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The House met at 2:00p.m . 

MR. SPEAKER (Lusll)_: 
O!nder, please! 

Statements by Ministers 

DR. KITCHEN: 
Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The han. the Minister of Health . 

DR. KITCHEN: 
-······-·-··--··-·~··········-

Mr. Sp~;:~aker, it was with both 
surprise and shock that I satAJ and 
heard the news reports today of my 
remarks in the debate in this han. 
House last night. 

Various radio broadcasts this 
morning and the lead article in 
today's Evening Telegram have 
linked the cu1n1nent Meech Lake 
issue with the negotiations 
between this Province and the 
Province of Quebec over the Upper 
Churchill H~dro Development. 

Anyone preSE!nt in the House last 
night or anyone reading Hansard 
will realize that the quoted 
remarks tAJere taken out of context 
and distort the tenor of my 
address and the depth of my 
positive Feeling towards the 
people of Quebec. 

However I want to make it 
abundantly clear that these 
remarks in no way reflected 
Government policy and were never 
intended to represent the views of 
my colleagues in Government. 

Furthermore, I ur.ish to state that 
there has never been any attE!lrlpt 
by anyone acting for the 
Government of Newfoundland and 
Labrador to create such a link 
between Meech Lake and Churchill 
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FalJ.s . 

In reading the Hansar'd l"r,~port of 
last night's debate I note that my 
reference to Churchill Fa11s was 
made while developing an al"gurn~;:~nt 

on the econoll'!ic prospects of this 
Province. Given the situation 
which we have been forcr:!d to 
accept as a result of the original 
ChUI"Chill Fa1ls POlAier OPal, I 
probably expressed, personally, 
the frustration fE!lt by 111any 
NeuJfoundlander's and Lab1nado1nians 
over seeing so much weaJ.th lost to 
our Province. 

However, Mr. Speaker, these 
rE!ITJarks wer'r:~ rnaciE~ in thE:! hE!at of 
debate and represr:!nl:.E:!d my pe1nsonal 
views onJ.y. I regret that the 
widespread cove1"age• uJhich has bec~n 
givr:~n to that poJ"tion of" thE:! 
debate, may havt:> the ef"foct of 
1nepresenting thE! cornrnr:'nt. to bE! thE:! 
policy of this GovernrnE!nt. I can 
assure the House and the people of 
Canada that such is not. the case, 
and that. the position of thE! 
Premir:~r and t.he GovernmE!nt of l:.his 
Provincr:~ has a1tAJays bE!en that the 
Meech Lake issue is in no way 
1neJ.ated to ne~Jotiations on any 
other Federal - Provincial 
proj €:~ cts or p!nogr'anls. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The han. l:he Leader' of l:he 
Opposition . 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
Thank you, Mr. Spt:>akE!r. As I 
J.ooked across at the Min:i.stE•r' of 
Finance, I could only l:.hink that 
hE! was standing with a gun to his 
head, the Premier's gun to his 
head forcing him to make this 
statement to l:he Housr:! today. If 
the1n~;:~ ever was a case of the oJ.cl 
cliche corn".ing t1nue of 'loose lips 
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sink ships 1, The han. Minister of 
Finance 1s lips -

MR. SIMMS : 
Not only on this . 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
Not only on this issue, but on a 
number of issues, this Minister 
has his foot in his mouth, more 
often than he has it anywhere 
else. Let us look at Hansard from 
last night, page L6'7, the Minister 
talks about Quebec making windfall 
profits and then he goes on to 
make the statement, 1and yet thE!Y 
refuse to negotiate, 1 then he 
goes on to say what was quoted 
right across this nation, I 
suspect today, Min. Speaker, thE! 
following statement: 1We are 
stuck, they have us by the short 
hair on the Upper Churchill, 
raises the Minister of Finance, 
but now, I can te1l you something 
else, we have them in the same 
place on Meech Lake 1 , Mr. Speaker. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
That is what he said. 

MR. RIDEOUf: 
Despite the fli.rnsy effort of the 
Minister here, today, to make 
amends and make up for that 
infamous remark made in this House 
last night -

AN HON. MEMBER: 
(Inaudible). 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
Yes, you can go just what you 
like. The Minister of Finance has 
embarrassed the Government, he has 
embarrassed Newfoundland and 
Labrador, thE:~ Premier told hirn to 
make this statement today. The 
Premier of this Province has been 
going all over this country trying 
to take a position against ME!ech 
LakE! on a principle, so he says, 
but the Minister of Finance let 
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the cat out of the bag last night, 
the Gouetnnment 1 s position on ME•ech 
Lake is a position based on 
vengr:~ancE!! That is E!Xactly lAJhc:lt 
it is. Let rne say l:o the Minist:E!In 
that nobody, nobody in QUE!bec or 
nobody in Canada fotnced a foolish 
Government of Newfoundland and 
Labrador to sig n al.~Jay Lhe 
birthright of this Province, it 
was Newfoundlanders and 
Labradorians who did that, not 
Quebecers. fhe Minister of 
Finance should do the honourable 
thing and step irnrnediat~•ly out of 
the Cabinet and out of the 
Government of Newfoundland and 
Labrador. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

0 0 0 

MR. SIMMS: 
Mr.---S-peaker, bE! fore Ora] 
Questions, if I might? 

MR. SPEAKER: 
fhe han . the Opposttion HOUSE! 
Leader. 

Mf~. SIMMS : 
I just want to l"aise d tninotn 
matter. I probably could have 
done it in the priuate period. 
Last Friday, fateful Friday as tAJe 
nolAJ know it, 1A1as a conFus'.i.ng 
enough day as it lAJas, but:. I nolAJ 
understand that l:h~• t.tnanscript of 
Hansard for F1niday has sorne pa~JE!S 
duplicated, repef.lted, pagE!S ~.>1 and 
52, or at least parts of pages 51 
and 52 are reprint.1:>d on pag~:'s 1)3 
and 54, although not in their 
entirety. Apparently l:here is 
some confusion and mixup. I would 
like to se1::> it coinr,::.cted soim:!l·1ow 
or another, because that:. ddy lAJas 
confusing enough for all of us. 
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MR. BAKER: 
Mr. Speaker . 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The han. the 
Leader. 

Govel"I11T1ent House 

MR. BAKER: 
Mr. Speaker·, that is a Pl"eliminary 
Transcript. I believr::1 it says on 
the cover Preliminary Transcript, 
does it not? At least I have one 
that says that. I noticed the 
error, and I am assuming it will 
be corrected. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
Before going on to Oral Questions. 
then, on behalf of han. Members I 
would like to welcome to the House 
of Assemb1y fouJ"teen Gradr:' VI 
students from the Roman Catholic 
School Board Enrichment Program, 
accompanied by their teacher Pat 
Donnelly, from the St. John 1 s area. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

Oral Questions 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
Mr . Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Leader of the 
Opposition . 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
Mr . Speaker, despite ·the action we 
just saw from the Minister of 
Finance (Dr. Kitchen), thE! 
Minister of Finance in a flight of 
rhetoric last night in this House, 
may have inadvertently given the 
real reason for the Government 1 s 
opposition to the Meech lake 
Accord. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 
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MR. RIDEOUT: 
In vel"Y expLicit language, Mr. 
Speaker, the Mtnister' sa:i.d cleal"ly 
that Quebec had us. Newfoundland 
and Labrador, by the short hairs 1

, 

as I just quot~:!d from yes t:eJ"day 1 s 
Hansard. for a number of years. 
but now, lAJith Mt::~ech Lake, tJJe have 
them by the short hairs. 
Everybody in the Province, I 
suspect everybody in the country 
by this time, Mr. SpeakE!r, have 
hE!ar·d that. 

Now, Mr. Speaker. I want to ask 
·l:he Premier, tAdll the Premiel" t.E!1l 
the House whE!thr::~r or not th~~ 
Minister of Finance in these 
comments last night clearly 
revealed the under1ying rE!ason. 
the real reason for the 
Government 1 s Meech Lake position? 

MR. SIMMS : 
A good quesU.on. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Premier . 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Abso1utE!ly not, Ml". Speake I". And 
for anybody to suggest that now is 
to f1y in the facE~ of a11 I"E!cd:i.t:.y 
and a11 eVE!nts of thE:' past. As a 
matter of Fact. Mr. Speaker, if 
one looks back to the HansaJ"d of 
May 17, 1988, one lAJiLI. see, as the 
Minister of Development (Mr. 
Furey) quotE!cl YE!StE!I~day, the 
position taken then, that after 
the next election, when lAJe had a 
Libt::'ral Governrn~~nt, tJJE! tJJou1d 
introduce a rE!Solution to J"escind 
the Meech Lake approval. So 
clearly it is not a po1icy 
developed by thts Government as an 
act of venegance, as thE:! hon. 
Member suggests, and he does 
Newfoundland and the pr::~op1E! of 
Newfoundland a great disservice to 
suggest it. 

Ml". Speaker, let me fin:i.sh by 
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saying that comment of the 
Minister of Finance last night is 
as unacceptable and as offensive 
to me personally -and the 
Government's policy as the comment 
by Monsieur Bourassa, that 
Newfoundland had better watch its 
P's and Q's because the Federal 
Government pays it 50 per cent of 
its Provincial revenu<-:~ and Ontario 
and Quebec pays 68 per cent of the 
Federal tax. That was totally 
unacceptable. The Minister of 
Finance knows and he acknowledges 
that his comrn~~nt last night is as 
unatceptable to me as that is. 
The Minister of Finance, as the 
Leader of the Opposition said, was 
in a flight of rhetoric. And I 
guess that is what it was. All of 
us at one time or another will 
have a flight of rhetoric when we 
say things that are not sensible, 
not l:he proper thing to say, and 
may, indeed, in fact, reflect a 
kind of personal frustration ulith 
a state of events. And whether 
that reflected the Minister 
Finance's personal frustration or 
not. it did not reflect Government 
policy and position. 

MR. SPEAKER: ... ~·-y ---
The han. the Leader of the 
Opposition. 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
Mr. Speaker, the Premier knows 
full well that a Minister does not 
have the luxury of drooling off 
about personal preferences if he 
is going to retain his position as 
a Minister of the Crown. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, tJJould the 
Premier tell the House what impact 
such statements by a senior 
Minister in Government in this 
case, the Minister of Finance, 
what impact this will have on 
negotiations with Quebec on 
Labrador Hydro development? Does 
the Pl"~'m'.ier believe that such 
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statements will have a positive or 
negative effect on current 
negotiations, or is the Premier 
still naive enough to believe that 
such statements will, in fact, 
have no effect at all , Mr . Speaker? 

MR . SPEAKER: 
The han. the Premier. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
I can only speak from one side of 
the negotiations and say thoy tAdl1 
have no impact on our position. I 
do not know what impact it wil1 
have on the position of Quebec. I 
do not know how they will react to 
it, but I can say that: '.if QuE•bec 
has any integrity in H:.s dea1i.ngs 
l/Ji t h thiS P ]n Q VinCE! 1 j_ t lAd 11 d 0 l.: hI;! 
sarn<-:' as Ne!AlfoundJ.and is doing i.n 
relation Lo l:he comments by 
Monsieur Bourassa. It will not 
have any impact on our 
negotiations with respect to tho 
development of Hyd1no potAJer, t/Je 
will go on and continue with those 
negotiations on the basis of \:.he 
pure merit of it. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The hon. the LE!ader of thE! 
Opposition. 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

In view of the fact that the 
Premier has made it ch!ar· in l: he 
past that he lAJas not prE!par·ed to 
bargain kilowatt hours for 
Constitutional compromise, and in 
view of the fact that the Minister 
of Finance has now clearly linked 
Labrador Hydro negotiations with 
the Government's Meech Lake 
position, tJJhethE!ln the PlnE:~IIrier 
wants to accept that or not, would 
the Premier not now agree, Mr. 
Speaker, that the loose lips of 
the Minister of Finance has 
severely weakened our bargaining 
position lAJil:h Quebec on Hydr·o 
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matte1ns and have, in addition to 
that, Mr. Sp~1aker, made a mockery 
of the Premier's Meech Lake 
postition? 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the Prerni~;:1r. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
I would agree that the most 
unfortunate, inappropriate comment 
of the Minister of Finance, as the 
Leader of the Opposition sa:id, in 
a flight of rhetoric in this House 
similal" to what others hav~~ said 
in the past, was most unfortunate 
and, in fact, inder::!cl lAJas probably 
embarrassing to the Government's 
posit:ion. I would haVE! to bE:~ a 
fool to deny that. Of coursE:~ it 
is. It does not ·-

MR. HYNES: 
(Inaucliblr:~) . 

. E.!t~ M ~ .. l.!L W_E L -~-§ : 
Mr. Speaker, the han. the Member 
For Trinity North has not been 
asked to answer this question. I 
have and I will answer it and 
speak for the Government. WhOE!Ver 
he speaks for, he does not spr:,ak 
for the Government. 

Now, Mr. Speaker -

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Order, please! Order, please! 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Mr. Speaker, I fran~ly admit it 
may weJ.l have caused embarJnassrnE:~nt 

l~o the Government, and I g1neat.ly 
regret that.. It does not r·eflect 
Government policy, as I have 
indicated frorn the beginning. We 
will continue these discussions, 
and I say without fear of 
hesitation, Newfoundland's 
position on thE! Meech Lake Accord 

L5 Apd.l 3, 1990 Vol XLI 

woul.d be p1necisely l~he same. If 
the entire benefit of the 
Churchill Falls was flowing 
cl:i.J"ectl.y to thE! Tr'E:~asui"Y of this 
Province, our position on Lhe 
issues in the Meech Lake Accord 
would be precisely the same as 
they are now, ready, willing and 
able to compromise on a reasonable 
basis fol" the whoJ.e nat:i.on to clo 
what is right for t:h~~ nation. We 
are not prepared to bargain 
constitutional principles for 
kilowatt hours of electricity, 
tons of f-.-ish, rrri.les of 
Trans-Canada Highway or anything 
else. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The han. thE! Leacl(!l" of l~he 
Opposition . 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

I agree total1y tAri.th th~:! PrE!ITiiE!I". 
His position has not chanqed. We 
know it ts tota11y infJ.E!XiblE•, hts 
t.uay or no t~.Jay. Let rnE:. ask t.he 
Prr:'rnier this, Mi". Speakel''. In 
v :l et.u of the fa c L L hal~ l:. h o s 1?. 

intemperate, inappropriate 
statE:'ments by l~he Mi.nisl:.el" of 
Finance last night were greeted 
t.uith t.umull~uous desk thurnpinq fl"om 
th~~ other sid~:. of the House, in 
view of that fact, Mr. Speaker, 
has the PrE!ITLieJ" a11"E:'acly, today, Ol" 
tAJi11 he if hE! has not, rnade a call 
to Pr~~rn:i.er BouJ"assa and saJcl, 
loa k, dis regard U10 s (,~ :i ntE!mpE! I" ate, 
inappropl"iate stateJTIE•nts, Jet. thern 
not have any influence on our 
negotiations but let us act as Jf 
those statements were, in fact, 
nevel" made? 

