this House as the
President spoke to us, the desire of the United States to live by
that memorandum was affirmed. We believe—and 1 was
encouraged by his words—that the United States will main-
tain the progress we made with the previous administration
toward an international accord on air quality standards. [ have
every reason to believe that the schedule which was laid out
will be maintained.

- '
g
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NORTH-SOUTH RELATIONS

QUERY RESPECTING UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
COMMITMENTS

Mr. Douglas Roche (Edmonton South): Madam Speaker,
my question is directed to the Secretary of State for External
Affairs. The North-South dialogue between the developed dnd
developing nations is deadlocked and needs a political push at
the highest level for a breakthrough. This could occur at the
anticipated North-South summit in Mexico in June and at the
scheduled economic summit in Ottawa in July. Did the govern-

‘ment secure a commitment from the American government,

during the visit of the past few days, that President Reagan
will attend the Mexico North-South summit and that it agrees
that the North-South issue will be foremost on the agenda in
Ottawa?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, we did not seek commitments as
such. We certainly raised all aspects of the North-South
question with the United States. The American reaction,
especially on participating in the Mexico summit, tends to be
rather positive at this stage.

Mr. Clark: Tends to.

Mr. MacGuigan: It would not be appropriate for us to
negotiate that with them. Their official will be in Mexico City
tomorrow to carry on discussions with the Mexicans on that
point. I suspect they will be giving this matter full consider-
ation in the very near future.

Mr. Roche: Madam Speaker, the minister did not make any
mention of the importance of this issue in the economic
summit which will be held in Ottawa.

WORLD BANK ENERGY PROPOSAL

Mr. Douglas Roche (Edmonton South): In order to main-
tain our credentials in the advancement the North-South issue,
it is imperative that the Canadian government establish a new
policy. Since energy is a critical issue for developing countries,
is Canada prepared to back the new energy affiliate proposed
by the World Bank? Is consideration being given to locating
the energy affiliate of the World Bank in Canada, particularly
in the province of Alberta?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, we are one of the strongest support-
ers of the new energy affiliate, so | can assure the hon.
member that we are doing everything we can in international
discussions to advance the idea. Of course we would like
nothing better than to provide Canada as a home for that
institution if it gets off the ground. It is somewhat premature
at the moment, when there is not widespread commitment to
it, to discuss where it will be or what form it will take.

Oral Questions
PIPELINES
ALASKA GAS PIPELINE—UNITED STATES FINANCING

Mr. Ian Waddell (Vancouver-Kingsway): Madam Speaker,
my question is directed to the Secretary of State for External
Affairs. 1t follows an answer he gave to the hon. member for
Oshawa. | should like to read one line from President Carter’s
approval of the Alaska pipeline in 1977. He wrote:

The aforesaid producers of Alaska gas may not be equily members of the
sponsoring consortium, have any voting power in the project, have any role in the

management or operations of the project, have any continuing financial obllga-
tion in relation to debt guarantees associated with the project.

Unless this directive is changed, there cannot be any private’
financing. Would the minister indicate to the House whether

he asked President Reagan if he is prepared to change this
provision and, if so, when will it happen?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, we did not discuss any documents
of that kind with the President of the United States. Indeed,
the hon. member, who was well taught in law school several
years ago, is as capable of interpreting that document as
anyone else.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. MacGuigan: The discussion in this area was of a more
general nature, but we were very heartened by the assurances
we received.

Mr. Waddell: Madam Speaker, | was not well taught; the
minister was my professor.

Some hon. Members: Hear, he;lr!
Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!
Mr. Lawrence: The blind leading the blind.

Mr. Nielsen: That explains a lot.

* * %

NATIONAL ENERGY PROGRAM
QUERY RESPECTING UNITED STATES REACTION

Mr. Ian Waddell (Vancouver-Kingsway): Madam Speaker,
my supplementary question is directed to another professor,
the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources. On Friday the
United States government withdrew a memorandum protest-
ing our energy policies. In his speech this morning, the Presi-
dent eliminated a section of his text dealing with energy. In
light of those two puzzling moves, would the minister of
energy tell us whether President Reagan or any of his officials
expressed reservations about Canadian. energy policies and if
so, would he tell us what were those reservations?

Hon. Marc Lalonde (Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources): Madam Speaker, I noted no expression of reseiva-
tion at the meetings 1 attended. Nonetheless, we agreed that in
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matters of mutual interest, including energy, we would carry
on our conversations at the official level. Those conversations
have been going on for quite a while. They will continue, but 1
have not noticed any expression of reservation.

a x =

@ (1450)

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

CANADIAN REPRESENTATION AT INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCE K

Hon. Ron Huntington (Capilano): Madam Speaker, my
question is for the Minister of State for Science and Technolo-
gy and Minister of the Environment. It concerns the five-year
cyclical meeting to be held in Paris this month by ministers
responsible for science and technology in member countries of
the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment. Can the minister explain to the House why it is that
Canada’s Minister of State for Science and Technology is not
planning to attend this conference, particularly since the
theme of the conference this year links science and technology
to industrial strategy?

Hon. John Roberts (Minister of State for Science and
Technology and Minister of the Environment): Madam
Speaker, I would very much like to attend the conference.
Unfortunately, there is 2 meeting of the executive committee
of the Council of Environment Ministers, of which 1 am the
chairman, being held at the same time in Regina. Therefore |
must be at that particular place. My colleague, the Minister of
Communications, will be representing the Canadian govern-
ment at that important conference in Paris.

Mr. Huntington: Madam Speaker, since it is my under-
standing that communications is not to be a high priority issue
at that conference, and in light of the fact that the conference
is cyclical and held only once every five years, is the minister
saying that his priorities are mixed because the government is
not placing a high emphasis on this important area to Canada
and Canadian industry? Will the minister advise the House if
he will extend an invitation for observer status to a member of
" the official opposition?

Mr. Roberts: Madamm Speaker, I do not agree with the
assumptions in the hon. member’s question. There will be
many representatives from Canada there, including the chair-
man of the National Research Council, representatives of the
National Science and Engineering Research Council and rep-
resentatives of the Ministry of State for Science and Technolo-
gy. We will be ably represented, not only at the official level
but, as | indicated earlier, by the Minister of Communications.

The involvement of the Ministry of Communications on the
scientific side is quite extensive. There is no doubt on my part
that this is an important meeting and that we will be ably
represented.

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

CANADA-UNITED STATES RELATIONS—RATIFICATION OF
TREATIES BY U.S. SENATE

Hon. Allan Lawrence (Durham-Northumberland): Madam
Speaker, the Prime Minister, President Reagan, and a few
others witnessed this morning the signing of two treaties by the
Secretary of State for External Affairs and Secretary Haig, on
behalf of the United States. My question is for the Secretary
of State for External Affairs. Does the minister have any
commitment that the U.S. Senate will ratify either one or both
of those treaties?

-.Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, | think that even if the United
States administration were to offer a commitment at this point
that the Senate would do something, we would treat that with
a certain degree of scepticism. Obviously, we could not have an
assurance of that kind. All we have are assurances that the
administration will do its best to secure that agreement.

With respect to the boundaries treaty, there have been
soundings in the Senate which have indicated approval of that
by the senators.

CANADIAN POLICY IN FUTURE NEGOTIATIONS

Hon. Allan Lawrence (Durham-Northumberland): Madam
Speaker, my supplementary question relates to a story which
appeared in a number of Canadian papers dated February 5,
out of New York by Associated Press. In that story the
Secretary of State for External Affairs is quoted as indicating
that in future negotiations with the United States on any
treaties, Canada would first demand that the U.S. Senate
adopt a resolution committing itself to ratification of the
treaties. Is the minister now swallowing those words, or is he
disputing the quotation? Or is the minister changing his
policy? Just what is he doing?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, | apologize if I misunderstood the
hon. gentleman in the first.instance. | guess 1 did not hear the
first part of his question. I take it he was referring to the two
treaties which were signed this morning. If that is his concern,
our policy did not take effect for those treaties because they
were.already through the process at that stage.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. MacGuigan: 1 want to tell the hon. member, and other
hon. members, that with respect to the prospective west coast
fisheries treaty concerning tuna, we are seeking and requiring
exactly that kind of assurance from the U.S. Senate.

7
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FISHERIES

UNITED STATES POSITION W!TH RESPECT TO EAST COAST -
SCALLOP FISHERIES MANAGEMENT

Mr. Ted Miller (Nanaimo-Alberni): Madam Speaker, my
question is for the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans. On
Monday the minister assured the House that he would ask the
Secretary of Commerce if he would be prepared to intervene,
as he is permitted to do under American law, and put some
pressure on' the regional councils to restrict ‘the increasing
scallop fishery on the east coast. Did the minister raise that
issue? Does he have some assurances—not the assurances that
the Secretary of State for External Affairs gave us earlier in
the day—and some firm commitment from the Secretary of
Commerce that there will be-a restriction on the scallop
fishery to protect those stocks? .

Hon. Roméo LeBlanc (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans):
In my conversations with Secretary Baldrige | made it clear
that, independently of what had happened in relation to the
fisheries treaty, the fact remains that the stocks which could
be subject to arbitration are stocks which are not independent-
ly and fully in the interests of the United States or fully in the
interests of Canada either. For that reason they cannot be
considered to be national stocks.