Mf~. SPEAKER : 
The han. the Pi"E:Hrr.ier . 
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PREMIER WELLS: 
No, Mr. Speaker, I have not called 
Premier Bourassa. Will I? Yes. 
If I thought it would do a 
moment's good I would call Premier 
Bourassa, and I probably will, to 
assure him of our position and of 
our high esteem. Monsieur 
Bourassa did not call me after his 
intemperate remarks, but I will 
not hold that against him. I will 
probably call Premier Bourassa and 
ensure that he does not mistakenly 
misconstrue the comments of the 
Minister of Finance. 

MS DUFF : 
Mr. Speaker. 

~PEAKER: 
The han. the Member for St. John's 
East. 

MS DUFF: -··-·-·--.. -..... _,_ 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

In last the number of weeks we 
have had some public statements by 
both the Minister of Social 
Services and the Premier relating 
to the influx of rE!fugees and the 
costs. I would like to direct 
this question to the Minister of 
Finance because the effect of 
those statements, even though I 
think that was inadvertent, has 
certainly been to give the 
impression that the refugees are 
costing the Province of 
Newfoundland $2 . 5 million a 
month. In the interests of 
accuracy, could the Minister t.ell 
this House what the net cost 
benefit has been from the recent 
influx of refugees to this 
Province? 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
The net cost? 

MS DUFF: 
To the Minister of Finance . 
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MR . SPEAKER : 
The hon . the Mtnis l:er of Soci.al 
Services . 

MS DUFF: 
_,,..._.,NoOOO--

It is a financial question . 

MR. EFFORD: 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

MR. SPEAKER : 
Order, please! 

Han. Members cannot dicl:.al:E! as to 
which Minister will answer the 
question. 

The hon. the Minist e r of Social 
Services. 

MR. EFFORD : 
Mr . Speaker, the Financi al aspect 
as incurr ed by th e Depar t lTI E!nl of 
Social Services, th e money paid 
out for the cost of accommodating 
all refugees in the Prov'ince, 
comes out of the Social Ser·viCE!S 
budget, so I thought it necessary 
that I answer · the question, as I 
have been dr:~altng rnainly lAri.l:h 
social assistance. 

The situation is thE! rr:'fuge es ai"E! 
costing the Province· a substant.tal 
amount of money for accommodations 
in hotels, food and 
transportation. The Depar· trnE!nt of 
Social Services has estimated the 
cost of the refugees to the 
Department of Soc i al Services, 
based on an average cost., as 
$1,100 per month per tndividu~l. 
The net cost to th e Provin CE! for 
this, that is cost- s hared, under 
the Social Asststance - Canada 
Assistance Plan, SO per ce nl:. by 
the Fedr:~raJ. Depar·tment. I d:i.cl no l: 
get the first part of l:he 
question , so I j us t want l: o give 
the background . 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Oh, oh! 
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MR. SPEAKER: 
'O"r d-e r-, -pl''e'a s e ! 

I would ask the 
take his place, 
Member can frame 

han . Minis tE!r to 
and may be tht~ 

lhe question 
again. 

MR. EFFORD : 
If I may, Mr. Speaker, I was 
following up on the question of 
what it wou1cl cost per month, the 
net cost to the Province. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Order, please! 

I thought the han. Minister said 
he did not understand the question. 

MR. EFFORD: 
No, no. No! 

MR. SPEAKER: 
i--·hi:l.Ue ·-a:·s-ked the Member for st. 
John 1 s East to direct the question 
again. 

MS DUFF: 
(Inaudible) understand it, and I 
think, perhaps, there is some 
misunderstanding here. My 
question is an economic question 
and it did relate to the Ministe1n 
of Finance. It is: In the 
interest of accuracy, could the 
Minister tell this House what the 
net cost bem~fi t has been to tht~ 
Newfoundland economy from the 
recent influx of refugees since 
the beginning of the year? - not 
the cost per month to the 
Department of Social Services. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The han. the Minister of Social 
Services . 

MR. EFFORD : 
that is what I was 

I had to give some 
information leading 

Mr. Speaker, 
about to do. 
background 
tnto what the benefit is to the 
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Newfoundland economy, 
services we are giving. 
is very simple, lAJhat it. 
Province . 

SOME l-ION. MEMBERS : 
Oh, oh! 

MR. EFFORD : 

jobs 
The 
cost 

and 
cost 

lhe 

Mr. Speaker, if lhe Opposition 
lAJants an ansWE!r to lhE! question I 
wi 11 give it , but I am not going 
to anstJJer question lAJhen ev E!ry t:. i.rnc:> 
I open my mouth there is some 
interference fr'om the othor' stele. 
If you want an answer to the 
question you wi 11 get it , t: o the 
best of my ability. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
Then answer it_ 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Order, please! 

The han. the Mintster of Social 
Services. 

MR. EFFORD : 
We spent approximately, and we 
ta1king about today 1 s figures. 

i.'li"E! 

I 
wi 1'.1. not go b a c k as fa I" 
January, I will talk about 
number of the peop1E! in 
Province today. There are 
approximately 2, 250 peoplE! in t.he 
Province today, costing 
approximateJ.y $1, 100 per month pE!r' 

a ,. _, 

l:.he 
thE! 

person. 

That is putting into the economy -
I cannot give you the exact 
figure, I would have to have a 
calculator to do it 
approximately 
month. 

$2' I) milLion pt~r 

Approximately 200 jobs have been 
created in the Newfoundland 
economy as a rE!SUJ.t of th~:! infJ.ux 
in the SE!r'ViCI'::~ industry. rhe 
totaJ. input to the economy is 
something I would have to 
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calculate and give to the Minister 
of Finance. To date, he has not 
received the exact figures of tAJhat 
we are spending in the Province. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Order, please! 

I think 
question, 
question, 
put on the 

maybe that type of 
being a more detailed 
is more appropriately 
Order Paper. 

The hon . the Member for St. John 1 s 
East. 

MS DUFF : 
Mr. Speaker, I do not think it is 
that complex, unless the Minister 
does not understand the concept of 
net cost benefit, which does not 
relate to one department or to the 
expenditure side. 

I would likE! thE! Minister of 
Finance to answer this question, 
because it is an economic 
question. In doing calculations -
and I understand some calculations 
have been done - is the Government 
taking into account that 50 per 
cent of the Provincial funding is 
completely recycled within the 
Province, that 50 per cent of the 
Federal contribut.ion is new money, 
also totally recycled in the 
economy with a multiplier effect 
of four for new money, that there 
is a significant increase in 
employment, that there is an 
increase in business in the retail 
and s e r vice s ector s with res u 1 tin g 
increases in RST, personal income 
tax, corporate taxes and a general 
improvement to the hospitality 
industry? Can the Minister rule 
out the possibi.lity that there:~ 
has, in fact, been a nE!t benefit 
to the Newfoundland economy as a 
result of the recent influx of 
refugees? 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
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Let the Minister of Finance anstAJer 
it next. 

MR . SIMMS : 
Let hirn take his foot out of his 
mouth and answer the question . 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The hon. thE! Member fo1~ Mount 
PearJ.. 

MR. WINDSOR : 
If the Minister of Finance is 
going to speak, I would be 
delighted to hear him, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon . the Member for' Mount 
Pearl. 

MR . MATTHEWS: 
No answer. That is shocking! 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the Minister of Finance . 

DR. KITCHEN: 
I will take that qu~stion under 
advisement . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon . the Member' for' St. John's 
East. 

MS DUFF: 
Well~ .... -in view of the fact that the 
impression left in the minds of 
people concerning the cost of the 
refugee situation is causing 
ill-feeling and resentrn~~nt t:OLAJ<H'cls 
refugees, and in view of thE! fact 
that a tr'ue and accur'ate pictUI"E:' 
should be made public, would Lhe 
Minister be preparE!d to haVE! hi s 
officials do an analysis of Lhe 
net cost benefit of thE• 'i.nfJ.ux of 
refugees on the economy of this 
Province and tabJ.e the results 
within a r easonable period of time 
in the House of Assembly? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 
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MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the Minister of Social 
Services. 

MR. EFFORD: 
Mr. Speaker, first of all, the 
Opposi·l:ion today is trying to 
create the feeling in the Province 
that there is some backlash 
because of the fact there are some 
refugees in the Province, and that 
is totally wrong. The position 
taken by l:his Government, by the 
Department of Socia1 Services and 
by rne as Minister is that '.it is 
not and it should not be a 
provinctal responsibility, it 
shouJ.d be the responsibility of 
the Federal Government. We are 
spending approximately $2.5 
million a month. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
Order, please! 

There was a very specific question 
ad~ressed to the Minister. 
allowed the Minister a 
leeway with it, and 
Minister is not going to 
the question, I will ask 
take his place. 

MR. EFFORD: 

I have 
little 

if the 
answer 

him to 

Mr. Speaker, it is not a matter of 
cost. What: the refugees are 
costing the Province today is not 
the main issue. The main issue is 
as I set it: out to be. But we 
also have another concern, the net 
cost to the Pl"ovince and the net 
income to t:he Province. We are 
now into the tourist season and 
the tourtst industry is bring'.ing 
new dollars into the Province. We 
do not have the accommodations, we 
do not have thE! faciJ.iti.es to take 
care of those people '.in the 
ProvincE•. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
Order, plc:~ase! 

I ask the han . Minister to take 
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his place. 

MR. WINDSOR : - ·-
Mr. Speaker . 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The hon. the Mr:Hnber For' Mount 
Pearl. 

MR. WINDSOR : 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

In vtew of the fact that. the 
Premier and the Minister of 
Muntcipal Affairs have rE!fusE~d to 
meet '"dth the City of Mount Pear'J. 
to discuss a fire department in 
that City, I IJJould ltkE• to ask a 
question to the Minister of 
MunicipaJ. Affairs. And I beg Your 
Honour's indulgr:~ncE:! if my pr(•arnb1'" 
rnay seem to You1" Honour t:o bl':• a 
little bit lengthy, but I think 
this is a serious questton. 

The City of Mount Pearl, Mr. 
Speaker, under The City of Mount 
Pearl Act has not only l:he l"iqht 
but the responsibiLity to Pl"ov:i.dE:! 
fire protection services in the 
City of Mount PE•al"l. St.uclii':!S by 
various Government Departnwnl:.s l:'lnd 
by outside consul'l:.ants have pr·oven 
very conclusively that the City of 
Mount Pear·J. is not notJJ adequatE!ly 
protected by Fire protection 
services and that a fire 
department should be established, 
or at J.east a fir'E! hall shou1d be 
established in Mount Pear1 on an 
urgent basis. 

Mr. Speaker', the City of Mount 
Pearl, with the support and 
approval of the previous 
Administration, I might add, has 
proceeded to construct a fit''E• haJJ 
and has taken delivery oF rnost of 
the vehicles and equipment 
necessary to outfit that fii"E! ha1l 
at a cost of sornc:~ ·thing l:i. kE~ ~il.5 
million t:o date, and I think about 
$26,000 a rnont:h in :l.nl~E!Inesl. 
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Union agreements have been signed, 
personnel have been interviewed 
600 applications on file. Will 
the Minister now tell the House 
why the City is being denied the 
right to fulfill their 
responsibility to provide adequate 
fire protection to the people of 
Mount Pearl? 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Minister of Municipal 
and Provincial Affairs. 

MR. GULLAGE: 
First of all, Mr. Speaker, Mount 
Pearl has not been denied any 
rights. Mount Pearl is part of 
the St. John 1 s fire department 
right now. Unfortunately, that 
name applies. It could more 
rightly be called a metro fire 
department, because it services 
the urban region on the northeast 
Avalon. The fact of the matter 
is I that as the Minister I offered 

· last year to put firefighters in 
the Mount Pearl station, to man 
that station while we were dealing 
with the regional fire department. 
and the options that were 
available to us. 

Latterly, Mount Pearl Council 
along with the St. John 1 s Council 

the two major players in the 
region - agreed not to have any 
further discussion in public about 
the fire department because we are 
entering into Union negotiations. 
And that is where we are right 
now. I do not really wish to 
comment too much about the fire 
department because the two Mayors, 
my officials and myself have 
agreed i:hat as long as union 
negotiations are ongoing, and we 
are dealing with the broader 
picture of a regional fire service 
and legislation forthcoming to 
enable the Municipalities to 
manage the fire fighting service, 
it is wiser that we not discuss 
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the details of union negotiation 
at this time. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The hon :·- thE! Member For· Mount 
Pearl. 

MR. WINDSOR : 
Mr . Speaker, th(~ Minister has had 
more than a year to deal with this 
particul~r problem, and the 
Minister knows full IAiell that the 
legal advice given to the City of 
Mount Pearl is that if the 
Minister put personnel in that 
department, in spite of the Fact 
that they have already signed an . 
agreement t,~-Ji th another union, that 
there would be a problem. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
0 r 'Ci e r 1 p 1 e a's e ! 

MR. WINDSOR: 
I will get to the supplementary . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han Member is 
supplementary question, 
waiting for the Memb.::1r 
supplementary. 

MR. WINDSOR : 

asking a 
and I arn 

to ask his 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, 
right . I wi 1.1 
supplementary. 

you are quite 
get to my 

Will the Minister confir·m that l:he 
Province's chief advisor on fire 
protection services, the Fire 
Commissioner, has done a report 
for the Minister, l:hat the fir's t 
report he submitted tJJas n't.urnE!d, 
and that the Fire Commissioner 
refused to changE! it. and sent it 
back unchanged? 

Will he confirm that the Fire 
commissioner indicates that a 
regional fire protection service 
is not necessarily the best for 
this region , and that. the City of 
Mount Pearl should be allot,~-Jed to 
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proceed on its own immediately? 
Will the Minister confirm that? 
And wi11 he provide a copy of the 
Fire Commissioner's report? 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Thr:1 han. the Minister of Municipal 
and Provincial Affairs. 

MR. GULLAGE: 
Su ppl em~;:1 nta r y 
Speaker. 

questions, Mr . 

MR. R. AYLWARD: 
Just answer it. That is all. 

MR. GULLAGE: 
At this time, as I said earlier, 
we are in negotiations with the 
union with the objective of moving 
the firefighting services into 
municipal hands, with a regional 
Firefighting service administered 
through a regiona1 services 
authority. We have had 
discussions with many, many 
people, including the Flre 
Commissioner. In fact, the Fire 
Commissioner. the Fire Chief, the 
City Managers of both ci U.es, in 
particular, have been very much a 
part of the discussions. As for 
talking about the Fire 
CommissionE!r''s report to me, and 
there t.uere several reports and 
discussions and meetings and so 
on, again I do not think it is 
appropriate considering we have 
ongoing union negotiations t~r.i th 
this particular union. I am sure 
even the union would not want mE! 
to make comment at this tirnE:1. 
Thank you. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon . the Member for Mount 
Pearl. 

MR. WINDSOR : 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The Minister may have ongoing 
union negotiations with one 
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union. I point out again the City 
of Mount Pearl has already signed 
an agreement until 1994 with their 
union. Will the Minister now stop 
procrastinating? Will he stop 
playing games u..Jith the safety and 
the Jives of the peop1E! of Mount 
Pearl and authorize the City to 
proceed with their responsibility 
of providing fire protection to 
the people of Mount Pearl? 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Minister of Municipal 
and Provincia]. Affairs. 

MR. GULLAGE: 
No, Mr. Speake in. I have an 
agreement tAr.i th both 1nay or s and 
both city managers. We have a 
gentlE:Hnan 1 s agrN:!ITif:'nt that tAll':! tAd ll 
not openly discuss any of the 
details of lhe ongoing union 
discussions. - and 1 think that 'is 
wise. 

MR. WINDSOR : 
It is not acceptable . 

MR. GULLAGE: 
As For Mount Pearl having a 
separate fire department. 
obviously that is option. ['t ·is 
an option for every city, every 
town in this particular region. 
But the fact of the matl:.eJn is. u..Je 
have agreed in good fai l:h to 
proceed with the formation of a 
regional fire service. a r1:>qional 
fire authority and, contrary lo 
t:he Merni:H.'r 1 s comment. both rnayoJ~s 
and both ci t.y managr:'rs have a~~JnE!ecl 
that. we proceed on that basis. If 
that is not a workable 
arrangement, only l'.irne wil.l teLL. 
CertainJ.y we have agr'E:1ecl Lhat tAlE' 
tAli11 proceed on that: basis, and t.ue 
have done just that. 

MR. WINDSOR : 
That was months ago. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
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Order, pJ.ease! 

~-S VERGE: 
Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han . the Member for Humber 
East. 

MS VERGE : 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

My questions are for the Premier. 
I would like the Premier to say 
whether the type of fairness and 
balance he espouses is reflected 
in his Government's appointment to 
high-paying public offices of 
Gordon Seabright, our defeated 
Liberal candidate; Grant Chalker, 
a long - time Lib e ral campaign 
worker; Beaton Tulk another 
defeated Liberal candidate; Fraser 
Lush, the Liberal campaign rnanagE:~r 
in · the last election; and Scott 
Simmons, yet another defeated 
Liberal candidate? 

MR. SIMMS: 
A good question . 

MR . SPEAKER: 
The han . the Premier. 

PREMIER WELLS : 
I guess they do not, Mr. Speaker, 
because I have bt::~en so scrupulous 
about trying to avoid the 
appearance of political patronage, 
that I have damaged Liberals. I 
have done great injury to Liberals 
in the Province, and I fear I arn 
going to have to take positive 
steps to correct it this. 

SOME HON . MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

PREMIER WELLS: 
You see, it is easy for the han . 
Mernbe•r to stand up in this House 
and suggest that, but, Mr. 
SpE!aker, I will not refrain frorn 
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appointing people because they 
have ever in the past had 
anything to do with the LiberaJ. 
Party . We are going to r E!Store 
fairness and balance to thi s 
Province and that means fairness 
and balance for everybody, 
Liberals as well as Conservatives 
and NDP and others. 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
The half truth man rides again . 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The han. the Member for Humber 
East . 

MS VERGE : 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

I would like to ask the Premier 
holAJ he squares the rr:'VE!Jat.ions of 
t:he Hughes Inquiry about tAJhat can 
go wtnong- whE!n thE• autl·tol"itie ~; 
responsible Fa~ child welfare do 
not do their jobs properJ.y, or 
cannot do their jobs properly, 
with his patronage appcd ntrnE! nt of 
Beaton Tulk, a defeated Liberal 
candidate with absoJutely no 
social work qualifications and no 
public service E!XperiE!nCE!, to thE! 
critically important position of 
Assistant Deputy Minjster of 
Social Services, responsible for 
child welfare? 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Pr'E:~mier . 

PREMIER WELLS: 
It is fairly easy, 
The han . Member 
prejudice the point 
the fact that Mr. 
well-known Libera] 
Liberal Member. 

Ml". Speaker'. 
can try and 

Of Vi (!lAI lAJ:i. t h 
Tu1 k tAJas a 

a nd a forrner 

The simple fact is, hE! is VE!r'Y 
well qualified as well; he is an 
experienced teacher and 
Administrator and Regional School 
Principal, who is used to dea1ing 
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with children and young people and 
has dont> an excellent job, and I 
have no doubt will make a 
tremendous contribution 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER : 
Order, please! Order please! 

PREMIER WELLS: 
r'h'e'fa"ct"'t'i1'a."t he was as t u t e en 0 ugh 
in the past to be a Liberal, 
probably indicates that he has a 
high level of percE!ption and is a 
very bright and able fellow. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. thE• Member for Humber 
East. 

MS VERGE: 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

Finally, I wouJ.d like to ask the 
Premier hotJJ he can justify what I 
would term this shocking departure 
from the practice follotJJed by PC 
Administrations, of appointing 
Deputy Ministers and Assistant 
Deputy Ministers based on merit, 
and generally promoting 
experienced career public 
servants. How does the Premier 
justify this departure? 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The han . the Premier . 

PREMIER WELLS: 
There is no departure from 
propriety. Whether there is a 
departure from the past practice 
of the for'mer Administration, I 
would havE• to go back and J.ook at 
all of their appointments. Some 
of their appointments which come 
quickly to mind caus1':!d me a good 
deaJ. of concE!Inn, and I do not SE!e 
the evidence of it, particularly 
in a pJ.ace like the Public Service 
Commission, where I believe a Mr. 
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Vince Rossiter, who was the 
President of the PC Party, was 
appointed to fill that position, 
so do not - Joe Goudie, John 
Mclennan, th~;:H'e is a IAJhole host of 
others. So how it compares to the 
former PC Administration 1 s 
p r a c t i c e , I wo u 1 d h a v E! to g o b a c k 
and check. But I wouJ.d point out, 
Mr. Speaker -

MS VERGE : 
Les Thoms, Phonse Faour . 

PREMIER WELLS: ..... --.... --~·-·--·-····-··- ···-·····-··-

I would point out, Mr. Speaker, 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: 
.O'r-Ci e r~ ... [:)Ie-a s e ! 

PREMIER WELLS : 
I would point out, Mr. Speaker, 
that tJJhen we Formed the nE:!lAJ 
Administration, long overdue I 
admit, but tJJhen uJo For'rned thE~ nE:!tAJ 
Administration, essentially there 
were no changes outside thE~ PubJi.c 
Service. There tJJE!lnE• tuJo or l~hl"ee 
people, I bE!lieve, uJhom we Found 
WE!re not r~':!ally suil:.able For, l~he 

job. One or two peopJ.e wan Lecl to 
go anytJJay, ancl LuE!re eminent-ly 
suitable and w:i.t.h whom uJe had no 
quarrel, but there were two or 
three people in whose competence 
we really did not havo any 
confidence and we rnovE•cl thern out 
of the positions. Bul~ it IAJas a 
question of coJnpetence, not 
anything else. 

MR. WOODFOfW : 
Min . Speaker . 

MR . SPEAKER: 
The hon. the MI':!ITlbE:~r For Hurnber 
Va11ey. 

MR. WOODFORD : 
lhank you, Mr. Speaker . 
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My question, Mr. Speaker, is to 
the Minister responsible for 
Forestry and Agriculture. In view 
of the fact that the Abitibi-Price 
mill in Stephenville will be 
experiencing a wood shertage over 
the next eight or ten years, and 
in view of the fact that there is 
a downturn now in the newsprint 
industry, and that 25 per cent of 
the cost of the Abitibi-Price mill 
in Stephenville is their high 
electricity cost, that, coupled 
with the fact that compared with 
Kruger in Corner Brook and 
Abitibi-Price in Grand Falls who 
have their own electrical systems 
to provide most of their power 
they are still having problems, 
would the Minister inform the 
House whether he had any 
discussions lately with 
Abitibi-Price concerning their 
high cost of electricity? 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the Minister of Forestry. 

MR. FLIGHT: 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I thank the hon. Member for his 
question. I can tell the hon. 
Member that the Few times that I 
have talked with Abitibi 
Officials, they have indeed 
indicated their concern about the 
ever-increasing cost of 
electricity. But I believe the 
cost of power in this Province, 
the generation and the sale and 
the cost of power, and power gon(:~ 
on contractual basis, is the 
business of the Minister of 
Energy. I can assure the Member 
that the Minister of Energy has 
kept me informed as to their 
dealings with the mill in 
Stephenville. There are ongoing 
negotiations, and I accept any 
recommendations made by the 
Minister of Energy tJJith regard to 
our sale of power to Abitibi-Price 
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in Stephenville . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The··-···hon ........... _the ME!rnbel~ ro1" Hurnb€~1" 

Valley. 

MR. WOODFORD: 
Being the Minister responsible for 
preserving jobs in one or· thE:~ most 
important resource sectOI"S in the 
Province, namely, the newsprint 
industry, could the Minister tE!11 
the House if he and his co1leagues 
took into consideration thE! ripph! 
effect of the 1.5 per cent payroll 
tax on utilities and other 
construction companies, Woods 
operators, Equipment oper·ators in 
the Province? Could he te11 the 
House if they took that into 
consideration when they put on the 
1 . 5 and the e f f e c t i t IAJ o u J d h a v e 
on the newsprint industry, such as 
the Abitibi-Price mill in 
StE!phenvi.1le? 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The hon. the Minister of Forestry. 

MR. FLIGHT: 
Mr . SpE!aker, ther·e arE:~ certcdn 
as p e c t s o f· the q u c:~ s t :i o n l:. hat I 
might want to take under 
advisement. The Member should be 
awarE:~ that the forE!St industry is 
exempt from the 1. 5 payJ"oll tax. 
I arn surprised that the ME•rnbE!r is 
not aware of that. The utility 
companies may or rnay not be. The 
Minister has not madE! Lhe 
statement he intends to rnakE! yEd:., 
so if hon. Members would wait 
until the Minister of FinanCE! is 
prepared to bring in his 
statement, we will tell you 
exactly who is or who is not 
exempt. The utili ties company rnay 
or the may not be, but cc:.~rta:inly 
the forest industry is . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the Member for Humber 
Va11ey. 
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MR. WOODFORD: 
I understand quite well, Mr. 
Speaker, that the forest industry 
is supposed to be exc:~mpt from the 
payroll tax, but, then, again, if 
it is comparable to other 
questions with regard to other 
industries in the Province, maybe 
that is not right. We do not have 
any answers yet. Apart from that. 
it is obvious that -

MR. SPEAKEr~: 

Order, please! 

This is a supplementary and I am 
waiting for the hon. Member to get 
to his supplementary. Proceed to 
the supplem~1ntary. The han. 
gentleman is not allowed any 
preamble in a supplementary, or 
very little, so I ask the hon. 
gentleman to get to his question. 

The han. 
Valley. 

the Membe~ for Humber 

MR. WOODFORD: 
Would the Minister tell the House 
if. over thE! next few days. he 
would make a special effort to 
contact the Abitibi-Price 
officials in Stephenville and 
check out: how serious this problem 
could be to their operation in 
Stephenville? 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the Minister 
and Agriculture. 

MR. FLIGHT : 

of Forestry 

Mr. Speaker. for the Member's 
information, I have attended 
meE!tings with the Resource Poltcy 
Committee of Cabinet, tAJith the 
Premier presen ·t, and met with the 
Abitibi-Price people, not this 
past week but over thE! past 
months. The Premier himself, I 
understand. I do not ·know the 
specific date, met with the 
Abitibi - Price people and 
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discussed, b.Y thE! tAJay, within thE! 
past fetAl wec:~ks. th•;dr concel"ns 
with the high cost of electricity, 
or the effect the increase in 
electricity, thE! ME!Trlb€~1~ rE!fE!l"S to, 
tAJill have on their' operation. 
That has all been taken under 
advisement and under 
consideration, and the 
Government's main cont~:!l"n tAJi.11 be 
guaranteeing the long-term 
viability of that mi.ll, wheth':'r 
they have to consider electd.c.i.ty, 
a tAJocid supply, or anything else. 
As soon as the Government is aware 
of exactly what our positton tAI'i 11 
be with regard to thE!il" request. 
or theit~ concel"ns on electricity. 
WE• wi11 inforrn tht:! company ancl, of 
course, inform the House. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
Question Period h~s expired . 

Presenting Reports by 
Standing and Special Committees 

MR. DECKER : 
Mr . Speaker. 

MR . SPEAKER : 
The han. the Minister oF Heall.h . 

MR. DECKER: 
Mr. Speake!", this is not stl"i.ctly 
a r e port i t i s a p e I" s o n a 1 rna t:. l:. t' r 
but I hope before I am jumped on I 
would like fot" han. Mr..:~mb.::•rs l:o 
listen. 

Before becorrd.ng a Min i stE•r' of lhe 
Crown I appliE!d For and r':=tc~~ilJ,~d 
permission to have a srnall piece 
of land adjacent: to my house t n 
Roddickton. The docurnc:'nls at"e notAl 
ready to be processed. I have 
brought this to the PrE!rni.er' s 
attention, who has given tne 
perrrd.ssion lo proCE:'ecl ancl hi'.we the 
documents completed, I tAJould 1tke 
to table in the house all the 
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details of that, so that hon . 
Members on the other side and the 
people of the Province and the 
people of the nation and l:he 
people of the world will know that 
this is being done totally above 
board. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR . SIMMS: 
I wonder, Mr. Speaker, would the 
Minister of FinancE! have any idea 
what it is all about. 

Petitions 

MR. HODDER: 
Mr . Speaker . 

MR . SPEAKER : -
The han. the Member for Port au 
Port. 

MR. HODDER: 
Mr. Speaker, I beg leave to 
present a petition on behalf of 
614 residents of the District of 
Port au Port. 

The prayer of the petition is : 

WHEREAS Connors Brothers have 
indicated they will not reopen th~ 
Piccadilly Fish Plant this summer; 
and 

WHEREAS the Piccadilly Fish 
is the largest employer in 
District of Port au Port; and 

Plant 
the 

WHEREAS there is no fish buyer in 
the area at the present time; and 

WHEREAS the 
Port has a 
unE!mployment; 

District of 
very high 

Port 
rate 

au 
of 

THEREFORE WE!, the 
residents of Port au 
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undersigned 
Port - Bay 
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St. George petition th e Government 
of Newfoundland and Labrador and 
the Federal Government of Canada 
to do everything in their power to 
see that the Fish Plant in 
Piccadilly remains open . 

Now, Mr. Speaker, as I have said 
the petition was signed by 614 
residents of the area. I 
understand there is another 
portion of the petition which will 
come to the House, perhaps after 
Easter. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of Port au 
Port need help from Government. to 
find an operator for the plant. 
The people of the District. through 
their development assod.aU.on, th~:! 
Port au Port Development 
Association, and the fish plant 
workers themselves have bec ome 
active in pursuing an operator. I 
think that is sorneHdng l:hat is 
not normal in most areas, where 
local groups actually, physically 
try to find an opE!rator for the 
plant. The plant has been in 
opE!ration, I shouJ.d point out, fo1n 
practically a quarter of a century. 

It is the largest employer in t he 
District, and the impact of l:.hat 
plant closing is as devastating 
for the District of Point au Port 
as if you had three NatSeas 
closing in St. John 1 s. I say 
nothing about, and ME!rTibE!rS should 
not tako rny words incorrect.ly, but 
the irnpact, wheJ"e il is th~:~ onJ.y 
l:!rnployer in an ar1::!a, is much 
higher than the impact in rnany 
other areas of the Province. 

Mr. Speaker, lAJhat it TnE!cHls to thP 
people of this area is that all 
the people who are working in this 
area are threatened · tAli l: h a 
situation w~1ere they may haVE! to 
moue away to work, because there 
is no alternative employment in 
th1::'! area . Mr. Speaker, thE!re is 
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nothing else they can do . 