I made the point that the requirements of conservation were
overriding in this situation. I asked the Secretary to make sure
that the management plan, which was discussed in the Presi-
dent’s letter to Senator Percy, | believe it was, be put into
effect. The Secretary undertook to have consultations with his
own officials and with the regional councils and that our

‘officials and his would be speaking in the days to come. | hope

that we are able to effect a conservation plan which has
nothmg to do with, or is quite independent of, the other issues
in this sltuatlon

Mr. Mlller: Madam Speaker, I do not think that we can
really assure the Nova Scotian fishermen that there are really

-any guarantees that there will not be a continuing escalation of

the fishing effort there.

v NEGOTIATION OF WEST COAST TREATY -
‘Mr. Ted Miller (Nanaimo-Alberni): I would now like to ask

the minister a question with respect to the west coast. | am not

attempting to link one to the other, in terms of negotiations,
but | think there is a linkage in terms of the attitude of the
U.S. toward both the east coast and the west coast fisheries.

In view of the fact that many of the negotiating teams under
the Carter Administration have been dismissed by President

Reagan, did the minister raise the issue of the west coast -
. treaty? .Dr. Lee Alverson, who is well respected and largely -
~ responsable for the progress with respect to that treaty, will be

retained as the American negotiator? Did the minister receive

" assurances that, indeed, those negotiations will lead to a fair

and equitable treaty for the Canadlan ﬁshermen as well as the
American fishermen?

Oral Questions

Hon. Roméo LeBlanc (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans):
Madam Speaker, the issue of Dr. Alverson’s mandate was not
discussed.

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

POLICY RESPECTING SIGNING OF TREATIES WITH UNITED
STATES

Hon. Erik Nielsen (Yukon): Madam Speaker, if 1 heard the
Secretary of State for External Affairs correctly in response to
the questions put by the hon. member for Durham-Northumb-

erland, he just made a rather significant statement on policy.

In response to the questions put by.my colleague with respect
to the process to be followed in treaty ratifications, the minis-
ter said that in that instance, if it were a new treaty, a
guarantee that the U.S. Senate would approve it would be
sought beforehand. That was the specific nature of the ques-
tion and answer. If | heard the minister correctly, my under-
standing is that the policy of the government now when it
enters into treaties of a general nature which require Senate
approval, is that it will be requiring specific Senate approval
before a treaty is signed. Would that be a correct interpreta-
tion of the policy of the government?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, | do not intend to go so far today as
to announce a new policy for all treaties with the United
States. Certainly, our disposition at this point is that in a case
where there is a question, because of the nature of the negotia-
tions, that there might not be subsequent ratification by the
Senate, to seek some kind of assurance from the senators in
advance either in the form of a resolution, in the form of
letters or in the form of direct assurances which are funnelled
through the Secretary of State, to seek assurances from the
U.S. Senate before the treaty is signed that it will be ratified

by the Senate.

Mr. Nielsen: Madam Speaker, that is a very interesting
response. The minister uses the term “assurances™ and previ-

-ously he used the term *‘guarantee”.

Where such treaties with countries other than the United
States require some form of ratification by legislatures in those
other countries, will it be the intention of this government to
follow the same kind of policy as it intends to follow with the
United States?

Mr. MacGuigan: Madam Speaker, there certainly is no
problem of this kind with any other country, and we have no
plans to apply such a test to other countries. Our problem is
peculiarly with the Senate and, in particular, the foreign
relations committee of the United States Senate.
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ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
[English] .
PETITIONS

MR. FLIS—PATkIATION OF THE CONSTITUTION

Madam Speaker: 1 have the honour to inform the House
that the Clerk of the House has laid upon the Table the
forty-second report of the Clerk of Petitions stating that he has
examined the petition presented by the hon. member for
Parkdale-High Park (Mr. Flis) and finds that it meets the
requnrements of the Standing Orders as to form. .

* % 0»

NORTH AMERICAN AIR DEFENCE COMMAND

TABLING OF EXCHANGE OF NOTES BETWEEN CANADA AND
UNITED STATES RESPECTING AEROSPACE AGREEMENT

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, in accordance with the provisions of
Standing Order 41(2), 1 wish to table in both official lan-
guages an exchange of notes between Canada and the United
States constituting an agreement between our two govern-
ments to renew the North American Aerospace Defence Com-
. mand NORAD agreement for a further five years. These notes
-were signed in Ottawa this morning by the Minister of Nation-
al Defence (Mr. Lamontagne), myself and Secretary of State

Haig.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

* ¥ 0%

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER
(Questions answered orally are indicated by an asterisk.)

Mr. D. M. Collenette (Parliamentary Secretary to Presi-
dent of the Privy Council): Madam Speaker, | wish to draw
the attention of the House to the fact that the series of
questions which will be answered today are questions put by
the hon. member for Leeds-Grenville (Mr. Cossitt) and deal
with the so-called Taschereau papers. The numbers are as
follows: 29, 49, 50, 161, 163 and 1,498.

[Text)
TASCHEREAU PAPERS

Quesuon No. 29—Mr. Cossitt:

1. What was the highest authority, including his or her job designation, who
made the decision or participated therein, that Mr. Michael Pitfield should be
ordered to return the Taschercau Papers to the Public Archives with instructions
that availability to the public be delayed until 19867

2. What are 1he names and job designations of all persons who examined the
Taschereau Papers during the period of time they were in the Privy Council
Office until they were returned in February 19787

3. What are the names of all the members of the security committee of the
cabinet and which ones participated in any way, dnreclly or indirectly, with the
decision in regard to the Taschereau Papers?

4. Will the government review whether or not the Taschcreau Papers will be
made public at an earlier date and, if not, for what reason?

Mr. D. M. Collenette (Pa'urliamentary Secretary to Presi-

. dent of the Privy Council): 1. The Clerk of the Privy Council

and Secretary to the Cabinet, within the terms of his office
and after due consultation and reflection, ordered the return of
the Taschereau Papers to the Public Archives with instructions
that availability to the public be delayed. until 1986.
. 2. Mr. P. A. Lemieux, Senior Secretariat Officer (Secunty
Policy).

3. Not applicable; refer to l above.

4. Yes.

Question No. 49-—Mr. Cossitt:

Were there ‘any individuals mentioned in the Taschereau file on National
Security that were then or thereafter or at any time since, cabinet ministers and,

- if so, what are.their names and in what connection were they mentioned?

Mr. D. M. Collenette (Parliamentary Secretary to Presi-
dent of the Privy Council): It would be improper to attempt to
answer this question until a review of the transcript of the in
camera hearings is concluded and a recommendation is made
and agreed to by the government to make it public.

Question No. 50—Mr. Cossitt:

I. How many persons named in the Taschereau Papers.on National Security
were not prosecuted and who were they and what was the reason?

2. In consequence of the revelations made by Mr. Igor Gouzenko (a) how
many individuals were prosecuted (b) who were they and what were the charges

- (¢) what was the result in each case (d) to the knowledge of the government,

where are these people now?

Mr. D. M. Collenette (Parliamentary Seci'etary to Presi-

dent of the Privy Council): 1. Refer to reply to question No.

49 answered today.

2. (a), (b) and (c) Submitted is a copy of a notice which
appears in the Gouzenko Commission record and lists those
who were prosecuted, convicted, dismissed or had become
fugitives. :

(d) Whereabouts unknown.

Notice

The following is a list of those persons against whom
charges arising out of this report have been laid and a state-
ment showing the status of the proceedings taken as of Decem-
ber 31, 1946:—

Emma Woikin
Found guilty on the 12th day of April 1946, of offences

under the Official Secrets Act and sentenced to two years
* and six months imprisonment.

Kathleen Mary Willsher
Found guilty on the 3rd day of May 1946, of an offence

under the Official Secrets Act and sentenced to three years
imprisonment.

N
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JOINT PRESS CONFERENCE HELD BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE
- FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, MARK MACGUIGAN AND SECRETARY

OF STATE, USA, GENERAL ALEXANDER HAIGG MARCH 11, 1981 1IN
OTTAWA -

. CONFERENCE 'DE'PRESSE' DONNEE PAR LE SECRETAIRE D'ETAT

AUX AFFAIRES EXTERIEURES, MARK MACGUIGAN ET LE SECRETAIRE
D'ETAT AMERICAIN LE GENERAL ALEXANDER HAIGG, LE 11 '
MARS 1981 & OTTAWA.

Q;»_ o _“._ I would llke to clear up confusion about
what Canada has sa1d or has not said about El1 Salvador.

I was wonderlng 1f the two mlnlsters could clear it up for
me. On one 31de, we have a ver51on that Canada did not
raise its object;ons to US mllltary aid and military aid
of other'countries to El1 Salvador, and on the other side
&e Have that . Canada diddraiae this question. - So,

my questlon 1S‘. Did Canada raise it?

’Seoondly, to Secretary Halg, after_thatvis cleared up,

is this g01ng to influence the US to halt further military
aid to El Salvador's;military*junta?.

- Mr.'McGUlGAN: Perhaps I could begin by
saylng a word. .I think that any‘eonfusion results from
people reportlng on dlfferent meetlngs. In fact, Canada did

state our p051tlon of opp031t10n to the supply of arms to

E1l Salvador, but we found a lot of common ground with respect

to E1 Salvador on the-subject of a political solution. We
both agreed_that’the sOlution»is:not'a.military one, but a

political one. That was actually the focal point of our



discussion on that subiject.

Q. ' Could I have a response to the second
one? o
Mr. HAIG: It wouldn't be appropriate
for me to say anything beyond that, because that represents
the general flavour. There were expressions of cdncern about
arms shipments fromvany side, but there was also a
fecoghition that imbalances have develbped. I think it

is clear that the US side is conscious of concerns here in

Canada, and these are not too different from our own concerns..

The basic problem is two-fold on El Salvador, and this was
clear in the discussions.