The clergy in the area have 
written the Premier about this 
problem. The Development 
Association, the Fishermen's 
Committees, the Town Councils, all 
feel as one in the Bay St. George 
area and even in my hon. friend 
across the way, the Member for 
Stephenville's (Mr. K. Aylward) 
District, fE!el the same way about 
this plant. It is a major issue. 

The people have asked For a number 
of things. onE:1 that the plant be 
equipped so that it can more 
easily attract an operator. 
Secondly, that the Government 
advertise in trade magazines, 
which is a simple request for an 
operator. Thirdly, that the 
Minister roll up his sleeves and 
actively look for an operator. 

Mr. Speaker. this is not the first 
time, as the Minister pointE!d out 
the last time I spoke about this 
in the House.. this is not the 
first time that we have had to 
look for an operator but each time 
we had to look for om~ the 
Government of the day went to work 
and found one. Mr. Speaker, this 
is the first time that we have 
seen so littlt'?. interest from the 
Government, and one would think 
that the Government perhaps was 
not interested in finding an 
opera ·tor. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe 
that. I believe that the Minister 
will have to, and time is of the 
essence, the fishing season 
approaches and these workers are 
waiting for a response from 
GovernmE!nt. They are waiting for 
some effort from Government. They 
are waiting for a sign from 
Government that something is 
happening. 
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Mr. Speaker. t.~.Jith that I u..d.J.l lay 
the pEd:ition on thE! Table of the 
House and refer it to the 
Department to which it relates. 

!~:'!B~.-.2. P E A K E R. : 
The han. the Member for Grand Bank . 

MR. MATTHEWS: 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

I had thought that the Minister of 
Fisheries would want to speak to 
such an important Fisheries 
petition. Having visil:ed l:hE:1 aJ"ea 
just a week and a half ago and met 
with some very concerned people as 
it pertains to this fish plant and 
the petition put fort.~.Jard by 1ny 
colleague. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
A former Liberal candidate . 

MR. MATTHEWS: 
Yes. Fonner Lii:H:1ral condidatE•s and 
ever.ything. 

There is. a very gr·avE! conCE!rn fo1" 
this particular fish p.lant as 
there is in numerous other fish 
plants around the Province. As 
the Member for Port au Port so 
rt::1adily points out, thE:! irnpact of 
this fish plant not rE:1opening in 
Piccadilly is comparable to the 
fish plant not opening in Gaultois 
or Grand Bank, Trepassey, St. 
Mary's.- Renews, Fer·rneuse and a11 
around the Province. 

What they are very frustrated with 
is that for the f:i.rs l: time thE•rE• 
has not beE~n a tAJil1ingness. up to 
the time that we met with them and 
up to a few days ago, that no onE! 
has been u..Jilling to sit clotAJn u..Ji.th 
these peo~le to find a possible 
solution. We found Lhat all 
around the Province in the 
communities that we visited that 
people are reaJ.Jy frustrated that. 
no one is looking For solutions Lo 
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the problem. The problE!ms are 
different. The problems of the 
deep sea fishery are different 
from the problem wi t.h the 
Piccadilly situation. There can be 
solutions found if only the 
Minister of Fisheries and 
officials of his Department and 
Development and so on would get 
involved in this particular 
situation. 

They do need equipment, as the 
Member so rightly outJ.ined. There 
must be equipment somewhere in 
this Province that is owned by the 
~rovincial Government that could 
be found to adequately equip tha ·t 
particular plant. With help such 
as that from the Province, I feel 
Mr. Speaker that this fish plant 
could reopen for this fishing 
season. 

Now last year it was unfortunate, 
there was a resource problem in 
the area and a very limited amount 
of fish was actuaJ.ly put to the 
Pic cadi 11 y p 1 ant , but t h a t- tJJa s a 
bad year. This year it could be 
quite different. There could be 
sufficient resources put through 
to make the operation a good one. 

So I just want, Mr. Speaker, to 
speak in support of the petition 
so -ably presented by my colleague, 
and having visited the area to 
listen to, and see first hand the 
frustration and concern of the 
people in the Port au Port 
PeninsuJ.a area as it pE!rtains to 
the reopening of the Piccadilly 
fish plant. 

I would just like to say to the 
Minister of Fisheries thE!re are• a 
number of operations around the 
Province similar to the Piccadilly 
operation, and if someone were to 
go and sit down and get involved 
with those people. solutions can 
be found to some of these smaller 
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operations around the Province 
whereby people can be employed for 
this fishing season. Mr. SpeakE!r, 
I thought the Minister of 
Fisheries would speak after the 
Member for Port au Port and I arn 
hopeful that the Minister of 
Fisheries wiLl. rise in his place 
and speak to this pE!tition lAJhen I 
sit down. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the Minister of Fisheries . 

MR. W. CARTER: 
Mr. Speaker, the han. Member knows 
full well that I was just about to 
stand up to respond but he was 
recognized by Your Honour and I of 
course deferred to him, but 
certainly I intended to speak to 
this very important petition. 

It is not as simple as Hw hon. 
Member would have the House 
believe, in tE!riTis of gE!tU.n~1 a nE!lAJ 
operator for the plant in 
Piccadilly. For exarnpJ.e the 
leasing history of that plant goes 
back 'to 1979 when National Sea 
Products had a lease on the 
operation. Again in 1981 thE!Y 
renewed the lease and they were 
again operating the Piccadilly 
plant. In 1983 the Bell Isle 
Seafoods Limited had a lease on 
that plant. In 1985 Port au Pol"t 
Seafoods Limited were the 
operators of that plant. rhen of 
course, as we all knouJ in 1989 
Connors Brothers Limited were 
operating the plant, so tJJe had 
five operators in that plant in 
less than a ten year period. 

Contrary to what the hon. Me1nber 
has said it is obvious, by v:ii"Lue 
of the ·fact that we do not have 
people around endeavoring to 
operate the plant, it is obvious 
that. maybe the prospE!Cts undE!I" the 
present circumstances . al"e not that 
good. Certainly from uJh(:!rE! W:' sit 
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if an operator comes along and 
shows the least interest in 
operating the plant, thE!n we t.ui11 
be more than happy to sit down 
with that ope1nator and do what we 
can to facili ta·te h"irn in what he 
wants to do. 

But Mr. SpE!aker, as the hon. 
Member said there are a number of 
fish plants around the Province 
that are now vacant. We have two 
in St. Mary 1 s, Riverhead and St. 
Mary 1 s itse1f, and we have a Fish 
plant in Blnanch that is not 
operating. I can go around the 
Island and probably namE! a couple 
of dozen small feeder type 
operations that are now without an 
operator. I can only tell the 
hon. Member, Mr. Speaker, the fact 
that an opera·tor is not in place 
in that plant in. Piccadilly is 
certainly not an indication of our 
lack of interest in that community 
or in the plant itself. In fact I 
have already indicated to the Port 
au Port Development ~ssociation 
that I would be very happy to meet 
with them at some time in the 
future. I am p1nepared to .do it 
any t:ime, u.Jithin reason of course, 
and I look forward to that 
meeting. If we can then f:ind an 
operator that shows some promise 
and some interest in moving into 
that plant in PiccadilJ.y we will 
then be more than happy to sit 
down with that operator and try to 
work out an arrangement. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the Member for Burin 
Placentia West. 

MR. TOBIN : 
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker . 

I would like to present a petition 
today on behalf of a number of 
residents from the Burin PeninsuJ.a 
regarding the decision by this 
Government to move the 
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headquarters for thE! Eastern 
Community College 
Burin. 

Fr'om Sa1t Pond, 

Last week I had the opportunity to 
attend a public meeting in Bur'in 
and listen to the conct::~rns of the 
people as it relates to "l:he 
dE!Cision by this GovernrnE!nt to 
move the headquarters of the 
Eastern Community College from 
Salt Pond, Burin. The decision to 
put the hE!adquar'telns in Burtn was 
a decision ·that t.uas madE! For ail 
of the 1night reasons. It. u.Jas a 
decision that was made by l:he 
previous Administration a little 
over a year ago, and hotJJ a 
Government can reorgantze so 
quickly, and with one stroke of 
the pen remove that Eastern 
Community Collego and placl'! "it in 
another centre is beyond us. 

Mr. Speaker, we have no objections 
to another centre having anythtn<::J, 
but we do strongly obj E!Ct to thr::• 
sudden decision of this 
Government, with respect to the 
Eastern Community College, one 
year in a brand new buj 1d:ing u.d.l.h 
twenty-five employees just htred 
in the past YE!ar, to uproot. tl'lC:!Se 
people, eliminating the 
twenty-five jobs in Bu1nin, and 
moving the headquarters, is 
sornt::1thing which the people of UH:• 
Burin Peninsula, my colleague f1nom 
Grand Bank and ou1n col.l.eagues on 
this side of the House, have g1neat 
difficulty with. 

As I said, the headquarters was 
put there, Mr. Speaker, for all 
the right reasons. It was put. 
there as a result of a tJneJTIE!ndous 
amount of input and u.Jolnk by the 
people throughout the Burin 
Peninsula. Councils made 
representation to have it 
accommodate a first year 
university prograrn and to have Lhe 
headquarters established in 
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Burin. They met constantly with 
Government officials; th e y met, I 
believe, with the Social Policy 
Committee. My colleague frorn 
Grand Bank and myself met with 
basically every group on the 
Peninsula to try to ensure that 
this happened. 

When the decision was made, it was 
made, as I said, for the right 
reasons. All of a sudden, this 
Government in their wisdom, saw 
fit to close the headquarters, 
opened just a few weeks, brand---new 
headquarters, Mr. Speaker, and 
force twenty-five people on the 
Burin Peninsula on to the 
unemployment rolls. 

We all know, Min. Speaker, that on 
the Burin Peninsula right now, 
there has been a tremendous 
downturn in ·the ·economy. We a11 
know, I guess since last summer, 
that in the Marystown area alone, 
there are probably over 200 people 
who have left the area and moved 
to the mainland, and there is 
nothing in sight to change that in 
any significant way. That is one 
aspect of it. 

The other aspect is the right~ to 
retain the Community College 
Headquarters there. Let me say, 
Mr. Speaker, there is nobody in 
the Department of Education or in 
the adult education system who can 
tell me or anyone else that there 
will be an improvement in the 
educational aspect of the Eastern 
Community College as a rE!sult of 
moving the headquarters. Nobody 
can tell me there will be any 
change with respect to the 
educational aspect of the studt::1nts 
who will be attending these 
institutions. 

Mr. Speaker, 
constituents, 
the people 

on behalf of rny 
indc:!ed, on behalf of 
who attended that 
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meeting the other night, let me 
say that the Burin council are 
presently circulating a petition 
For signature throughout the Burin 
Peninsula. A committee has been 
struck which will be actively 
pursuing the retention of the 
headquarters there, and I ask the 
Minister of EducaU.on and thE! 
Department of Education not to 
interfere with th e twenty-five 
employees who work in that centre 
and not to remove the headquarters 
from Burin . It is part of the 
Burin situation right now. If it 
were going there for the first 
time, or somE! thing of that sort, 
there would be no negative impact, 
per se. But, as H:. is, 
twenty-five people have been 
hi r·ed. SomE! of thE!ITI, Ml". Speak E!r. 
have bui"ll: new homes in the past 
year when they secured their job s , 
all fairly high-paying jobs, and 
to place these people into a state 
of uncertainty with no security in 
terms of what wi11 happen to t hern 
in the future, I believe i s the 
wrong decision for the Gover·nment 
of Newfoundland and Labrador. 

I present the petition to the 
House for the consideration of the 
Department of Educat.i on, a nd 1 ask 
the Minister to take the a ction 
requested by my constituents . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Member for Grand Bank . 

MR. MATTHEWS: 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

I rise to support the petition 
pr e sented by rny coJ.J.eague, th E! 
Member for Burin - Placentia West, 
and say that the constituency I 
represent, the D-istrict oF Grand 
Bank, the communities and the 
thousands of people ther e"in, a re 
very conCE!rned as well, about the 
suggestion in the White Pape:'r on 
post-secondary education, to 
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relocate the headquarters of the 
Eastern Community College. 

As the Me111ber· For Burin 
Placentia West has 'indicated, thts 
decision was made a couple of 
years ago. The headquarters has 
been located at Salt Pond for that 
period of timE!. 

I guess thE! puzzling thing about 
the suggestion in the White Paper 

the big question called up fo1n 
debate - is what impac l: the 
relocation of the administrative 
headquarters t..uill have on the 
educational value of Eastern 
Community College. If there t..uere 
going to be some educational 
benefit to relocating the 
Headquarters of Eastern Community 
CollegE! to sorMwhere else in the 
Province, then I would be the 
first person in Newfoundland and 
Labrador to support it. 

There ·is no one in their right 
senses or in their right mind that 
could not . support something that 
meant bEd:ter education and better 
educational value for our 
dollars. I mean that is only sane 
and 1neasonablE! and J.ogical and so 
on. So if~ there was some 
educationaJ. benefit or educationaJ. 
value to relocation of an 
administrative headquarters for 
the Eastern Cornmuni ty College or 
any othE!r. community college in the 
Province then I would certainly 
support it. But such is not the 
case. There will be no 
educational benefit to relocating 
to Clarenville or Bellevue or 
anywhere else in the new region as 
p1noposed by the Government in its 
White Paper. 

Having said that, however, I 
cornrnE!nd the Minister of Educat.ion 
(Dr. Warren) and thE! GovernrnE!nt on 
its proposed suggestions' as it 
pertains to the Cabot Institute 
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and the Marine Institute and 
M.:Hnor·ial University, that has been 
an item of discussion in thE! 
Province for the last few year·s. 
It was very high on our agenda 
list when I was Minister of Career 
Development and Advanced Studtes, 
and we were looking very seriously 
and were very close to making a 
decision as it pertains to those 
three institutions here in the 
city and what the Government is 
proposing to do J.s veiny, veiny 
sensible and I support. it 
wholeheartedly. But my reason for 
objecting and speaking in support 
of thc::1 petition today is that I 
cannot really see any educat-.ional 
value for relocating a 
headquarters of the Eastern 
Community College or any other. 

Havtng said that I realize as well 
that the Governrnen l: has offerod an 
opportunity in the White Paper, 
quite natural.ly. for inpu ,t. and 
feedback from the public in the 
various regions of the Province. 
That is positive. I unders land c\S 

well that there has been some 
suggestion, I belteve by the 
Member For CarborH:'ar (Mr. "o'id), 
that therne m:ight be sonre pubJ:i.c 
hearings associal:.E•d or attacl'l('d 
thereto. I do not knot..u hou.J thE! 
Minister of Educatton has reacted 
to that. but that would be 
certainly very positive. 

So I just t..uant to go on reco1nd, 
Mr. Speaker, today as suppo1nti.ng 
the petit-.ion from the Bur-.in 
Peninsula opposing relocation of 
the headquarters for Eastern 
Cornrnunit.y CoLlege. Before I sit. 
dot..un I u.Jill say once more that iF 
it could be clearJ.y demonstrat.E!d 
that thero t..uas educational bE!neFit 
to relocation I wouJ.d certainly 
support it. but s-.ince there 
obviously is riot then I have to 
oppose that suggestion for 
reJ.ocation. 
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PREMIER WELLS: 
Mr. Speaker . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
ouo••--·~---•••••••••.,•••-

The han. the Premier . 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Mr. Speaker, in the absence of the 
Minister of Education (Dr. Warren) 
there are just a couple of things 
that I would like to say. First I 
greatly appreciate the comments of 
the hon. Member, as a for·mer 
Minister with some responsibility 
in this area for Career 
Development and Advanced Studies. 
I appreciate very much his 
positive comments about the 
Government's proposal. 

I understand also the motivation 
or the basis for his support of 
the petition, it affects the 
economy of the area and I can 
understand that basically. But 
the Government, as well as having 
an eye to the economic benefit 
must" have an eye primarily to the 
overall educational impact. And 
that is precisely why the 
Government put its proposal in the 
form of a WhitE! Paper, so that we 
can take into account hol.1.l a 
particular community wi 11 be 
adversely impacted or will not, 
and what will be the adverse or 
other impact from an educational 
point of view. I have no doubt, 
Mr. Speaker, that the Minister of 
Education and his professional 
advisers will take seriously into 
account the petition that the hon. 
Member for Burin - Placentia West 
(Mr. Tobin) just presen ·ted, and 
spoken to by the han. Member for 
Grand Bank (Mr. Matthews), that 
that petition lAlill be taken into 
account -when the Minister 
considers all the representations 
made in response to the White 
Paper, that that will be taken 
into account as well. 
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MR. MATTHEWS: 
(Inaudible) there was some 
reference made in tht:' WhH:E! PapE!r 
as to the reason for some of these 
changes. There is somE! refE!r'E!ncE:~ 
made to the Province being divided 
- I think it is five regions? 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Five regions yes . 

MR. MATTHEW~: 
Consequently the community collegE! 
boundaries are somewhat similar? 
Could you react to that? 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Mr . Speaker. 

MR . SPEAKER: 
The han. tl1e Premier . 

PREMIER WELLS: 
we_J._l, the ······--aetail is thE!t~e to be 
seen and the Minister can react 
morE! positively to it lAJhen hE! :l.s 
available to do so. But the 
purpose is to divide the Province 
into five convenient 
administrative regions and put thE! 
central administration for the 
community college campus located 
in a region in an appropriate 
administrative area. And I 
believe that is what-- lAJE! propos~:·d, 
but we are prepared to hear the 
position of the different 
communities that arE! concli:~rned. 
But in the end the Government must 
make the decision on the basis, 
first and foremost, of what is 
educationally the right thing to 
do; and secondly what is fair and 
proper from an economic pojnt of 
view. Because when Government 
administers an office or an 
institution like an educational 
institution, in sorrtE! art:'a, it 
makes an economic contribution . 
And it is one of the primary 
concerns of l:his Government to 
ensure that the benefit of 
Government expenditut~es is spread 
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throughout this 
confined to one 
particular areas . 

MR. WOODFORD : 
Mr . Speaker . 

MR . SPEAKER : 

Province 
or two 

and not 
or three 

The hon. the Member for Htmbetn 
Valley. 

MR. WOODFORD : 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. TOBIN: 
By leave, by leave . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the Member for Carbonear . 

MR. REID: 
To reinforce what: the Premic::~r has 
said, I find myself in a similar 
situation. 

MR. SPEAKER: -·--· .... ____ _ 
Order, please! Order please! 

Only if the Member has thE! leave 
of the House. Only three people 
can speak to a petition and three 
people have spoken. By leave? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
By leave, by leave . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Member for Carbonear . 

MR. REID : 
I rose by leave. I apoJ.ogize, Mln. 
Speaker. I thought I had leave 
when I stood. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
Yes. okay . 

MR. REID: 
I am in a similar situation in 
Carbonear tAli th the closing of the 
Avalon Community College. I t ... li.ll 
say that I have had several 
meetings with the han. Minister of 
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Education in the past month or so, 
and I can honestly tell this House 
that what is in the Green Paper or 
in the White Paper on Education is 
not necessarily etched in stone, 
and as the Premier has said. hE! is 
open and the Government is open to 
any representation by any 
Community. I guess. which is going 
to be affected. 

I have told my people or the 
people of Carbonear District and 
that particular ar·ea that, that ts 
a fact, they are do"i.ng basicaLly 
the same thing as my hon. 
colleagues in the Marystown and 
Grand Bank area. and I am hoping 
that the end result will be one of 
satisfact:ion as far· as I am 
concerned. I imprE:~ss upon the 
Members that I guess, ".in t.hts 
particular caSE!. the rnot"E! lobbying 
they do and l:he stronger the 1obby 
is, maybe the bE!tter th~:dr· lnE•sult:.s 
would be, and in the end it l,\.IOUld 
be satisfactory to them as lAJE:'l1. 
For the record, I want to say, 
that I arn against the moVE! of thE! 
Avalon Community College from 
Carbonear, but, I guess, by t.he 
time all the hearings are held and 
the peti.tions are madE!, I arn 
hoping that I can walk atAJay fr·om 
this House quite satisfied with 
the final decision. rhank you 
very much. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The hon . the Member for Humber 
Valley. 

MR. WOODFORD : 
Thank you. Mr·. Spc::'aker. · My 
petition is to the han. Houst':! of 
Assembly. The petition is from 
the undersigned residents of St. 
Jude's. WE!, the:~ n~sidents of St. 
Jude's do not want to be 
amalgamated tAJ:i.th the Town of DeE!l~ 

Lake or any other cornmunity. This 
is signed by 119 rE!SidE:'nts of the 
community of St. Jude's in the 

No. 16 (Af·tE!rnoon) R23 

\ 



District of Humber Valley . 

Now a little bit of historical 
background with regards to the 
amalgamation issue in the Humber 
Valley area. St. Jude's, Spillway 
and Nicholsville, Deer Lake and 
Reidville were included in the 
Regional proposal for amalgamation 
last summer by the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs. We have altJJays 
been cognizant of the Regional 
Government or some form of 
regional sharing in the area, Mr. 
Speaker. We have said it before, 
and I personally, as a Municipal 
Councillor in the area for some 
ten years. but we went about it in 
a so called constructive tAJay and 
we had feasibility studies in 
place to be done on the whole area. 

When the Minister made his 
statements regarding the 
amalgamation issue, it was not the 
intent that the people were 
against, and I, as a Member was 
against, but it was the approach. 
As far as we are concerned, it was 
wrong in telling people what to do 
and how to do it. But having said 
that and having discussed thE! 
concerns with the people in the 
area a little more extensively, 
the Minister and the Department in 
their wisdom decided to hold 
public hearings, but previous to 
that, the main town in the area 
would more or less have to absorb 
all those municipalities - the 
Town of Deer Lake. 

Deer Lake extended and more or 
less postponed their elections 
until April of 1990, and lo and 
behold, just a few weEd<s ago, the 
Minister. in a lE!tter to the 
Council in Deer Lake, stated that 
the elections would be put off for 
a year. until November of 1990. 
But the community of St. Jude's 
made it quitE! clear during. the 
public hearings that they wanted 
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absolutely nothing to do with 
amalgamation, one way or the 
other . I say if the question tAJas 
put in a more, I suppose, 
constructive way, and they were 
more or less consulted rather than 
told, the outcome might have been 
a little diffE!rent. So having 
said that. they helVe notJJ presenl:.ed 
petitions and briefs to the public 
hearing process and have stal:.ed 
unequivocally that they want 
nothing to do with amalgamation. 
That is the intent of the 
petition, to make it quite cluar 
and bring it to the atte!nU.on of 
the House, and in doing that to 
the attention of the Min :i.stE•r 
involved and to l:he Deparl:rnent 
involved as well. After the 
public hearing proc(~ss, I suppose, 
the final decision will be made 
with regards to amalgamation in 
that arE!a. 

But the putting off of the 
elections from April of 1990, 
which is six months. to November 
of 1990, which would be twelve 
months, begs a question frorn rnE• as 
the Member responsi.blE! for· l:he 
District. Does this say that 
regardless of the public hearing 
process there will be some 
amalgamation in the area - one 
ful1 year? We had frorrt November 
of 1989 until the end of April of 
1990, and we had very li.tl1.E! 
done. The hearing proces s had 
just started, WE! had onE• hE!aring 
and there was absolutely nothing 
more done within six months. I 
have some concerns tJJi th this. It 
tells me that the possibility of 
amalgamation in that area is 
certainly going to takE• place onE! 
way or the other. 

But the cornmuniti(~s in th(:;! area, 
not only St. Jude's, have rnade "it 
quite clear; Spillway, 
NicholsviJ.J.e and other cornrnunit:i.es 
have made it quite clear that they 
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do not want anything to do t;.Ji th 
the amalgamation process as it 
stands right now, and it. is 
understandable. If they had been 
told up front, if they were going 
to get X number of dollars over a 
certain period of time and a 
certain year, they probably would 
have accepted it a little better. 
But that was not. the process 
taken, they were just told in no 
uncertain terms that you we1"e 
going to amalgamate with l:he totJ..Jn 
of Deer Lake and there was nothing 
put up front. Nothing to base a 
decision on other than the fact 
that their mil rate would incre~se 
over a period of time, and after 
joining the town of Deer Lake a 
very substantial mil rate would be 
imposed. If they had been told at 
that time that they would have 
gotten the, for instance water and 
sewer in 1990, street lighting in 
1991 or some·thing else in 1992, it 
probably would have been accepted 
a little better. But based on the 
information they had when the 
public hearing process took place 
and the approach that was taken by 
the Department of Municipal 
Affairs, they said no. I want to 
make this quite clear, Mr. 
Speaker, and bE! on the record in 
presenting this petition on behalf 
of the citizens of St. Jude's. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. R. AYLWARD: 
Mr . Speaker . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Thehon~·-:-t-Fi'e Member for Kilbride . 

.MB...:.. R . A Y L W BJ~ . .Q : 
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
I would like to have a few minutes 
to congratulate my colleague for 
presenting this petition on behalf 
of the residents of St. Jude's. 
Nearly 200 residents of that area, 
Ml". Speaker, have spoken very 
strongly on their opposition to 
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the amalgamation of their totJJn 
thE:dr community with the town of 
Deer Lake. Now, Mr. Speaker, I 
believe the residents of St. 
Jude's along with the residents of 
a lot more communities iri this 
Province, Mr. Speaker, would have 
been much more receptive to 
amalgamation if the Minister and 
the Department had taken an 
approach that would have been more 
consultative with the people who 
are involved. The approach that 
the Minister did take when he 
became Minister of that Department 
seemed to be, and I find this 
unusual for the Minister, but it 
seems to be that he tJJas gcd.ng to 
proceed with this regardless of 
what the people of the communities 
saw was best For their future. 

He was going to force this 
amalgamation on the peop1E! of thr:~ 
Province even without public 
hearings, I understand, at first 
when he started it in the 
beginning. But, Mr. Speaker, 
after loud and quite a bit of 
opposition from some of us, and a 
lot from the communi ties, l~.h~:!l"e 
was a public hearing system put in 
place and then that system was 
going to be - the commissioner was 
going to be a dE!puty M-inister or 
Assistant Deputy Minister from the 
Minister 1 s Department, which again 
upset the people involved in 
amalgamation because they thought 
they could not possibly have a 
fair hearing if this t:ypr:1 of 
hearings WE!rE• put in place. And 
this Deputy M".inister or Assistant 
Deputy Minister was to report back 
to their boss knot;.J:ing l:hat:. th~>ir 
boss wanted amalgamation. And 
what were they going to say? 

Would they recommend that there 
should not be amalgamation when 
they knew full well that their 
Minister and the Government he 
represents are very much in favour 
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of amalgamating quite a Few 
communities in this Province? Mr. 
Speaker, I believe the way 
amalgamation should have been 
approached, and I am sure had the 
Minister given it a bit more 
thought he would probably if he 
had his time back prefer to have 
done it this way, I believe thE!re 
should have been policies put in 
place to encourage communi ties to 
amalgamate. 

If they had financial and economic 
policies in place that made it 
advantageous for smaller 
communities to amalgamate with 
larger ones, I am sure the 
communities in this Province would 
have considered it. But the 
policies that are in place now and 
policies I supported when I was 
Minister of Municipal Affairs, I 
do not disagree with that, the 
policies were put there to try to 
help smaller communi ties and 
provide them with the essential 
services of today which certainly 
would have been water and sewer 
and some reasonable transportation 
or road systems in their 
communities. 

Mr . Speaker, if the Minister 
wanted to change these policies 
and wanted to have a few larger 
centralized areas around the 
Province, Mr. Speaker, and have 
all the communi ties amalgamated 
into several larger ones, what he 
should haVE! done and the approach 
he should have taken would be to 
change the policies that I had as 
Minister, which would have been 
acceptable to TnE!, and put policies 
in place that would encourage 
towns to amalgamate . 

Mr. Speaker, one other comment I 
would like to make, there were 
many amalgamation hearings around 
th(:~ Province so far, not VE!ry many 
out in my han. Member's District, 
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but in this area there t.uere many 
amalgamation hearings. I know 
there were many Members on this 
side who went to these hearing s 
and made their points and told 
what they felt about the 
amalgamation hearings. I am 
surprised that I did not hear from 
very many Members on the other 
side, although ther(:1 WE!ln(:1 a couple 
who did make their presentations. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
Yes they did. 

MR. R. AYLWARD: 
But the Me!mbers, particular-ly th~~ 
backbench Members on the other 
side did not seem to have the 
freedom to be ab1E! to go and 
express their views on 
amalgamation. I am sure if the 
Member for Pleasantville (Mr. 
Noel) could have expressed his 
views at the public hearings he 
would have done it. But. I guess 
the party whip must have gotten 
after the Members and told them 
that. yes, they could go and J.istE!n 
but they certainly cou1d not 
comment because they would be 
embarrassing their own Minister, 
Mr. Speaker. Although I knot.o~.J for' 
sure there t!Jas one ME:'illber lAJho had 
enough courage on that side to go, 
no matter what . he was in teres t. e d 
in his towns and the amalgamation 
issue out his way - the Member For 
Burin - Placentia West (Mr. Tobin). 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Order, ph1ase! 

The han. Member's time is up . 

MR. R. AYLWARD: 
That is too bad, Mr. Speaker . 

MR. SIMMS: 
An excellent job! 

MR . GULLAGE: 
Mr. Speaker . 
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MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Minister of Municipal 
and Provincial Affairs. 

MR. GULLAGE: 
Mr. Speaker. I certainly welcome 
the opportunity to speak on this 
particular petition and rna k e s orne 
comments about the amalgamation 
procedure in general, and 
specifically about the Deer lake 
situation in a momE!nt. First of 
all let me say that I continue to 
be amazed by the comments of sorne 
han. Members who continually say 
we entered into the amalgamation 
procedure and we are still into 
the amalgarnat.'.i.on procedu1ne with a 
Fixed agenda, and that agenda is 
totally inflexible. we cannot makE! 
any changes and whatever we are 
proposing in a given grouping, 
that is it, it is caJ"Ved in stone, 
it is over and done with. and the 
Minister is bound and determined 
that the way you see it is the way 
it is going to be in the end. 
Nothing but nothing could be 
further from the truth, Mr. 
Speaker. And I do not blame:~ the 
Opposition, I suppose, to try to 
scuttle the process. I guess they 
are getting a 1i t.tle worr'.ied now 
it is going to be successful. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible). 