The first is the unacceptability of Marxist—
Leninist intrusions in the hemisphere ‘sponsored and iéd by
Cuba with the support of the Soviet Union, and that is
unacceptable. Secondly, that our objective in El Salvador is
a rejection of the extremes of the right or the left, the
need to assist where we can in‘the political evolutioh and
development toward pluralism while rejecting these extremes.
I think that is a very strong common purpose and objecfive
between the two governments. | :
Q. My question, Mr. Haig, aﬁd also Mr. McGuigan,
when you are talking about a”moderéte sbluti6ﬁz are‘béth

govern ments talking about the same thing?
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Do you mean contlnued support of the Duarte government?

| Mr. HAIG: I w111 presume to answer, because
I think what we ‘are talking about 1s,.yes, wepcon51der that
the Duarte governmeat is no& the best hope, and has been
for this pluraiistic.process, -whioh we hope will proceed
with early elections invEl Salﬁador so that the people of'
El Salvador, through the tradltlonal expression of self—
determlnatlon, can decide’ the1r own futures, free of_external
meddling‘and interVentlonlsm. We are ta}klng aboat proceeding
from a current base into an'eleotion.vrl think that

coincides with President Duartefs own'objective,_as recently

reiterated this past weekend.. .

Mr. McGUIGAN: If I may quote from my
own speech in the House of Commons on. Monday, I sald — if
I can remember the exact words - that the ex1st1ng govern—
ment is probably the‘most fea51b1e channel“through‘whlch the
pedple of El Salvador cah'realiie'demooraoy. Ahd we.are |
most heartened by the fact that,that goVernment has recently
committed itself to free‘elections in 1982 which, I nmight
remark, is. two years earlier than Nlcaragua is prepared to
promlse free electlons*for._if.
| Q. My questlon is for General Haig.
a Slr, the week before the Amerlcan delegation

arrived, the U.S. government made a number of moves that



were'puzsiing to'thoseof.us'here,invottawagh Though'i
'recognise'thatvone'of the questions ovamerican diplomacy
is thefbaiance between the olive branch in the one claw
and the'lighteningnrod and the_other however,'is American
strategy toward Canada is to talk rather tough and then,
in fact, in the hope that it w1ll soften us uP or. what
.were the. purposes in all those moves9
MR. HAIG: Well, I thinh this is.a question
of atmospherlcs and perceptlon. | |
| First, and I thlnk our two Heads of
. State and Government outlinedfvery clearly, what
-was the‘purpose'of this visit. | ?irst and foremost,
: tofdemonstate; a-demonstration by the United States; if you
' will, of the seriousness and thevpriority with which
vit.views U.S. -and Amerlcan relationship.
Th1s_was, after all, the Pres1dent s flrst
trip, and we are only'a few weeks in office, and there have

been a number of ongoing dialogues, some extending as many

'as 51xteen to seventeen years on these~vex1ng interests... issues.

Those. dlalogues take place at staff level contlnuously,

and thls is prec1sely the way we want 1t. Thev were not

' -de81gned to be characterlzed by the klnd of . value judgments
byou suggested, elther ollve branches or switches or whatever.

They are not always caresses

I thlnk these meetlngs that we had here ‘have

f‘a second objectlve as. well, and that was to establlsh a



rapport between oﬁr respective leaders and understanding
and a eompatibility of personal demeanor and thoughﬁ, And,
in fhat sense, I do hot_know how we could have expected
or anticipated-a more successful outcome.
| Now, another aspect of these meetings,

and when Prime Minister Trﬁdeau mentioned the extensive
subjeets that haveibeed“eeﬁered‘in‘ﬁust one day, a little
bit this morning between‘the‘Fofeign minister and myself,
it underlines the importance of the kind of preparatory
work that preceded this visit, and that was work done he:e
in Canada beeween our embassies here, eur embassies in
Washiagten, wdrkAof the State Department; Departmedt of
Commerce,‘Treasury, theaNational Security Council staff,
and a trlp of this klnd early on w1th a history of
SO many bllateral and multilateral issues is no mean task
and I must say I am extremely pleased 1ndeed I am more
than pleased, I am proud of the workjthat was done to
bring about £his very, very suecessful'outcome, and I do
not accept the thesis of alternate currents | designed
to achleve a steadler flow of electr1c1ty

| | Q. I would like to go back to the questlon
of my Canadian.colleague in the beglnnlng, and I do not
think youbanswefed it aﬁd I wou;drlike to bfoaden it a
little bit. o .

| He asked you speC1flcall§ af your

discussions w1th the Canadlans had persuaded you that the -



United States should cut off further”military aid or an

increase of military aid to El Salvador. I would like to

broaden that, I would like to hear your answer to that and .

then broaden it to ask you if there are anle.S. policies
that you can tell'us:will change as a result of this
visit on any bilateral.or‘international issues.

"Mﬁ HAIGQ Oh, indeed, yes{‘

First, w1th respect to the continulng need
to support the government of E1 Salvador to attempt to
gectify the military imbalances that have been the .
consequence of the massive influx of Cuban and Soviet and

'Eastern European supply of atmaments, yves, that is going
to continue at_a»modesttleveland I think by any measure
of criteria what has been done thus far is extremly
modest, and I do not anticipate of going much beyond that.

‘The‘government of E1 Salvador in this past
week has stated that it is not interested in American
partiCipation in any of the c0nfllcts and we have no
intention in any way of getting involved and I think theyv
are even c0ncerned about too much multilateral involvement
from the countries in the region.J So, yes, and I do not
think there was_anyvattempt‘at_this meetlng to affect or

i change.American policy. EI:think»ourtéanadian‘friends‘

wanted to be sure and we welcome them, we wanted to

verify the: concerns that they have,'and they were



especially in the area of ensuring a‘political rather than
a militarv.solution, which we all seek.
| Now, with respect to what has happened,

well, a number of things. I thinh we heard some
discussion from our Heads of.State and Government about
the pOSSlblllty of tr11atera1 dlscuss1ons here in the
hemisphere. I think such a thlng offers great promise
and I think both sides are 1nterested It sprung from
some earller pos1tlons that Pres1dent Reagan has taken
in the past and the Prlme m1n1ster moved ‘rapidly to
constructlvely advance.

| We had d1scuss1ons, for example, on .the.
North South Summit pending in Mexico City and I think we

can move that a notch forward by suggesting that there

.was interest expressed by the BrltlSh the French, the

German forelgn m1n1sters in the1r dlscuss10ns w1th me and

. here by Forelgn mlnlster Mark MacGulgan and between the

two leaders as well, nd we are going to be in dlscuss10ns
with the Mexicans this week with respect to the possibility
of Amerlcan part1c1patlon in ‘that North South Mini=Summit.

| We have put in place a number of substantive
frameworks to permlt us, as a result of the meetlng of our
leaders at the Cablnet and the staff level, to_proceed to
achieve progress,dand that really‘;s what the purpose_of

this meeting was all about.



We have got the llnes of communlcatlon

. open to a new administration 1n Washington and those lines

are vibrant with good will and confidence and a sense of
dedication to solving problems, rot creéating them.
.Perhaps you have some other...

_.IMR. MacGUIGAN: 1 would only add to

'Secretary Halg that the commltments that we have received

on matters such as ‘the environment, defense sharing and

the natural gas pipeline'have'all'been'the first

' commitments of these kinds that we have received from

this'administration; So, this meeting was at least the

scene oflthose_aSSurances;and we are very pleased to. have -

received them.
Q. Again on El Salvador.

Mr. MacGulgan, you have expressed your

[opposition-to U.S. shlpments of arms to El: Salvador At

other times, you and the Prime minister have expressed

’your opp051tlon to, you have sald that the shlpment of

arms by elther side should be condemned

- I would llke to ask Mr. MacGulgan whether

f the Canadian government feels that u. S. shlpments of arms
to El Salvador should be cut off regardless of what the
COmmunlst 51de does, and also, I would llke to ask General

Haig whether he is satlsfled with the Canadlan p051tlon_

on thls.‘

 MR. HAIG:A.Youhare doing your best to get.



a row - started, aren't you?
| | ii MacGUIGAN: Yes. I thought we had
beaten the subject to death already |

But our position which we have enunc1ated
both publicly and privately is that we are Opposed to all
arm shipments_to El Saivador.

2 What we explored with the American
officials and President Reagan during this visit was
particularly the intent of the United States and how the
United States and-how the United States saw events
unfolding in that country, and we found that in that
respect, there was no differencevbetween the positions
of our two governments and, indeed, that there was no
emphasis in American‘thought and planning on a miiitary
solution. | | |

- So, the arms flow which is occurring,
which they apparently intend to'balancevout the arms that
have already been received;by the rebels from outside,
that this is not the harbinger of a massive u.s. military
involvement in El Salvador. “

I thought that went without saying but I
think it.is.important that it be said,}if it is not
understood,;thaththisﬁwas an ekplanation which was most
welcome'tO'us.and which' I think helps to put the
situation in con51derable perspective.

Q. On the . question of PreSident Brezhnevts

call for a summit meeting, one, did the Canadian government
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receive a letter from Pre51dent Brezhnev’_vIs it similar
to the letter that the Presldent recelved on March 6th’>
What is the Canadlan view on a meetlng between the

‘ Presldent and Presldent Brezhnev, an early meet1ng°

MR MacGUIGAN: I have to make an
admission; 'TheJletter has arrived so recently that I
 have not'yet read itl It has arrlved I th1nk some time
.yesterday and I have been so busy with our v1slt1ng |
frlends that I have not yvet read the letter. I canFOnly
assume that it is very similar to the one which the
Americans received.

Our position is ln favour of a summit at
the appropriate time but ﬁe.are happy to let the American
administraticn judge what is the appropriate time.

| I think that there are a lot of things
to be resolved befcre a summit takes place and certainly
the situation in Poland is one of those. I think that it
would not serve the cause of world peace to rush into a
snmmit in whlch there was‘an'unstated or unsettled

51tuat10n with respect to Poland that might explode after
the part of

Coa summlt should take place. .So, 1t 1s only/common sense,

it seems. to me, that there should be a planned bulld—up

- tO any such meetlng, and a part of the bulld up should
include a clarlflcatlon of Sov1et 1ntent10ns w1th respect.

to Poland.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, while we have got you
here in Ottawa, what was contained in the letter'that
President Brezhnev sent to President Reagan?

-ﬁR. HAIG: Well, let me just give you a
broad obveryation on it.

' It dld not contain any substantial
departures in any way from the speech that Mr. Brezhnev
gave to the Party Congress. It was very'closely aligned
to that and it is:my'uhderstanding thus far, we remain -
to complete our consultations with other recipients that
that is in ceneral their observatiOns as well in Western

Europe, those who have had an opportunity to assess these

letters.

Q. Can you comment on the Summit, Mr. Secretary?

MR. HAiG: Yes. I think again that the
Foreign minister’s observations parallel our own. We
have stated and Pre51dent Reagan has reiterated
repeatedly that he does not seek summltry for summitry's
sake but rather to brlng'a-process-of international
stability and a search'for world peace forward, and that
this requlres careful preparatlon so- that we know when
we are g01ng to- come out before such meetlng as much like
this recent vlslt here yesterday and today. If they ‘are
prepared well, they come out wel;. If one expects miracles

‘a sudden head of state or head of government



confrontation across the table, they are going to be
sadly disappointed.. We have had some of those in past
history and I won't label them but...

Q. But you do agree specifiéally there
should be no Summit while a threat hangs over Poland?

WMR. HAIG:>'We11, I would like to.broaden
that, that summitry observation, to suggest that there
are a number/frqm the.United States' point of view, a
number of Soviet éctivities worldwide to.give us pause
that we feel have to be taiked about at lower -levels and
that some meeting of the minds has to be arrived at, and

that is in the area of the general level of Soviet

international conduct in recent months and years, illegal

interventions in the Third World, the problems in
Afghanistan, potential difficulties in Poland. All of
these are factors.

Q. Secretary Haig, .on the subject of
Canada's national energy‘policy,falletter was sent by a
subordinate official of the State-Department, the U.S.

State Department to Canadian officials on the subject of

" the national energy policy.

MR. HAIG: I heard about that..
Q. Could you-.tell us, Mr. Secretary,
what the contents of that letter were, if, -in fact, it

reflects the‘administratiqn'sﬁyiew of Canada's .energy
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policy and if, in fact, a similar letter_will be written
to the Canadian_government‘again oncenyou people have
returned to WaShingtOn?j

MR;‘ﬁAIG:: Yon_obViously know more about

it than I do and that is my handicap. I heard about this

‘letter'yesterday,-71t was'a letter that flowed out of the

continuing give and take at lower levels in our respective
departments and it did not represent the opinion of

myself or, I think, the administration. It was mostly

an atmospheric and tonal problem.

I th1nk both of our leaders have commented
at 1ength about the issue of the national energy programme
and I am not going to add any more fuel to that fire
because we are.going to proceed in a way that it is not
going to be‘a fire and we are going to establish a framework
for continuous dialogueAbetween the United.States and
Canada, and that.was one of the things we discussed this
morning and it is in train.

I do not want to:suggest to you that
every piece of paper that comes from south of the border
necessarily represents - hopefully, we are going to get
it as close to that as we can but..._

hQ.‘ The fact that th1s letter was withdrawn

by the State Department, that indicates a change in
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plans, a change in policy} axchange in attitude‘toward
the Canadian people? -

A. | MR. HAIG: Well, it suggests that it was
not something that took full cognizance of the dialOgue
that has taken place here and of the preparatory steps
that preceded our ViSit here.

Q. There Will be no Similar letter then

sent to Ottawa.

‘MR..  HAIG: Oh, I do not anticipate one.

Q. Minister MacGuigan, when you were last

in Waahington afterbyour meeting withdSecretary Haig, you
.expressedidisappointment at the Secretaryfsbposition on
the Automobile Pact. .

- If that disappOintment has changed what
»~have the Americans done to change it?

MR. MacGUIGAN: Well,‘ that_was, aé you may
recall, the one point the last time on which I said_that
the U.S. position had been less than”satisfactory but it
would not be'quite-right to call Secretary ﬁaigfs.position
~has been the'traditional position of the-United States in-
all the dialogues on the Automobile Pact where they favour
free trade between the two countries Without limitations,
that they interpret the Auto Pact that way - We interpret
the Auto Pact. as requiring free trade on certain conditions
which protect our minority pos1ti0n. |

" So, each of us was reiterating our
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country‘sitraditicnal positions and it is in that context
that we had Ourflaet dialogue; We were nct; in our
discussions this time, that specific but Secretary
Baldrigevand Mr. Gray were meeting on’thet subjecﬁ
among others this morning, they had'quite a full discussion
of the AutomctiVe Pact.

. - I must seyji have the impression that
the U.S. administration, perhaps rightly, is at the moment
so concerned ebont_the cverallvproblem in the:automOtive
industry, the iack.of sales end the competition from -
abroad, that theylare not quite ready yet to look at the
Auto Pect with us.in a detailed way and they'have'to'get
hold of the whole area, and they are in the process of
doing that.

MR. HAIG: I think that is right and.when
this discu331on came up yesterday, President Reagan
recalled a little vignette that he experienced some time
ago when he was riding down cne-of our highWays and the
car 1n front of him had a bumper sticker that said
"Buy America", which impressed him, but, as he checked
the automobiie,’he found it was a Toyota.

~Q. Secretary Haig, could you tell us
spec1f1ca11y what commitment your government has given
Canada on the building ef,the.Northern Natural Gas Pipeline,

keeping in mind the fact that it was the difficulty of
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developlng prlvate f1nanc1ng for th1s p1pe11ne that gave
‘rlse to the need for government guarantees’I'

. MR. HAIG.v Well, I... Where is the

”*f;fquestloner, I am sorry

Q. nght ﬁaré.
_MRr_HAIG:VdI_am sorry. About gOvernment
"rguarantees?irI.dondt-khom'the term. |

“ | 'Q; I am asking what commitment your
government made.to Canada_aboct the.bnilding of the
,ﬁorthern NatUral.Gas Pineline, keeping in mind the fact
vthat it was the dlfflculty of developlng prlvate financing
for this 11ne that gave rlse to the need for government

guarantees to beg1n-w1th?

MR; HAIG: I think the President addressed

‘that issue in his speech in the Parliament this morning.
| 'What»we.reiterated'was the American

assurance. that we are 901ng to seek as soon as poss1b1e

the completlon of the U 5. segment of thlS through private . =

flnanc1ng, and that 1s a reassurance and a restatement of_"

- our earller assurances 1n this area.

Q. Do you assume that private financing

' w1ll be ava11able°v' ' , A o
MR, HAIG' Well...LJ"

- Q.' And 1f not, what w111 you do?

MR. HAIG. Well that is‘a questlon to be

’cfaced; It 1s not one that I am g01ng to break new:
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grounds on. We are going to do all w1th1n our power to

see that 1t is avallable
Q. But you cannot be specific about what
you might do? .‘ )
| MR. HAIG: Well, no, I do not think so at
this juncture. I thlnk it would be premature to be.
Q. May I ask.you, please, regarding the

intentions by the United'States to reduce its spending in

- Thany areas'includihg environmental control what prospect .

is there that the problems that the Canadians have on such

things as cleaning up the lakes or stopping the pollution

 from coal burning would find more than an otherwise

normal proportion of the available, limited available
money, available,yindeed, to be used for some of their
projects? y

MR. ﬁAIG- Well you do not have the
expert on that subject because I have been anguishing
over my own reductions in the Department of State in
forelgn aid and other .areas to be sure that we are going
to be able to malntaln our interests and meet our
commltments, but 1n the preparatory work done here before
thls trlp, it was very clear 1nterdepartmentally that
those respon51ble off1c1als in the Amerlcan admlnlstratlon

feel that w1th1n the austerlty that has ‘been applled here,

'that they are g01ng to be able to contlnue to do and

achleve progress in thlS area because, after all we are
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" as concerned about it. fThis is a common concern between
Americans and Canadians. I am optimistic that we will be
able to go.

You never satisfy any particular interest

group. There just is not that much available for all, but

I am very»optimistic and I know we are going into it
dedicated»to_tﬁe proposition wevare going to succeed.
Q. Secretary Haig, I would like to know
%if the question of raisrng Canada's defense budget has
'been dealt with and if there has beeo‘any change in’the
aefense production agreement. |
'_Mﬁ. HAIG: No, there have been no ohanges

in the defense production agreements, just a reiteratiOn '

1and a reassurance that we are going to continue w1th them_.

in the mutual beneflt of both countrles.

Now, we have your distinguished Defense

minister here and he istanticipating a visit from Secretary

of Defense Weinberger, I think, in the very near future,

~and I do not want to prefempt'the outcome of those

5discﬁssions other than uhderline that we have'been; as'the

“United-States, an’ advocate for 1ncreased defense
oontributions"not Only by the Unlted States flrst and

foremost but also by our other NATO partners, and I thlnk

in that context I have had some recent experlence and have -

" been able to witness improvements in Canadian'defense and
plans for future improvements which are both welcome and,

I hope, will continue.
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Q. I would like to ask a quick follow-up
to the pipeline question and I will address it to either
side.