AN. HON. MEMBER: 
It will be in places. 
worry. 

MR. GULLAGE: 

Do not 

I can tell you 
forty-five 
communities, 
the Province -

we started out with 
groupings of 

115 communities in 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
On a point of order, Mr. Speaker . 

MR . SPEAKER: 
Order, please:~! 
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A point of order. the han. Leader 
of the Opposition. 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

Mr. Speaker, I am always vc::~ry 
reluctant to interrupt the 
Minister or anybody speaking 'in 
the House but Your 1-ionoUI" knotAJs, 
and the Minister should know, that 
under our' Standing Order's when a 
Member rises to speak to a 
petition; first of aJl, the 
Member must support the petition; 
secondly. the ME!ITJber rnust confine 
his or her remarks to the material 
al1E!gations of the pE!U. U.on. the:! 
number of names on it and the 
prayer of the pe•t:i.t.ion. ThE! 
Member cannot go off talking about 
the reasons for amalgamation or 
the reasons not for' arnalqamat:ion. 
The first thing the Member must do 
is support the:~ peti.t.ion. If the• 
Member cannot support t:hE! pE!l:i.tion 
then, Mr. s·peaker, the,, Mc::HnbEH' has 
no right to s~and at all. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
Right on! 

MR. SPEAKER : 
To the point of order . 

I quote for the han. the Lc::~ad,:!r of-" 
the Opposition. I just happen to 
have this ruling here because I 
raised the point rnySE!J.f a coupJ.e 
of days ago. I said the same 
thing the Leader of the OpposH:i.on 
said but we find Speake1~ Russell 
in 1975, in replying to a s::i.rn:i.J.al" 
situation, make the ruJ.ing, when 
somebody was saying the person 
speaking was not speaking to l:.he 
petition, Speaker RussE!11 sa::i.d: 
'I am not sure the han. ME!Inber has 
raised a valid point of order'. 
under l:he same circurns ·l:ances. 'but 
I would suggest the hon. the 
Leader of the Opposition should 
speak to th~;;~ peti.ti.on w~wther he 
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supports it or not. 1 

The han. the Minister of Municipal 
and Provincial Affairs. 

MR. GULLAGE : 
Mr. Speaker, I would hope that the 
point of order has not taken away 
from my time. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
It does. 

MR. GULLAGE: 
It certainly did not contribute 
very much. 

Mr. Speaker, as I was about to 
say. We started out with some 
forty-Five groupings of 
communities, 115 communities in 
all. Hearings have now been 
completed in thirty-eight of those 
groupings. We only have seven 
hearings left to complete. I 
might explain that when those 
hearings are complete, the 
commissioners will finalize their 
reports. I now have a good number 
of those reports already in to me 
for consideration. I do not 
intend to proceed directly to the 
Government with a recommendation 
without consul tat ion, as has been 
implied. We arE! not going to 
necessarily put together the 
groupings as you see them now. We 
have already seen circumstances 
where the groupings should be 
changed. 

A good example is Deer Lake. 
Perhaps there should be a change 
in the Deer Lake grouping as. it 
was originally proposed. If that 
is so, the commissioners report 
will reflect it. Perhaps we 
should add a community, delete a 
community, delete two communities 
if necessary. But surely in all 
fairness to the people in St. 
Jude 1 s and the people in the other 
communities involved in that 

L2 8 April 3, 1990 Vol XLI 

particular amalgamation, it is 
fair that they be heard through a 
hearings process . 

I hope the Member and pE!ti.U.on is 
not suggesting that the hearings 
process has not been worthwhile, 
because that is not what I am 
hearing. What I arn hear·ing frorn 
the communities is that they 
welcome thE! hearings proCE!SS. ThE:1 
fact that they can sit before l:. IJJO 
commissioners and have their say 
about their communities and have 
their say about the capital !AJork s 
that is needed. To presuppose you 
could decide on capital works that 
are necessary and make 
recommendations to thE:' comrnunitiE!S 
before you even hear from them, 
Mr. Speake!~, is certainJ.y not part 
of the feasibility pl~ocess. I 
wouJ.d not recommend it. 

The feasibility process 
incidentally does not entail just 
having a· public he•aring. Thr:1 
public hearings part of it is only 
about 20 per CE!rlt to 25 pe•1n CE!nt. 
There is an enor·rnous amount of 
work that goes on behind thE! 
scenes by way of consultation with 
thE! cornrnunit.ies, J.ooking at t.he-.ir 
financial base, looking a l: th~:! ir 
revenues, looking at l:.hr:! e•xpensE!S , 
the assets that are in place and 
so on. There is a J.ot of work 
that has to be done. It is not 
just a hE!arings process. But 
granted, the rnos t irnpol~tan t pa1nt 
in rny opinion is the piH'L lAlhE!l"E! 
the communities do haVE! th1:d.r say 
in the hearings procedure. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
Order, please! 

The han. gentlrnan 1 s time is up . 

MR. GULLAGE : 
I think they have had a good 
opportunity to have th~;dr say and 
I can assure you that their views 
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will be reflected in the final 
result. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Member for Grand Bank . 

MR. MATTHEWS: 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

I take pleasure this afternoon, 
Mr. Speaker, to rise in this House 
to present a petition on behalf of 
approximately 1200 people from the 
towns of Fortum~ and Gr·and Bank. 
By far the rnaj ority of the narrH::~s 
on the petition as designated by 
signatur.:~, addr·ess, occupation and 
telephone number are from 
Fortune. I guess a lot of the 
cornrnents rna(h~ by a number oF 
previous speakers apply to this 
particular situation. 

Just in reaction to what 
Minister said, yes, I believe 
the public hearings process 
served a very useful purpose 
well. 

the 
that 

has 
as 

But being specific about the towns 
of Grand Bank and Fortune and the 
public hearing that was held 
therE~. It dernonstratE~d very 
clearly the overwhelming 
opposition to the proposed 
amalgamation of the towns of 
Fortune and Grand Bank. Initially 
a hearing was scheduled for the 
court house in Grand Bank and had 
to be rescheduled because the 
meeting room could not accommodate 
all those who showed up, the 
residents of both towns, to 
participate in the hearings. It 
had to be rescheduled to a high 
school gymnasium which on the 
night of thE~ hE~arings was fiLled 
to capacity. There was 
overwhelming opposition to the 
proposed amalgamation of those two 
communities. 

Living in Fortune, Mr.Speaker, and 
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being from tht::' town of Grand Bank 
and spendtng a significant amount 
of time in both comrnuni ties, I 
only knolAJ of four· people in the 
tlAJO towns that suppotnt 
amalgamation. I could nanlE! th.:~m 
for the House if I wanted to but I 
will not do that. One of the four 
people appE~ared at LhE~ publ.:i.c 
hearings and spoke tn favour of 
amalgamation, the only one that 
did. The reasons for opposing 
amalgamation arE~ VE!ry logical and 
reasonable, Mr. Speaker. ThE!lne is 
fiVE! kiJ.omE!tE!rs that SE!parate UiE! 
t.wo communities and the E~xpanston 
of both towns are not towards each 
other, it is on the ends atAJay fr·om 
each other. It is not that. t:hr::• 
two towns are growing together. 
When you look at basic services 
such as fire fighting and snow 
clearing, the services and 
equipment that is now in existence 
located in both towns would be 
needed even if two towns were 
amalgamated so you will not cut 
back or need any less equipment. 
The people in Fortune lAJould neE!cl 
their snow cleared at the same 
time as the people in Grand Bank 
and the e q u i p m E• n t i s go :i. n g p r E• l .. t y 
weJ.J. fuJ.l-· tirnE! when you haVE! snot.~.J 
problc:.Hns. The sarne, of course, 
pertains to the firE! fighU.ng 
capabilities, you would need a 
fire stat.ion in both towns. The 
capital works requirement for· both 
towns is ver·y, very substantia].. 
That in no way would be reduced if 
you installed amalgamation. The 
work that is in Grand Bank needs 
to be done and tAJhat is in FortunE! 
as tAJell ne~;;~ds to be done so there 
wou1d not bE! any n•ducti.on in thE• 
amount of work required to be done. 

As a maLter of facl: thE! sl:udies 
that tAJelnE! donE• by both totAJn 
councils who officiaJ.ly opposed 
this amalgamation proposal did a 
number of financial analysis on 
the situation and found that Lhe1ne 
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would realJ.y be VE!ry, very little 
savings by way of amalgamating the 
two towns. I would just say to 
the Minister that the only change 
really required in that particular 
amalgamation proposal is to forget 
it altogether because of this 
overwhelming resistance to the 
proposed amalgamation measure for 
those two communities. 

What is confusing to people is 
that every second day we heard the 
Minister say something a little 
bit different. He talks about 
amalgamation not being forced upon 
people but yet I heard him on an 
open line program a couple of 
weeks ago saying, 'we are nol 
going to force this upon anyone, 
town councils can oppose, people 
can oppoSE!, but in the final 
analysis we will take it to the 
Legislature and have a dE!bate on 
the issue.' Now we all know what 
that entails. The Government has 
the majority, and if you bring 
amalgamation debate to this House 
it quite naturally will be passed 
by the Government who holds the 
majority, so in essence you are 
saying you would legislate 
amalgamation upon some community. 

People out and about the 
communities have found that 
somewhat confusing, sometimes you 
say , no , if the p eo p 1 e do no t want 
it it will not be enforced but yet 
you keep saying that you are going 
to bring it to the Legislature for 
debate which in essence means the 
same thing. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
Order, please! 

The han. gentleman's time is up . 

MR. MATTHEWS: 
I just want to go on record, Mr . 
Speaker, in concluding, and 
present l:his petition on behalf of 
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approximately 1200 people from 
Grand Bank and Fortune who 
adamantly oppose the amalgamation 
proposal put forward by the 
Minister and Department of 
Municipal and Provincial Affairs. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The hon. the Mini stein of Municipal 
and Provincial Affairs . 

MR . GULLAGE : 
Mr. Speaker, I am certainly atAJare 
of the hearings that t,o.JelnE· hE!J.d in 
Fortune - Grand Bank. As Fa1n as 
the J.ocation was concerned for the 
hearing we ran into the s a rne 
problem in several circum s tances 
throughout the Island wher~~ in 
most cases we asked the town clerk 
to arrange a meeting ha11 and t.he 
town clerk did not anticipatE• t.he 
numbers of people, so we 
subsequentJ.y had to r'E!Schedule and 
usua1ly use a schoo1 qyrnnasi.tHII or 
something large E!nough t.o 
accommodate the numbers of people, 

· and we gladly did that . Mr 0 

Speaker, as I said earlier, I am 
going to repeat myself, we 
certainly want to hear from the 
commissioners and their reports. 
rhat. is the whole purpose of t.he 
pubJ.ic hearing proces s . We IAJil 'l 
listen to what the con11nissioners 
haVE! to say which is a rE!flecti.on 
of the people's views. 

We wilJ. also li s ten to the 
feasibility report that they tAJiJJ. 
present, which goes along J,o.Jil:h t-.he 
hearings proCE!SS, in fact, is par·t 
of it. So the entire feasibi.lity 
of putting together . two 
communities or more 1Aii.11 be looked 
at by rny Department and by rnysE:•lf' 
and from that wi11 flow a 
recommendation to GovernrnE:'nt 0 And 
I will consult with the 
communities. If we have a 
situation where, for example, 
Fortune wouJ.d 1 ikE' to see 
amalgamation and Grand Bank wou1d 
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not, I would talk to the community 
that is opposing it, if the 
commissioners are recommending 
amalgamation, and find out what 
their concerns are. Perhaps they 
are legitimate concerns and they 
should not be amalgamated. 

Certainly, before proceeding t.o 
Government with a recommendation, 
I would want to find out why the 
dissenting community holds the 
views it dOE!S, in opposit.ion to 
the commissioners 1 report, in all 
fairness, and I would take the 
time to do that. I certainly do 
not want to take the time to just. 
simply go in to Government with a 
group of commissioners 1 reports 
and say, 1 Let us proceE!d, 1 in the 
face of communities that are 
opposing the particular 
amalgamation. I want to sit down 
with those communities and find 
out why they are, indeed, in 
opposition, and I will certainly 
take the time to do that. 

We lengthened ·the process and 
extended the election U.me to 
November of this year in some 
communities and some groupings, 
because we found it was necessary 
to give the commissioners adequate 
time. If you recall, in the 
beginning when this process 
started, a lot of councils were 
saying, 1 We need more time. We 
need more time. 1 I hate to see 
any criticism now of the fact that 
we are giving more than enough 
time, because certainly, we have 
made sure that ample time is 
provided for diaJ.ogue and to rnakE! 
surE! th1;1 hearings and feasibtlity 
process are carried out correctJ.y. 

If I might clarify the point on 
thE! extension to NovernbE!r, that is 
only an ex tension that tAii.ll take 
place if it is necessary. We have 
the op ·l~ion of holding an election 
at any tirne, with any group of 
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it is recommr::~nd,~d 
pl"OCeed, if thE! 

communities, if 
and we want to 
commissioners 1 

finaJ.ized and we 
to proceed with an 

reports are 
haVE! a dE!Cision 
election. 

The order simply reads: 1 an 
extension of the election datE! up 
to November 1

, it does not say it 
has to be November. So we will 
try to complete as many of the 
groupings as we can and proceed 
with elections as quickly as 
possible; but, in aLl. fairness to 
the communities involved, giving 
ample time for their dialogue with 
my Department and tAli th l:he 
commissioners, and ampJ.e time when 
the comrnissionE!rS have compl,:!ted 
their rE!ports, so that I can haVE! 
a dialogue, as thE! Minister, u..r:i.th 
the cormnunities that hoJ.d opposing 
vi1;1ws to the corr1mission,:=!l"S, I 
think, that is important as well. 

I wanted to see that adequate time 
was given and I think that tAJas a 
wise move. With the E•XCE:'ption of 
one or tlAJo communiti1:!s, I have not 
heard anybody dissent. or give HlE! 
an opposing view as to why we 
should rush into an E!}E!Ction and 
not do this whole process properly. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The hon. the Leader of thE! 
Opposition . 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
Mr. Speaker, I tAJould like to rnake 
a few remarks in support of the 
peU.tion so abJ.y presented by rny 
colleague from Grand Bank on 
behalf of 1,200 residents of 
Fortune and Grand Bank, who are 
very much concerned about the 
issue of amalgamation. 

I do not know, whE!t.hel" or not, in 
ancient church history, th,:;.re uJas 
a person cal1ed Saint Eric, but iF 
there was, Mr. Speaker, h1~ must 
have been the patron saint of 'lost 
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causes. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
Saint Jude. 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
That was Saint Jude, 
that is what it was! 
me when the petition 
Jude's. 

MR. SIMMS : 
Eric the- Amalgamator. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
St. Jude's. 

MR. RIDEOUT: 

was it? Oh, 
It triggered 

carnt:~ from St. 