I am just wondering if there was.-any
concern expressed tha£ decontrol of ﬁatural gas in the
United States might affect the viability of the gas that
is going to come down through that pipeline.

| MR. MacGUIGAN: At our discussions, the
ones that the two of us were at, there was no such concern
expressed, but since there were a number of side meetings -
going on, we could not really speak for those.

MR. HAIG: I’think we must be drawing
close to flight time.

MS. BRIGAIN: We have got one more question
on each side.

MR. HAIG: All right.

MR. MacGUIGAN: Fine.

Q. Monsieur MacGuigan, est-ce qu'on pourrait
avoir un peu plus de détails sur 1les ententes qui sont
intervenues quant au traité des pécheries? Vous avez dit
Que vous avez exprimé votre profond désappointement, mais
est-ce gue vous pouvez nous donﬁer plus de détails? O
est-ce qu'on s'en va & compter de maintenant? Est-ce que
vous reprenez les négociations et quelle est la suite des
éQénements?

M. MacGUIGAN: Certainément. Le probléme

gui reste est le probléme de la conservation.



Le gouvernement des Etats-Unis nous a
assurés de leur intention de'proposer un plan de
éonservation aux pécheurs et de travailler trés étroitement
pour légiférer et établir un tel programme.

Q. ©Une supplémentaire.

Est—cé que vous pogveé affirmer qu'il n'y
aura pas d'autre guerre du poisson co@me c'esﬁ arrivg il
y a deux ans ,avant la signature du traité? Est-ce que
vous pouvez affirmer qu'il n'y aura pas d'autres
affrontementa,comme en 1979 et 1978 avant la signatﬁre du
traité?

M..MacGUIGAN: Je ne suis pas dans une

décision
position de donner des garanties mais la /du gouvernement des
Etats-Unis nous a promis de ne pas arréter nos bateaux

et pour nous, c'est un accord d'importance parce que cela

évite la possibilité d'une guerre des pécheries.

Q. General Haig, just a clarification.

On the North-Sou-h summit conference in
Mexico in July, there are approxiirately 20 governments to
be there, including us and Canada, and YOu refer}ed to this
as a 'mini-summit’.

Did you mean to put it just that way?

MR. HAIG: Well, I guess it has been
referred to that way in the family as people have discussed

it. . That does not mean to suggest it is necessarily




diminutive because of participation, but rather a
mini-summit simply has become part of the jargon.

' MR. MacGUIGAN: I can confirm that. That
is the term which is very frequently used. |
| | | Q. Mr. MacGuigan, this is just..; We are
wéll‘aware of what Canada lost in advance of these set of
talks in relation to the fisheries and so forth, and you
and Mr. Trudeau have both cited strongly the pipeline,
paragraphing Mr. Reagan's speech in the Garrison and some
other subjects like that. But I am ﬁot sure if I can see
exactly what has changed, what we have actually gained
here. For example, the key sentence says that we strongly
favour prompt comﬁletion of this project based on private
financing.

What is different between that and previous
positions of the American government?

MR. MacGUIGAN: The difference is that, to
the best of my knowledge, this is the first statement of
any kind by the U.S. government‘about the gas pipeline.

It is the first assurance that we have received and it is,
therefore, a very important one.

That is also true with respect to
environmental problems and defense sharing.

We are dealing with a new administration

~and even if this administration is merely affirming what



the previous administration committed itself to, that,
in itself, is an important achievement, it is an important
thing for us to hear because there is a much more radical

change in the United States when there is a new

.administration than there is with changes of governments

in Canada. Therefore, that is a very important development.
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STAfEMENT TO THE PRESS BY PRIME MINISTER TRUDEAU

AT THE END OF THE VISIT OF

PRESIDENT RONALD WILSON REAGAN AND MRS. REAGAN,

MARCH 11, 1981

Ladies and gent]emen of the press, the point has been made
many times that we are happy to have received Pres1dent Reagan and
his ministers and officials.

We want to report briefly this morning on the conversations
and discussions which took place between us. I would merely preface
them by saying that at the beginning of a new administration, we were
surprised and delighted that so much ground could be covered in such
a positive way.

There is no subject and no grievance, if I could use the
word, which the United States was not prepared to discuss and indicate
a will to settle. . .

‘We discussed yesterday morning mainly the area of inter-
national affairs, and we had a very wide-ranging 'tour d'horizon'.
Nous avons parlé de 1'Afghanistan, de Ta Pologne, du Proche-Orient.
We talked a fair amount of the Caribbean and Central America, and on
E1 Salvador in particular there was agreement, as I could sense it,
that the solution there should be a political solution and that we
would work in whatever way we could to ensure that the moderates were
those who took over and not the extremists of the right or of the left.

We, as you know, reached an agreement on NORAD which will. be
signed imminently. We have reached an agreement on social security
also; much of the work in these two areas had been done before we even
sat down to talk because you realize, as we do, that every day of the
week there are contacts between officials of both governments on a
multitude of subjects, and what we concentrated on in our brief meetings
was mainly in the area of disagreement or a need to clarify our
respective positions. And I would say that on the two main areas of
bilateral concern, we were very pleased with the ultimate response of
the President of. the United.States.

It began, of course, with an expression of our deep disappoint-
ment at the fact that the fisheries treaty had been withdrawn from the
United States from ratification because from the outset we had argued,
when these discussions began several years ago, that linkage between
the boundaries settlement on-the fisheries was. not only necessary but

../2
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it was obvious from the very nature of the two agreements. And we are
disappointed at the delinkage, and that has been expressed very clearly
to the United States. As I said in the House of Commons a few days ago,
I think it is fair to put the best possible 1ight on this and that is
certainly in keeping with the attitude that the discussions assumed.

The fisheries treaty was bogged down for a couple of years in
the Senate and we view the United States gesture withdrawing.that treaty
as an indication of the determination to solve the problem in other ways
because we made it quite clear that the two problems have to be solved.
It is not just a matter of having the Courts determine the boundaries,
it is a matter of making sure that though there will be no fish war, we
gave each other the assurance of that, and we will take measures to make
sure it does not happen.

No one would benefit if the fish ultimately were fished out by
the extraordinary capacities of the Canadian fishermen to go ahead and
fish if they see that there are no limits and that the Americans are not
respecting them. So, in this sense, we are very happy that the United
States administration has undertaken to assure fish conservation measures
in that area and we are hopeful that the problem will be settled in that
“way. Indeed, we are more than hopeful, we are confident that it will.

The other area, of course, of great concern to Canada was
cross-boundary pollution either through acid rain, Great Lakes water:
pollution or the part1cu1ar case of the Garrison diversion. On all these
matters, I think it is fair to say that--as the President had occasion to
repeat in the House of Commons a few moments ago--we have the assurances
that the United States has the will and. the determination to cooperate
W1th us 1n preserving the environment for ourselves and for posterity.

We talked about the p1pe11ne the Northern Gas Pipeline, and
you-have heard the President of the United States give us the assurance
that they were determined to see it to its successful completion and,
therefore, to carry on the undertakings we -had had from the previous’
administration.

We talked about many other bilateral subjects in the area of
trade. We said that the Auto Pact discussions should be pursued and
continued. In the area of mass transit transportation, the United States
has agreed to consider ways in which agreement and the Buy-American
provisions can be made to operate in a fair way to Canada.

We discussed other economic subjects, but I think it is
important, in conclusion, to remind you that the impression that I got -
from our discussions with the American President and ministers was that
we were doing this in the best possible.of spirits and attitudes. We
did not approach this as a zero sum game. We think that there can be
beneficiaries on both sides in all these areas whether it be from the

.../3
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environment or trade, we do not see these negotiations as terminating

in a victory for one and some losses for the other. On the contrary.
The spirit and reality of these discussions and, I am convinced, of

the future of our relations with President Reagan and his administration
will be that both sides can come out the gainers if we solve problems

of the environment, problems of boundaries or of fisheries, probiems of
trade, problems of social security, and that both sides have it to their
advantage to look at international problems in that same 1light too
because we share the main objectives of liberty and justice.

I expressed, for my part, that there might be some future

~ meetings between the President of the United States, the President of

Mexico and the Prime Minister of Canada. If we could have such meetings
to try and share common views of people who inhabit a world, particularly
as we .regard international developments. We will be meeting again, the
President and I and the other summitteers in July, and I think that we
have shown, at least by our meeting in this past day and a half, that we
intend to continue our consultations. I did make the point, and I think
the President agreed, that our reaction to tensions in Poland, as
different from our reaction to events in Afghanistan more than a year ago,
showed that we had learned from the lesson of Afghanistan and that we
understood that one of the most important things we could achieve, as
like-minded countries, was to consult in order that we not react in
disarray to crisis or possible tensions in other parts of the world but
that we act, in fact, as we are in spirit, with unison and with dedica-
tion to the spirit of freedom.

That is about all I think that I have to say, Mr. President,
and it is up to you now to try and satisfy those who were not satisfied
by me' '



STATEMENT TO THE PRESS BY'.PRESIDENT RONALD 'WILSON . ‘REAGAN.