Yes, St. Jude's. But, I mean, it 
should haVE! been • Eric 1

, Mr. 
Speaker, because this Minister 
embarked, I say to him, on what 
could have been a very useful 
exercise and process for Municipal 
Government in Newfoundland and 
Labrador. But the Minister, Mr. 
Speaker, unfortunately, embarked 
on that process in a way that 
terrorized · communi ties, got 
thousands of people in dozens and 
dozens of communities in this 
Province totally upset. If the 
Minister had gone about it in a 
sound, sensible, reasonable way, 
rather than dribbling off to a 
weekend paper about certain 
configurations of communities he 
had a vision of, that nobody else 
had heard tell of, Mr . Speaker, 
before they picked up a weekend 
paper and read about the 
configuration of communities. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible) . 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
That is the truth. The first that 
many, many communities heard of 
the various configurations was 
when they read it in the press, 
Mr. Speaker, within days of the 
Minister having walked into the 
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Department. Certainly there could 
not have been any t.tme for him to 
tonsult with anybody, to consult 
with any officials in hts 
DepartmE!nt, thE! Ministe•r, in othe1n 
words -

AN HON. MEMBER: 
He""'Cfi'd"',no"t"c"o'ns ul t wi t.h Cabinet . 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
Certainly did not have time to 
consult with Cabinr::•t, thE! 
Minister, Mr. Spc:!aker, really, in 
other WOinds blelAJ the oppo1ntun:i.ty. 
He really blew the opportunity to 
proceed in a sound, sensible, 
reasonable fashion to try to bring 
out a will among communities to 
come closer togE!ther, to sha1~e 
services. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
Eric the Red . 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
Eric the Red, the tE!rrorizer, 
terrorizing municipalities from 
one end of Newfoundland and 
Labrador to the othE!r. That lAJas 
bad enough, he b1elAJ that 
opportunity, totally blew that 
opportunity to make some :inroads 
in a way in lAJhich co111munit .i.c?s 
could be brought on sidE!, to join 
together to amalgamate, at least 
to share services in a regional 
fashion. But having blown that 
opportunity, Mr. Speaker, the 
Minister then set forth and the 
Government set forth to attempt to 
use blackmail tactics to get 
communities to comE! on side with 
this ill-fated, ill-thought out, 
ill-conceived amalgamation scheme 
brought on by the Minister. 

They attempted to b1ackmail 
communities into saying that if 
you do not give some indication of 
public support For our 
amalgamation proposals, you bE!tLE!I'' 
not expect any capital works 
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considerations. There ar'E! a 
number of comrnuniU.es in this 
Province who have been very vocal, 
very vocal against amalgamation, 
and who have been to·tally ignored 
in this year's capital works 
Budget, totally ignored, Mr. 
Speaker. Then when they found out 
that that was not going to bend, 
of course, they started to try to 
alleviate the heat somewhat from 
some of those rnunicipaliU.es, and 
started to approve some funding 
for them, but then started the 
second round of blackmail, and the 
second round of blackmail, Mr. 
Speaker, had ·to do with the 
Department, the Minister dirE!Ctly, 
instructions to his officials to 
force municipalities to put in 
place certain mil rates. Neuer 
beforE!, the Minister can shake his 
head, it is a fact -

MR. GULLAGE: 
You have lost all your credibility . 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
You have lost a11 credibility, I 
say to the Minister. I say to the 
Minister he has lost all 
credibility. The Minister shouJ.d 
not be concerned about rny 
credibility, he should be 
concerned about his own. The 
Minister out there in the 
municipalities of Newfoundland and 
Labrador today, on three or four 
different issues now related to, 
but aJ.l part of the amalgamation 
process has totally blown it, Mr. 
Speaker. Totally blown it. Yes 
he is just as gr,~at as the 
Minister of Finance, we saw how 
great the Minister of Finance was 
last night and again today. Hoof 
and Mouth Disease of the highest 
order. fhe Minister cannot opE1n 
his mouth at all, lAJhethE!r it is on 
a payroll tax or on a 
constitutional Accord without. 
stuffing the foot, ankh1 and a11, 
aJ.rnost up to the knee caps, right 
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in his mouth, right in the gob, 
and the Minister of Municipal 
Affairs is getting just as bad. 
He is terrorizing communities from 
one end of this Province to the 
other, he gets up with the gall of 
calling those hearings, 
feasibility studies. Feasibility 
studies! They are not feasibility 
studies. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
This is on radio . 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
I am glad it is! I arn deLLghtNl 
that it is and I hope people an?. 
listening to it in communities, 
the dozens of communities that 
this MirdstE•r is tr·ying to for'CE! 
into amalgamation. I J"ea lly hop1~ 
it is. But the Minister wants 
people to beLieve ha1F the trul~h 
again, that t:hts is a feasibJJ:i.Ly 
process, it is not! It is a 
public hearing process on one 
issue, amalgamation - i.t. is not~ on 
the- feasibiJ.ity of aiTlalgarna't.i.on 
arnong various municipalities in 
this Province at aLl., and thr:• 
people of the various cornmuni.ties 
saw through the Minister's plan 
u e r y , u e r y quick 1 y . 1-1 E~ lJJO u 1 d have 
beE!n much wi.SE!In to tr·y to lead by 
bringing people willingly, 
willingly to thE! a1naJ.gamati.on 
process rather than try to take 
thE!m there lJJith thE• terTolnist 
approach, and the blackrnrlil 
approach that he has taken over 
the last several months. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
Either that or resign . 

Orders of the Day 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Motion 12. 

I bE!}ieue the ME!rllbe In for 
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Lewisporte adjourn~d the debate . 

The hon. the Member for Lewisporte. 

MR. PENNEY: 
I believe it is eighteen minu ·tes. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. When I 
adjourned the debate last night, I 
had presented to the House of 
Assembly my understanding of the 
position that Canada was in, my 
understanding of what the 
constitution was all about and why 
it was not accepted by Quebec, 
what Quebec proposed we do abou·t 
it to accommodate them, and we had 
led up to the Meech Lake Accord 
and that is where I finished last 
night. 

Now the PrernJ.er of this Province 
and the new Liberal Government has 
been fighting the Meech Lake 
Accord for one reason, it is 
because it is simply not in the 
best interest of Newfoundland and 
Labrador and, Mr. Speaker, it is 
no.t in the best interest of 
Canada. The primary concerns we 
have are related to, number one; 
the creation of a special 
legislative status for one 
province, number two; the 
restrictions of the Federal 
spending power that will prevent 
the achievement of equality of 
opportunity for thE! people of 
Newfoundland, vis-a-vis other 
Canadians and wi11 keep them in a 
permanent state of economic 
disparity. Number three; the 
extension of the constitutional 
veto to all provinces that will 
effectively nullify all hope of 
Senate reform and prevent 
Newfoundland and Labrador from 
ever becoming a ful1 participating 
Province of Canada. 

Now if I might take a few moments, 
Mr. Speaker, to look at each one 
of l:hese concerns. First, the 
objection to thC:' distinct society 
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clausE• and the speciaJ. status. 
The legislative status that tAiill 
be given to the French speaking 
people. This status tAJi.ll only be 
given to the French speaking 
people in Quebec, Mr . Speaker, not 
to the French speaking pE!OpJ.e in 
New Brunswick or Nova Scotia or 
Newfoundland. Certainly the 
French people in Quebec are 
different from us. They have a 
distinct language. They have a 
distinct culture, and they have a 
distinctly different legal 
system. And it is finE! that t.hey 
want to protect it . As 
Newfoundlanders we can reaJ.ize the 
need to protect and pre se rve 
everything that is rich and 
distinct in our heritage and in 
our culture. But NE!l.~o.JFoundJ.and is 
every bit a distinct sociEd:y in a 
cuJ.tural sense as any othe1n place 
in Canada, including QuebE!C and tAle 
must never, ever forget that fact. 

We too have our distinctive 
features that make us what we are, 
Newfoundlanders and LabradorJ.ans. 
We too want to protect and 
preserve that which makes us 
different. What we must reaLize 
is that Quebec has be e n ablE! and 
continues to be able to promote 
its distinctive character with 
it 1 s existing legislative powers 
and certain direct and indirect 
protection already guaranteed by 
the constitution. Meech Lake 
simply goes too far, Mr. Speaker. 

But let us not forget t.hat we arE! 
also similar in rnany rE!SpE!C ts as 
Canadians. There is a sense oF 
fairness, there is a sense of 
br:>ing Canadian !:hat br'inqs us 
together. WE! beLieve :in E!quali.ty 
of opportunity. We are very 1nuch 
alike in our recreational 
pursuits. We all have a cornrnon 
interest in our NationaJ. Game, 
Hockey. We do not all ciWI?.J" For 
thE! Toronto Maple Leafs, I suppose. 
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AN HON. MEMBER: 
I do. 

MR. PENNEY: 
WelJ. lo~.Je all do not. Some of us 
cheer For some of the other teams, 
but we all appreciate the game, 
and I am sure we all feel very 
proud when our nationa1 team tAJi.ns 
a game. But that is part of our 
common heritage. It is. part of 
what makes us Canadians . 

Mr. Speaker, to accept Meech Lake 
as it now stands is to consign 
N~-,.wfoundland to second rate or 
third rate status in what should 
be a full partnership position in 
the Canadian Federation. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

AN liON. MEMBER : 
That is right . 

MR. PENNEY: 
The Meech Lake Accord is 
Fundamentally wrong because it 
fails to reflect the one 
non-negotiable fact of nationhood 
in a Federal state. Every citizen 
of Canada has the right to expect 
equaJ.ity LL.dth E•very other' cit:.iZE:'n 
in the land regardless of where he 
or she lives. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. PENNEY: 
Regardless of whethe1n he liVE!S in 
Ontario or Manitoba, Quebec Ol""' 

NetAJfoundland. 

The second main concern is the 
restriction on the FederaJ. 
spending power. For this Province 
it is important to have a strong 
central Government with the 
capacity to initiate and implement 
national, social and economical 
programs designed to promotE! equaJ. 
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oppolntunity for' aJ.l Canadians and 
to redress regional disparity. 
These include nati.onaJ. prog1narns in 
areas of exclusive provincial 
jurisdiction whereby the Federal 
Government while not, of course, 
administering the program 
establishes firm minimal national 
standards. 

The Canadian Medicare System is 
one such program that very well 
might not have been possible under 
a program like the Meech Lake 
Accord. Another much needE!cl 
program tha l: wou1d :in all 
1 i k e 1 i hood n e,v E! r hap p e n • if ME! e c h 
Lake passes, is a national day 
care program. Let me give you 
another example, Mr. Speaker: 
Suppose the Federal Government 
were to say l:.ha t:. many 
municipalities in the country do 
not have adequate water and sewer, 
but they do not have an adequate 
tax revenue to provide these 
services. 

So the Government of Canada 
decides to provide financial 
assistance to every municipa1ity 
that say has a per capita·tax base 
of under $5000. Now that would 
heJ.p us tlnE!TIIE!ndous1y. That wou] cl 
benefit Newfoundland and Labrador 
to no end. But it lAJouJ.d apply aJ.l 
across Canada, . of course, dS it 
should. b~~cause we in NE•lo~.JfoundJ.and 
and Labrador ar'e no rnor1:=! special 
than the peopJ.e in Quebec. We are 
no more special than lhe pE•oplH in 
Ontario or British CoJ.urnb-:i.a. But 
Mr. Speaker, we a In~-,. no 1~:! s s 
special either. 

So such a program would apply all 
across thE! country as :Lt. should, 
and it would help correct the 
disparity in NE•LJ..Jfound1and and thE• 
disparity in New BrtH1SlAJick and ·in 
Prince Edward IsJ.and. it wou1d 
help bring us up to a comparabl':> 
level with Ontario and Quebec. 
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Except, Mr. Speaker, under Meech 
Lake Ontario and Quebec would have 
the right to opt out. They would 
have the right to opt out and get 
pro rata compensation. I 
understand they would probably 
very well do just that, and they 
will continue to maintain their 
municipalities so much ahead of 
ours. The ability ·to opt out of 
national cost-shared . programs, 
particularly in the case or the 
larger provinces, and receive 
compensation would create a 
tremendous disincentive for the 
Federal Government even to 
initiate new programs. 

Inevitably the result would be a 
patchwork of programs across the 
country with different standards 
and a steadily weakening 
commitment to reduce regional 
disparities and promote equal 
opportunity for all Canadians, 
espe.cially in the poorer 
disadvantaged regions. Equally 
inevitably this will steadily 
weaken our sense, however fragile, 
of national community, and that. 
Mr. Speaker. is our main concern. 
Canada will be a better place if 
we recognize that we are all 
provinces of Canada and that we 
all, as provinces, have the same 
standards and that no province is 
entitled to special status. Not 
Quebec, not Ontario, not British 
Columbia, and not Newfoundland, 
not any province. We are all 
fully participating provinces of 
Canada and we are all Canadians of 
equal opportunity in this country. 

The third concern, Mr. Speaker, 
which some would argue to be the 
most important is the extention of 
the Constitutional veto. The 
Constitutional veto or the right 
to turn down the Constitution to 
all provinces might very well 
accommodate Quebec, but it would 
effectively halt all significant 
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Constitutional change, most 
notably Senate reform. Meech 
Lake, if it goes thr·ough, wiJ.1 
require a unanimous approval of 
every province in order to rE!form 
the Senate instead of the existing 
system that we have now requiring 
only seven out of the ten. 

The importance of Senate reform to 
a Province like ours, Mr. Speaker, 
cannot be overes tirna ted. Sin c ~~ tAle 
joined ConfE!deration t.hE·r·e haVE! 
been people maldng the case l:.hat 
because we are a srna11 popuJ.at.ion 
and have only seven Members in the 
Federal Parliament we have li t:t1e 
say in Federal decisions. and tAJe 
should have lit.t1e say in FE!dera1 
decisions. They say we cannot 
have any real say because our 
numbers are so small, and cornpa1~1~d 
to Ontario and Quebec tAle arE! very 
unimportant. And Mr. Bourassa 
says we should accept this and say 
nothing about the condi t.ion we 
find ourselves in and bE! thankful 
for the crumbs that fall from 
Quebec 1 s table. 

Mr. Speaker, I say that is not 
acceptable. In 1961 the avc:.>rage 
earned income per person in 
Newfoundland was 53 per cent of 
the average for Canada. In 1987 
Newfoundland 1 s average incom0 was 
still only 56 per cent of the 
Canadian average. As the Prernier 
said in his presentation a few 
days ago at that rate we will 
eventually catch up. It wi11 only 
take 300 years. Instead of the 
poorer Atlantic Provinces getting 
a larger share of regional 
development money thE!Y notAl ~1Ed .. a 
smaller proportion and, of course, 
Newfoundland gets the least of 
all. The reason for that, of 
course, is 'that the programs that 
are intended for the poorer 
regions arE! soon extended t.o lhr:~ 
richer reqions because t.he MPs For 
those more populace arE:~as vote to 
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get these services and these 
programs for their constituents. 
I do not blame them for that 
because that is what they were 
elected to do, represent their 
people, and they do it well. 

At the present rate of growth, Mr. 
Speaker, within just a few YE!ars, 
Ontario will have half the 
population of this country and 
then they l.o~.lill haVE! the power to 
impose Government policies for the 
entire country, from British 
Columbia to Newfoundland. 