MARCH 11, 1981

Well, Mr. Pr1me M1n1ster q m stire” they are. You gave certa1n1y a
very thorough summ1ng -Up of the wonderfu] meet1ngs we ve, he1d ‘

I would 1ike f1rst however; to remark on the k1nd of we]come

‘that I have received here. - That we]cane went beyond “careful ‘planning

and beyond a sincere and warm _reception by the Governor General and the
Prime Minister. ‘It was truly a welcome, a meet1ng between” ne1ghbour and
neighbour. Our discussion showed that the United. States and Canada stand
together on many world issues. Understandably, on some’ issiie’s,  we ‘sée
things differently. Each country has its own national 1nterests and

- objectives. Each country bring$ ‘to”international issues a ‘distinét point

of view. But what has impressed me is the degree to which we are in agree-
ment. And where we have differed that we have*discussed our differences

_ withvthetk1nd of 0penness and understanding that exists between neighbours.

He' ve d1scussed the maJor areas of instability in the world as
the Prime Minister told you including Eastérn Europe, ‘the Middle East, Latin
Amer1ca_ We considered carefully the Ottawa Summit which will be held here
in July. That meeting -will be‘a very useful -opportunity to share views on

_relationships between the industrialized democracies and the Soviet Union on

energy cooperation, not -economic re1at1ons within the developing nations.

In add1t1on to discussing these world issues, we carefu]]y‘cons1-
dered the b11atera1 U.s. Canad1an re]at1onsh1p

We agreed who1ehearted1y that consultation is v1ta11y 1mportant to
our close and cooperative relationship and we agreed to foster frank and
informal consultation at all levels and at all times. Our bilateral dis-
cussions took us into the areas where our two nations are c]osest We dis-
cussed matters affecting the environment, fisheries, as you've been told,
energy, trade, and defense. In each of these areas we were; I'believe, ab1e

‘to deal with the issue squarely in an atmosphere of frankness and understan-

ding, and we did, yes, discuss the pipeline and the Canadian national energy
program, took up the continuing problems the Prime M1n1ster told you of the
East Coast Boundary and Fisheries Treaties. i

On- the environment we addressed the garr1son project and continued

301nt efforts to deal with both trans boundary air po11ut1on and the clean-
up of the Great Lakes _ S
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We agreed to continue consultations on the auto industry -
and on reciprocal opportunities for urban mass transit trade. We
. discussed our defense production:sharing agreements. We've had, in
short, a busy time. I look forward to continued contacts between us at
at the Prime Minister-President level, -at the level of.Cabinet officers
“and at all levels below. To sum it up, our meet1ngs have been, as he
~said, "frank and constructive", and I 1ntendvto,do_a11 in my power to
see that we continue to deal with each other in the same way in the
years ahead, and I would like to close by expressing my thanks -to.
Governor- Genera] Schreyer, to Prime Minister Trudeau, and through them
to the people of Canada for the warm welcome:that I and.my associates
have received here this week. I can assure you we will not forget it.
We will remember it with great warmth- and p1easure : :
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DAVID HALTON (CBC-TV); Prime Minister, the
President and General Haig seemed to be telling us yesterday
that the U.S. will only back the Alaska Pipeline if it is
entirely privateiy financed. Since U.S. ihdustry seems to be
turning rather luke wérm about the cost ahd viability of the
project, I am wondering. if you arevworried'that the prospects
fof tﬁe pipeline are receding:énd that the American Government ‘
commitment is weakeniﬁg.

A.. I certainly wouldn't agree that it is
weakening. This is the position the Americans have taken with us
from‘the beginning -- that this pipeiine should be privately

financed. It has certainly been our position as regards Canada,

>and I understand that it was, and remains, their position as

the United States.

Because, I guess we all know a bit about private
enterprise. If they tﬁink~they can get.some money from the
government, they are not going to put it up themselves. So, I
think it is beneficial in the short and medium term that the
United States have repeated their position from the beginning
that it was. to be privately financed, because any hint to the
contrary or any hope to the contrary would only have the result
of delaying all of this because then the private sector would be
waiting for some public help, which is not certainly to our

advantage that the thing be delayed.



VMR. HALTOﬁfa.A'supplementary, sir. bia the: 
Carter letter of last year not- talk about the- p0331b111ty of
U.S. Government intervention to make that commltment -- a
commitment that doesn't seem to have been apparent yesterday?

A. - The only action by the U.S. Government
that I can recall was to perhaps suggest to Congress-that they
facilitate.an amendment -- I believe it is to -the anti trust-
law -- to permit the producers to -also fihanée the transmission, and
t6 my understanding, this administration would take the same --

I am not of Course-speaking for them, but when General Haig said
that»they would facilitate in any way they could, by government
aétion, the private financing, I uﬁderstand him to mean the same-
thing as the Carter administration:

| ROBERT DOUGLAS (Canadian Press): Prime Minister,
last year,»whén you-were meeting with President Lopez Portillb,
you came out with én“‘agreement'that having a ‘trilateral meeting
with the Mexican and American leaders was not in the best interests
of either of your countries, and this week, yesterday, you wére
saying that you proposed such an idea in discussions with
President Reagan..

What hés changed your mind?

A. ¢ I haven't changed my mind.: I think
there is perhaps a misunderstanding on what I proposed and what
éome people”thin;?gﬁesident Reagan was éaying during his' campaign.
He wasvtalkiné about what is known in Canada as continentalism,
and we saw that as perhaps-a dangerous policy ‘as regards the’
management  of our-resources; and probably the Mexicans ‘the ‘same

thing. And certainly when I met Président"Pdrtillo last spring,



it was in this céntext that, to the;thén metel&-éandidéte'
Reagan, we made it.clear .that he shouldn't think in those
terms.,

But insofar as meetings betwéen the three
leaders, it is something which I believe is good. and which I was
very happy to promote Qesterday -- not for the first time, Oor
maybe the day .before yesterday. But,‘Ivmean,vit is something
that I have been saying for quite a while now. The European
heads of government meet periodically, sometimes just to shoot
tﬁe breeze, because they feel it important that they know each
other in terms of, you know, why'do you say that and where
did you get this, and what are yoﬁr reactions to the next?

: Aﬁd thét on this continent the American President, the Mexican
President and.the Canadian Prime Minister, whoever he is, get

- together (a) to know each other better and perhaps de-eséalate
some of the suspicions and hostilities in every direction, and
(b) to see if we can develop some common philosophy as fegards at
least areas close to us, like the Caribbean, Central America,

South America, I think it is all to the good.

ROBERT DOUGLAS: As a supplementary, would
you rule ou£ any discussion of resources and energy in such a
trilateral meeting? |

A. If1I didnft, I am sure the Mexicans
would. But I think we made clear --. last May, was it? -- when
the Mexican President and I issﬁed that statement that we wouldn't
be meeting for that purpose. We not only wouldn't be meeting, but
we didn't want the Americans to think that this could be approached

in that way. But the other, once again, is so obvious from the



various summits and meetings and I say, the Europeans
exemplifyvthat by their frequent‘meetingé.: We do that invthe4
commonwealth. And for'HeaVen's\Sakes,if some 35 to 40 nations.
from réemote parts of the Pacific and Africa and elsewhere find

it important to get together from time to time, Iﬁthink it is .-
high time  that the three political leaders of the threebcountries
of this North American~continent?conéidér doing the same  thing.

So, I think that is a superb idea, particularly because it's mine.
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MICHEL GALAN, Agénce France Presse: = Q. ' Monsieur ‘le

Pfemier ministre, les officiels‘danadiens.insistent sur .
1l'excellent rapport que vous avez développé avec: le. Président
Reagan mais, d'autre part, alors que, par exemple, vous
improvisiez votre compte-rendu des rencontres hier, le
Président lisait tardivement un compte-rendu qui avait

sans doute été préparé par - -son équipe.

Expliquez-moi 1'utilité
d'un excellent;rapportaperSOnnel avec quelqu'un qui ne:
semble &tre que la fagade d'une équipe avec laquelle vous

n'entretenez pas-le méme rapport.

R. Avec une équipe
avec laquelle vous n'entretenez pas le méme rapport-personnel.
R.  Mon Dieu! ‘il-
se peut bien que si vous me regardiez, & 1l'issue d'une -
rencontre il'-y a dix... douze ans, quand j'étais. nhouveau
Premier ministre, peut-&tre que je lisaisﬁleS»documedts
préparés par mes fonctionnaires.  L'important c¢'est qu'ils

portent mon sceau et mon seing et qu'ils correspondent 3 mes

idées. = Je présume que c'@tait le cas pour le Président Reagan.

On a vu l'exemple

dont on parlait tout & 1'heure, d'un document &manant &'un
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fonctionnaire, la semaine dernié&re, sur la question éner-
gétique qui a &été désavouéepar le ministre Haig, c'est dire
que les fonctionnaires ne dictent pas la politique &

l1'administration, mais heureusement que c'est le contraire.

- Alors, je vois un
peu cette attitude du Président aans ce contexte-13a. Il
savait, bien sir, quelé étaient les dossiers contentieux,
ses fonctionnaires l'en avaient informé et lui avaient
Suggéré les réponses‘a?ec_lesquelies il semblait d'accord.
Alors, qu'il les lise ou qu‘il lés mémérise, comme c'é@tait
mon cas, Ga prouve que j'ai peut—étre,une meilleure mémoire

que lui!

GILBERT LAVOIE, La Presse: v | Q. Monsieur le Premier
ministre, vous avez passé les cing derniéres années 3 combattre
ou, du moins, a faire face a un gouvernement, dans votre
prbvince d'origine, avec 1quel vous ne vous étes pas

toujours bien entendu. Alors,vvdus allez étre appelé aux

urnes d'ici un mois, en £ant que contribuable québécois prr

voter sur le sort de ce gouvernement-1la.

Est-ce que vous
allez voter pour les politiques de ce gouvernement-1l3a - on
a prétendu que c'était un bon gouvernement - ou si vous allez

voter a ce moment-la, pour la position constitutionnelle?



. R. Question
un peu-halicieuse!
Je pense qu'il
n'est pas habituel dans notre pays de demander aﬁx gens’
quels qu'ils soient, et certainement pas aux chefs de gouver-

nement, comment ils vont voter aux urnes.

La réponse la
plus simple et probablement.la plus exacte c'est que je

compte voter libéral.

.Q. Une autre question

rapidement.

Les députés
lib&raux du Québec, est-ce gu'on leur a fait savoir qu'ils
seraient malvenus de se méler de cette &lection-1a ou s'ils
ont carte blanche?

R. Je crois que
monsieur Ryan a déclaré publiquement, il y a quelque temps,
peut-&tre un mois ou deux, qu'il voulait faire ses &lections
sans l'aide de la députation fédérale. 'Ce serait parfaitement
normal parce que vous savez, comme moi, quelle est 1l'arme,
la plus souvent utilisée par le Parti péquiste-oulpar, \
1'Union nationale dans le temps. C'é&tait de dire que le
parti provincial avait, comme grand frérelcelui:d'bttéwa.

C'est une attaque qui n'a pas de fondement, comme tout le

monde sait.



Alors, monsieur

-Ryan a'parfaitement raison de rendre cela &vident.

Ca n'empéchera pas,
dans des situations locales, un groupe de militants -libé&raux
provinéiaux'Qui, au fond, sont & peu prés les mémes qu'au
fédéral, s'ils demandent de 1'aide 3 un député fédéral
et que celui-ciﬂpeut‘les aider par ses conseils ou ses avis,
gqu'il le fasse siirement, mais parce qu'il y a une distinction
nette dans les deuk jﬁridictions, jé'ne“pénse pas que le cas
ée présente ol la députation fédéfale puisse aider dans

L'8laboration des programmes.

Que nous puissions
aider dans l'établissement de bureaux politiques, je n'y
vois pas.d'inCOnvénients et je ne pense pas qﬁe monsieur
Ryan exprimait son.oppOSition i cela. C'est certailnement
d tous les niveaux des militants libérauxﬂdans‘la province;
s'ilé veulent de i'aide, ils peuvent ie demander, mais je
pense que nous ferons attention, pour les raisons que
monsieur Ryan a parfaitement bien comprises et-expriméeé,’
de rendre parfaitement claire, parfaitement &vidente cette
vérité que le Parti libéral prdVincialféstffort'indépendant

du nétre.



J. NEUBACHER (Detroit Free Press, Canadian Bureau) :
Pardon me for not standing wp, sir; In the‘week before Mr. Reagan's:
visit to Canada, there wéré a npmber of actions taken by the U.é,
administration that aroused a lot of condern in Ottawa,-in the
House of Commons, and in the oress. After talking to Mr. Reagan
on Tuesday, is it your feeling that that was a conscious negotiating
tactic by the American team, or a series of maybe insensitive |
coincidences? |

A. I don't know. If it was the former,
Ibwould say they are pretty smart; Aand if it was the latter,
I would say they are not very smart. But i am not quite sure
which of the two it is. |

I think it is an interesting question,and
it can be examined; Certainly, there are some decisions which,
quitelfrankly, if they were going to be unpopular with the
Canadian government,‘it was better to get them out before coming,
as in the case of delinkage with the'Fisheries Agreement. than
to come here and be all sweetness and light and then go home and
two weeks later say, "We didn't mean it; we are g01ng tO0 now
delink, which we know you don' t like o

So, I thlnk that was smart, if that is why
they did it. But, you know, I cannot speculate with any more

information than you can on whether it was intentional or not.

SUSAN HELWIG, (CBC Radio News) Mr. Prime
Minister, Alexander Haig 1nd1cated yesterday that there were two
areas in Wthh the visit could be said to have 1nfluenced American

pollcy. The first of these was the pOSSlblllty of trilateral

discussions and the second was the possible American participation
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in the North -South Summit in Mexico. I am wondering, in your
dlscu551ons, were these,dealt with in tandem, and how did you
attempt to influence the President onlthe questlon,of his
attending the NorthQSouth Summit?

A. Well, we did discuss the Mexican Summit

at. some length. The President -- one of the first things,he

told me was that he was planning to meet the Presxdent of Mexico
in a month, a month and a half or somethlng in Tl]uana on the
border, and therefore we discussed that summit. |

I guess the Pre51dent knew that I attached
great importance‘to North-South guestions, and he was'making
that point, and he made the'point -- which I think now is
public enough for me to repeat it-—- that he woold be very

interested in attendlng that summit under certaln conditions.

So, we dlscussed --1I mean attending the North South the Cancun Summit.
And since our own Minister was going to Vienna =-- he left last
night -- to attend meetings today and tomorrow, I went out of

my way to argue for the importance of that meeting, and the
President obviously went out of his way to'indicate that he
understood that and that is why he was ihdicating a positive
disposition to attend in certain conditions. |

Does that anéwer both the aspects of what
Secretary Haig raised? | |

MS. HELWIG: I was really wondering whether
they were discussed together and whether, in a sense, you were
tryingito persuade the President to take part in the North-Soothb
discussions, in return for which you wouid be more‘interested in

trilateral discussions between Mexico, Canada and the United States.

A. Honestly not. There was certainly no
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bquid pro quo there. If you are talking about the trilateral

meetings that I was answering about a moment ago, no. | I was
anxidus'to tell the President'that I thaught;it was a good
idea, and if this is what he meant or this cauld be some avenﬁe
which he would be interested‘in exploring in line with his
interest in his neighbours that he expressed during‘the elecinn
and since, that was fine with me. |

| I don't want to claim aay originality for
it, but my recollection is that I probably’raised that with the

President of Mexico when I saw him last January. And quite

‘honestly, I phoned him yesterday after the President had left to

tell him what I had said, if for the only reason that Ilhad
mentioned it publicly at the»pfess conference yesterday, at the
statements yesterday. But there was no linkage in my mind, and I
doubt whether there was any in the President's mind.

| It is something.that I thinKIWOuld Be to our
advantage as North Amefiéans. Therefore, I don't consider it as

paying'a price when I say that I would be happy to do that.

DOUGLAS SMALL (Global TV): Back to the Quebec
election for just a minuté, sir, would you care to hazard a guess,
either reasoned or emotional, oh the outcome of the election, and

what kind of support and advice are you prepared to give Ryan's

. Liberals in the campaign, if theyvask you for it?

A. No, I am notoriously bad at predicting
the result of elections. I naturally hope the Liberals would win.
been , : I take it? ‘
They haven't /announced yet, have they,/ Until they announce it,

I suppose I am not intervening in an election campaign, so I can
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eXpress my view that, to me, the Parti-Quebecois is a separatist
maybe , e

party. And it, / for tactical reasons, as it did-on the

referendum and the form of the question on the reférendum, try

to pretend that it is not, but I think some considerable number

of years living in the Province of Quebec and acquaintance with

-

many of the.eminent leaders of the party méke it obvious to me

that the aim of that party is to také Quebec out of confederation,

and I do not see why it should be rewarded at the pélls by those

who don't believe tQat Qpebec should bé taken out ogﬁiqnfederation.
| lAs far as good government is cqncerned,vI am

every bit as convinced as Mr. Ryan is that he can provide better

government than the Levesque-Pariseau team.

JOHN MACLEAN (Freelance):“Pfime Minister, my
queétién haé to do with the appointment of the hext Justice of the
Supreme Court. Since Mr. Justice Ronald Martkmdturned.§4~a month
ago, is%tﬁere séﬁe speculation not only about whom you might
appoin£, bu£ wﬁether you might appoint_a woman for the first time.

Do you have any views today on the desirability
of ‘that kind of appointment?

| A. " I do have ?iews, because I remember
before I made the last'appointment I sought quite earnestly to get
names of women who could -- and this was a Quebec appointment,
and it is a province I know well -- who would be ready and
qualified and able and wiiling to sit in the Supreme Court.

Someveffqrt was made by Mr.Chretien, the
Minister'of Justice,'éna myself to find a poéitive answer to
that. We failed. That is not ~saying weIWéré right or that

there weren't women who would have done it, but our judgement was
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that we made the best possible appointment at the time. But
any position for which I can find an equally qualified and
willing female appointment, I would favour. That'applies to

the Supreme Court.

ANDREW SZENDE (Toroﬁto Star): Prime Minister,
during the discussions you had with President Réagan and
Alexander Haig, you seemed to abandon all criticism of

_ wondering
the American policy on_El Salvador. I am / what new information
did they make avéilable'tb you that persuaded you that their
policy is now correct. |
| A. They didh't give me any iﬁformation.

I dori't know ifvthéy gave any to Mr. MacGuigan. But whatever
position I took, I find consistent with the position I had before
the visit and which I had even in the House of Cbmmons.

We told the Americans we think that the
solution should be political, not military, and in that sense
we condemn the supply of arms to the area. But I never said
I only condemn supply'froh one side. oh the dbntrary, I maée it
quite clear.in the House of Commons that we were as concerned with
the supply of aigsithatveie coming to the insurgents as that to the

government side. /my position from the beginnihg in El1 Salvador,

as it has been in Tehran and in every other area -- Poland, if
you want -- is that we hope that the moderates will prevail -~ and
not and : :

that means, /in the case of El Salvador, /not a Marxist party and
not a Fascist party. And that has been oﬁr position and remains
our  position. |

I am not sure to what extent the.Americans

believe it, but I think Mr. MacGuigan méde‘it even more clear
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- now - |
than I have that Duarte/seems the best chance for a moderate
solution. Whether that chance will be fulfilled, I don't know.
I wouldn't like to be in his shoes. |

I hope some day an election will be held in

that country and that the people will decide. That is a difficult
election to hold, but certainly that is the best solution, rather

than outside intervention.

And that is the position we took on Poland that --

And
let the Poles settle the problem themselves. /if there had been

a civil war there, I think it would have been disastrous for
everybédy, because both sides‘would‘have-been sending in arms --
and the Polés probably sensed that. And my guess would be that
the Salvadorian'people would sense that, too. They would rather
have no war and a peaceful political solution than the triumph of
the military rightists at one end or the insurgent reyolﬁtionaries

on the other.

MR. SZENDE: I wénder if_there could be any
relationship between our agreement with the American policy
now and the withholding of any criticism of our National Energy
Program by the Americans?

.“Af Honestly, on that I ém not .quite

sure what the Americans expected of us, and I am not even sure
if, in your sense, that we delivered if they expected something --
you say our agreement now with the Americans.

Maybe I would understand better if you could
briefly elaborate in what sense you think my policies have changed
as a result of phe American visit.

MR.  SZENDE: I; seems to me, sir, that a week
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or so ago, or ten days- ago, you used{the expression that it was
an error for the Americans to send arms ---
: A. . No, no. I_said‘it was a mistake tb
and :
try ,/ find a military solution -- and that didn't apply only to
the Ameficans. I made it quite clear in my answer to Broadbent --
or was it Pauline Jewett, I forget -- that this applied to both
sides. But, you know, that can be washing your hands of it. We
know that arms are coming in,ffom thenothér side. So what do you
do about it?' -- fall on your knees and pray that they will stop
sending them, or do you try to express views, as I did, that there
should be no outside intervention.

Quite frankly, if one side is going to send
in arms, I can't get bverly. incensed that the other side.is
going to say, "Well, please help. Give us some arms, too."’

. Do you find thét offensive?

MR. SZENDE: The only point that the Americans
seemed to be making before they got here was an interview
that Mr. Allan gave just before they got here -- was that once they
made their information available to you, it would be pretty clear
to the Canadian government why the Americans are doing what they
are doing, and that is why I asked the original question.

A. I think what they had in mind was that
they were going to prove to us, black and white; that arms were
coming in from Cuba, or from Viet Nam, or -- you know, from
the"other side" as we like to say.

Frankly, I‘didn't-have to have that explained
to me. If they had that proof and if they gave it to MacGuigan,

I don't know. Ydu could ask-him. /But anybody who looks at it --

and it is not easy to understand what is going on there, but it is
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obvious that the insurgents afe’getting‘arms~fr§m~somewhefe;”and

it is probably not.Santa Claus. So; why do I have’tOAhaVé~General

Haig ekplain to me that it -- whether it is from Cuba or Viet Nam

or Czechoslovakia, to me, is quite secondary. The other guy's

got gunsé?dDuarte, who was elected by the people.in '72 éndfwho

was the closest thing we have to a democraticallf Chosen.léader,

and who went info exile for it, is now trying to form a coalition

of the centre, and I say the least we can do is Wish.him‘good luck. And
I said thatfbefore the Americans came, and I am éaying it now.

So, there again, I don't -think I have done a favour to the

Americans.

GAYLE MORRIS (CFCF-TV): Mr. Prime Minister,
I was wondering if you could give us a few speéifics; Yesterday -
both President Ronald Reagan and yourself gave us general statements
about yburfdiscussions, and two of the areas we haven't touched so
far today are acid rain and the fisheries.

On the fisheries, you did say you thought the
President had something. else in mind. In fact, you were confident -
that the "something'else" could be beneficial to bbth-sides..

- Could you give us more épecifiéé:on bOth‘those‘

areas?

A, Well, I thought I was specific on that.
If Ifwash't, I apologize. It was that the President said,-quite
clearly -- and so did Genéral Héig - that they were goinglto
negotiate‘scallop management, or cbme up with'a scallop management
treaty for Georges Bank.: And we'saia, "Well, you had better

check it with us, because if it just manages scallops for your

people, we won't be very.happy. We are hot happy anyhow, ‘because
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we thought that that was the name of the-game four and five
years ago when we were negotiating - this wholermatter, and we
thought that that was what in fact the treaty in front of the
Senate, which is now withdrawn, was saying -- here is a way to
manage that resource;" And I cannot hide our disappointment,
as MacGuigan said -~ or our bitter disappointment, as LeBlanc
that they
would say/ --not so much that the treaty is withdrawn but that
it wasn't passed by fhe Senate. But now they have to deliver
in some other way, and if we don't think that they are going to
deliver in some other way, there won't be any peace on that
front.  That is quite clear. And we haven't accepted the
délinkage yet, either. We want to see what their. intentions
are in that particular -- you know from
the outset we've said that
the boundaries are one thing, the management of the fisheries is
another, but they have to go together. It doesn't make Sense to
have a boundary in fisheries if, when it comes to managing the
sthk, you don't agree. So, the two go together, in our '
spirit, and if the Americans want to delink them, this ‘goes
against our whole approach to that. But if they are telling us,
as they did, "Well, don't worry, though we are delinking it, it is
in order to come up with a management program which would give you
the same satisfaction, and especially will Preserve the species
for the present:and'future generation of fishermen." Well, we
will have. to wait and see. But,:as I say, :we haven't accepted
the delinkage. We haven't said that we would accept one treaty
and not the other.‘.It will depend on .what they éome upvwith.
- So, that is peace for now, but I think that

is the attitude we adopted, and have to adopt. It is a new
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administratiOn. @heyﬁhavé.inhefited a lot of problems whiéh
had not been resolQed, and .I think the least we could do is

give them.time to sort it out and come-back‘with‘answerS~---in,
hopefully in a'short while. But look, we've already lost two |
years when thelfish was being overfished, and before that .
thevwhole time of negotiation we lost time, too, when the fish

was being overfished, and much more ‘delay would be irresponsible.

JAMES WALKER, (ABC News): Prime Minister ---
MS. MORRIS: Sir, the other guestion . was on
a few :
acid rain. Can you give us / = more specifics on what you and

the President discussed on acid rain?

A, They indicated to us -- and I rather think

the President said it in his statement to the House -- but anyhow
that the Memorandum of Agreement-that we negotiated last summer

and the -- didn't he say quite clearly that it was their intention

- to make progress.on, where is it? --

"The President read, in the House of Commons:
* - We have continued our effort begun
. with the Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement ---".
Oh; that's water.
| "We want to continue to work co-operatively
to understand and control the air and’
‘water pollution that respects no borders."
"Work co-operatively to understand and céhtrol the air and water
Now that '
pollution". / - is what they want to do. That is what we want

to .do, too.

wWill they deliver or not? ..-- Let's give them
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-a}few~wéeks to see if they will.

JAMES WALKER (ABC News){ A follow-up
question, if I may, about the fisheries matter.

How long will 'you give the Reagan
administration to come up with a scallop management program?
And two: Sir, in talking with some of your scallopers from:
Lunenberg, they would like to see the federal government, in
absence of the Fisheries‘Treaty, remove the scallop restriction
in order to even the odds in terms of American‘fiShermen;r

A. Well, if you knew our Minister of
Fisheries, Mr. LeBlanc, you would be gambling that he won t wait
very lOng to remove those restrictions, How long is very long,
I don't know; but, as I said yesterday at the press conference,
we are gambling that our scallop £ishermen areievery bit as good
and probably better than the New England ones Ar/ldif we start
fishing in thosevcontested areas over Georges Banks, scallops
won't last as long, hopefully, as even my government would
last. | |

So, it is.urgent. But we have'waited'for
what, four years, five years now. I am saying that we are
certainly prepared to wait a little while until the new
administration catches its breath. -But you are quite right}
and the Lunenberg fisherman is taking a perfectly realistic
idea. Why should Canadians, if the stock is going to be depleted
’and made extinct courtesy of the American fishermen, why shouldn t
we grab as much as we can while there is Stlll some around?

I am really talking to the American people

and some of the Senators more than I am taking to President Reagan,
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because our difficulty wasn't with President Carter; it was with
the New England senators and the people down there, and American
public opinion, for gosh sake - You know, when I went to Berkeley
a few years ago, I had all these guys with signs about saving the
seals. Well, they are destroying a species right off their shores.
I admit that a séallQp doesh’t.look as. enticing as a seal and - .

as cuddly. It depends how much of an environmentalist you are.

MICHAEL VALPY (Vancouver Sun) : .Perhaps#a_
small péint; Prime Minisfer, but I am faséina£éd by the subject‘
of this withdrawn Staté Départment letter. I want to ask
you, did the Aﬁericans withdraw it after we’said té them, you

know," Hey guys, this lahguage is really intemperate between

- friends." And if that is the correct assumption, what was in

the letter that was so steamy?
A, I didn't read the letter. I was

given a copy of it. I am sure it is "precious" in our files

'somewhere. So, I can't answer the last part of the question. But

the first part ofléhe question has as its answer "Yes." Somebody
got a hold of it,hefe,.and I think somebody in the Financial Times
got a hold of it, or something. |

Didn't it come out in part in thé United

States?

MICHEL GALAN: The Wall Street Journal.
A, C'est pareil. So, you can look .at it --
what was steam in it? I know that our people who saw it said,

"My gosh, you really didn't mean to send this,did you?" And they

.said, "No, we really diq not.f That it was some middle level guys
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who got worked up and didn't check with the Minister,

and that's what happened.
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