The beauty of a federal system of 
government is that it accommodates 
and balances the needs of all the 
individual parts to make up the 
whole. Canada made a gross eJ~ror 
in 1867 - they probably made a 
gross error in 1986 too - but 1867 
it made a gross error in not 
putting the federal sysb,~m in 
place properly. The members of 
our Senate are allocated 
proportionately to population and 
appoi~ted at the discretion of the 
Prime Minister, which gives Quebec 
twenty-four, Ontario twenty-four, 
gives little Prince Edward Island 
only four. and it gives us only 
six. The United States of 
American did not make that error. 
The state of Vermont, for example 
has Fewer people than Newfoundland 
but it has two senators. The 
sta·tE! of California has a larger 
population than the entire 
Dominion of Canada and it too. has 
two senators. They have a 
balanced functioning federal 
state. When the han. Member for 
Green Bay spoke here the other day 
he said that the senators from 
Mississippi were not equal to the 
senators from California. I would 
like to suggest to you, Sir, that 
the senators arE! all equal. They 
all have the same size vote, they 
all have the same number of votes, 
so they are equal in all respects. 
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If Newfoundland and Labrador is 
ever to become a full 
participating Province of Canada 
we must have senate rE!form. That 
is why our PremiE!r and every 
member of this Government is 
supporting the Triple E Senate 
proposal, a Senate that is elected 
equal and E!ffE!Ctive. Mr. Speake I~. 
I will add, that is not. t.he 
opinion of the Premier, that is 
not. the opinion of part of this 
caucus. that is the opinion shal"ed 
by every single man and l.i.JOman in 
this caucus. 

The Opposition argues that instead 
of giving more authority and power 
to a central federal Government we 
should be giving rnore powt::~l~ t.o t he 
provinces. Mr. Speaker, l.i.Jhat good 
is power if we do not have the 
financial ability to do something 
with it? We have had complete 
power and jurisdiction in Heall:h , 
but for the past Few years the 
Government of the day has been 
continuing to close hospital beds 
because they did not have the 
money to keep them open. Now, 
fortunately with our new 
Governmr:1nt we are J"eVE!rsing that. 
We are re-allocating the Few 
dollars that we have and. we are 
open".ing the bE!dS that l:he prevtous 
Administration closed. The same 
applies. of course. to Educat:ion. 
We have complete power and 
jurisdiction but we do not have 
the financial ability to provide 
the kind of Education we need. 

Mr. SpeakE!r~ l.i.Jhat l.i.Jould we do if 
we get total power and 
jurisdict.ton over the Fishertes? 
This is what they arE! proposJ.ng, 
total power and jurisdiction over 
the fisheries. Hot.l.l would WE! pay 
For the cost of patroll:i.nq 4-00,000 
square miles of the North 
Atlantic? If tAJe car-ried l.:he 
Opposition 1 s pol.I.Jer trip, and that: 
is what it is, Mr. Speaker, it is 
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just a power trip, if we carried 
it to its logical conclusion, and 
let us reduce the Federal 
Government's power to something 
that I suppose they would have to 
concede, defence matters, that 
would have to rest with the 
Federal Government, let us give 
all other powers to the 
provinces. What would 
Newfoundland do then? Where would 
we get the money to pay for the 
unemployment insurance? Mr. 
Speaker, where would we get the 
money for Medicare? Where would 
we get the money to subsidize the 
transportation cost to Labrador? 
Where would we get the money to 
maintain and improve our 
highways? And where would we 
ultimately get the money we need 
to build a Trans-Labrador 
Highway? To a small province like 
Newfoundland, in great need of 
help from the nation, reducing the 
power of the Federal Government is 
the worst possible thing that 
cou-;Ld happen. 

It would ultimately spell disaster. 

The han. the Member for Grand 
Falls wishes to give me extended 
time. 

MR. SIMMS: 
Yes. 

MR. PENNEY: 
Thank you . 

Mr. SpE!aker, the Newfoundland 
Government does not object to the 
recognition of Quebec as a 
distinct society - on the 
contrary. On the basis of 
language, culture, and legal 
system Quebec is distinctly 
different from any other society 
of Canada. That however, does not 
give it status and rights that no 
other Province has. 
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It is a serious contradiction to 
defend the coll.ectiue rights of 
one group by suppressing the 
rights of othel''S. Mr. SpE•akE!l~, lAJE! 

will not allow that to happen. 

As Premier Wells stated to the 
First Ministers in Ottawa, and the 
han. the Member fo1~ St. Mary's 
The Capes (Mr. HE!arn) l~epeated 
yesterday, the worst flaw in the 
Accord is the process that results 
in e leu en First Ministers te 11 ing 
the 26 million people of Canada 
how they will be governed. 
Instead of the 26 million peop1E! 
of Canada telling the First 
Ministers how they wil.l govern. 

It is supposed to be the 
goVE!rnment of the people, by l·:. he 
pE!Ople, and for thE! people. Not 
government of the poli t.icians, by 
the politicians, for the 
politicians. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

MR. PENNEY: 
Mr. Speaker, the stand that we 

· have taken is being supported not 
only by the majority of 
Newfoundlanders but by the 
majority of Canadians, and that is 
evidenced by the rnail that ts 
coming in from aLl OVE:1r the nation 
every day. Mr. Bourassa's '<'lll 
or nothing' approach must. bE· 
rejected. 

I would like to close with a quote 
from President J.F. Kennc::•dy, he 
once said: 'Let us neuE·r 
negotiate out of fear but lc~t us 
never fear to negotiatE!.' 

This is the spirit th~t must guide 
future debate on the Meech Lake 
issue and it must be done IAlithout 
intimidatton From anybody anywh.:•re 
in this nation, so that a11 c:Hross 
this country we can be consider1:;od 
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equal. 

Thank you very much. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han . the Member for Harbour 
Main. 

MR. DOYLE : 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

I am very pleased, Mr. Speaker, to 
have the opportunity today to 
stand in the han. House and to 
express a fE!W thoughts and a few 
views on one of the most important 
issues to face the Province of 
Newfoundland in quite a number of 
years. As a matter of fact, it is 
probably one of the most important 
issues to facE! the pE!Ople of 
Canada in a lot of years. 

Over the last number of days, Mr. 
Speaker, we have heard many, many 
fine speeches from Members on both 
sides of the House of Assembly and 
that was a prime example of a fine 
speech we heard just a momene ago. 

w~::~ have heard rnany passionate 
spE!eches, we have heard technical 
speeches, we have heard, in some 
instances, very informative 
speeches and, in a lot of 
instances, very fiery speeches. 
But I guess the one thing that all 
the speeches that we have heard in 
the House of Assembly over the 
last couple of weeks haVE! in 
common, is they all reflect a 
concern, a deep, and in some 
cases, a very passionate concern 
for the welfare of this great 
country of ours. And well we 
should be concerned because, as 
was said, Mr. Speaker, initially, 
it is one of the most important 
issues to face the people of the 
ProvinCE! and thE! people of Canada 
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in a lot of years. We haVE! heard 
Members speak about their vision 
of Canada and LAJhat Canada should 
mean to each and eVE!r'y onE• of us. 
We h.:~ard the country rE!fE•rred to 
in glowing terms. In some 
speeches we had it r1:;!ferred to as 
a farnJ.J.y, and I do not think I 
would be too far out, Mr. Speaker, 
if I were to say that thr:• farrdly, 
the Confederation family that we 
are living in today, is CE•r'la:inJ.y 
on the verge of break up and break 
down. 

It might be a brE!akdown that lAJE• 
may never, never t~ecover from. 
And when we get right down to it, 
Mr. Speaker, it is hard sometirn~~s. 

to be a member of the family, 
because you have to livE• l:ogE~ther 

and you 1·1ave to work togE!thE>J", and 
even, on times, you have to bicker 
and you have to fight together. 
But the one thing we all hope for 
is that at the end of the day, no 
matter what haRpens, l:he Family 
stays together. That is lAJhat. 
people right across this country 
are hop i n g for' , that' i s w h cl t Uw y 
are u..Jishing for, that ·thE! fatn-.i ly 
wi11 remain together after all 
this fighting and bi.ckE•ring "i.s 
over. 

Mr. Speaker, this family is in 
grave trouble, as evE!ryone in thE! 
country is u..Jell aware, and unless 
we move quickly, unless we move 
very expeditiously -to save it, it 
could vE•ry weLl be thE! Pnd of the 
nation, the end of the countr·y as 
we have known it for many, many 
hundreds of years. It may well be 
the turning point, the beginning 
of a new na t.ion, a na t.:i.on that. is 
going to be very much different 
from what it is today. · 

I do not believe 
in this House, 
Newfoundland or 
should be selling 

l:.ha l: any Mernber 
any person in 
across Canada, 
Qu~~ be c short. 
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Tempers are running very, very 
high in the Province of Quebec 
right now, and a lot of 
discussions are going on as to 
whether they would be better off 

· in some other forum, either 
sovereignty association or 
completely separated From Canada, 
and some of the debate we have 
seen in the House of Assembly over 
the last twenty-four hour period, 
really does not do anything to 
assure the people of Quebec that 
the nation has their best 
interests at heart. 

We saw the Minister of Finance, 
just a few hours ago, less than 
twenty-four hours ago, rise in his 
place and make some very 
inflammatory remarks with respect 
to Quebec. To say that we now 
have Quebec now in the position 
they have had us in for years can 
only be termed by the people of 
Quebec as being very 
inflammatory. I am sure the 
people of Quebec today are looking 
at those remarks of the Minister 
of Finance, a senior Minister 'in 
the Government of Newfoundland, 
and they are t a k i n g a v e-r y , v e r y 
dim view of it. 

The Minister of Finance has 
embarrassed the people of 
Newfoundland, h.e has embarrassed 

Newfoundland 
and, I might 

the Government of 
with these remarks 
say to him -

AN HON. MEMBER: 
-Andhe··· has e.mbarras sed the Premier. 

MR. DOYLE: 
Yes, he has embarrassed the 
Premier, and that is For sure. I 
do not believe he has done the 
Premier's credibility much good in 
this particular instance, and 
certainly not the credibility of 
the Province of Newfoundland. 
Now, we take no great pleasure in 
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that, in seeing remarks like that 
made by a senior Minister in the 
House of Assembly. But, Mr. 
Speaker, they have bet::~n 1nade and, 
as I said, it does nothing to 
assure the people of Quebec that 
we have their best interests at 
heart. 

The question we haVE! to ask 
ourselves in this debate is, do WE· 
want to preserve this country and 
build on it and make it grotAJ, or 
do we want to b::'!ar it down, do we 
want to tear it a p a r• t , b r E! a I< i. t u p 
and look on as the country we 
respect and we Jove and we adrrr.ire 
disintegrates right before our 
very eyes? 

Mr . SpE!ai<E!r, thE! fir·st st:E!p in 
that whole process is to bring the 
fami1y togE!ther, and that is what 
the Premiers were trying to do 
back a year or so ago lAJhen thE!Y 
began this process. We all 
realize that further reform is 
necessary, btjt tAle cannot haue 
further reforrn if we do not. havE• 
all members of l:lie Farrd.ly conr.ing 
together in order to rnake that 
refor·m. So the question we have 
to ask ourselves is do we lAiant. to 
break ·the country up, or· do we 
want to build on it and do we want. 
to preserve it? I believe most 
people, Mr. Speaker, whE!n facli:~d 
with that type of decision, would 
opt For the J.atter, to buil.d on it 
and make it grow: So we have some 
fundamental choiCE!S WE! have to 
make and we have to reflect on. 
Do we want to be naU.on buj 1.dE•rs, 
or do we want to tear the whol.e 
thing apart? 

Government says, Mr. Speaker, that 
we cannot afford to pas s Meech 
Lake in its present form . I think 
a bE!tter question which has to bE! 
asked, a much bet:ter question and 
a more appropriate question, is 
can we afford not to pass Meech 
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Lake in its present form? We hear 
a lot of the Premiers in the 
country today saying that it is 
not a perfect document, and we all 
realize that it is not a perfect 
document. No document which 
attempts to do what the Meech Lake 
Accord is attempting to do is ever 
a perfect one, but the question we 
have to ask is how long do we have 
to wait for a perfect document? 
How long will we have to wait 
before we can have a Constitution 
which takes into account every 
concern of every individual and 
every Canadian in this great 
country of ours? 

The Premiers oF the various 
provinces, Mr. Speaker, worked 
long and hard to bring us to where 
we are today, and they realized, 
when putting this particular 
Constitution together. that it did 
not address the concerns of every 
single individual, every single 
person, every group, every 
minority, every institution in the 
country, but I think everyone 
agreed that it was a good first 
step, it was an excellent first 
step, yes, a bi.g fi.rst st.E!P 
forward that set out and 
accomplished a lot of objectivss. 

So now, Mr. Speaker, we are at the 
crossroads, and the decisions 
which have to be taken in the next 
few months ar·e certainly going to 
determine a lot about how we are 
going to be able to live in this 
country for the next one hundred 
years or more. 

Some people are saying it is bad 
for the country, a lot of people 
are saying it is good for the 
country, and your rnind has to go 
back to the free trade debate, 
which was on the go a number of 
months ago, and you had somE! 
Members opposite going from door 
to door tE!lling people they were 
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going to lose their old age 
pensions. their baby bonus and 
their social programmes if the 
Fr~;:~~;:~ Trade AgrE!ernent went th1~ou~1h 
in the form they had before the 
people. And they were quite 
effective, Mr . Speaker, because 
people believed that, that they 
were going to lose their pensions 
and their baby bonus and their UIC 
if we had the Free Trade Agreement 
as it was drafted. 

Mr. Speaker, what we see before us 
now is quite possibly the breakup 
of the nation. The Member For 
Green Bay last night. Mr. Speaker. 
referred to the social programmes 
we have in Canada and the 
possibility of losing thoSE! social 
programmes should the country as 
we know it today break up . And 
that is. a very r1::>al possibi.li. ·ty. a 
very serious possibility. It is 
not like the debate which went on 
in the free trade debate, where 
people were spreading rumours and 
sprE!ading lies, essentiaJ.ly·, about 
losing social programmes. But we 
couJ.d very well lose our social 
programmes today, Mr . Speaker, if 
the country breaks up, and E!Uery 
indication is being given that 
that could very well happen. 

So we have strong opinions being 
expressed on both sides of the 
issue, and there are some very, 
very knowledgeable people in the 
country who are definitely corrring 
down on the side of Meech Lak e . 

I was surprised the other day when 
I heard the Leader of the 
Opposition say that approximately 
85 to 90 per cent of the 
constitutional experts in the 
country today agree that Meech 
Lake in no way threatens the other 
provinces of Canada ··- that MeE:~ch 

Lake in no way threatens the other 
provinces of Canada, 85 to 90 per 
cent of the constit.utionaJ. E!XpE!rt s 
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in the country agree with that. 
So there is a lot of support for 
the Accord, Mr. Speaker - a lot of 
support for the Accord. 

Is David Peterson, the Premier of 
Ontario, wrong? He supports the 
Accord. Is he wrong? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Yes. 

MR. DOYLE: 
David Peterson 
about Joe Ghiz 
Edward Island? 

SOME HON . MEMBERS : 
Wrong. Wrong . 

MR. DOYLE: 
AJ.l wrong. 
Buchannan, Mr. 
Premier of Nova 
wrong. 

MR . FLIGHT : 
He is a PC . 

MR. DOYLE: 

is wrong . 
over in 

I see . 
Speaker, 

Scotia, 

What 
Prince 

John 
the 

hE! is 

Richard Hatfield, I believe he was 
one of the people who· signed the 
Accord, he was wrong as well? And 
Brian Peckford was wrong . too, I 
suppose? And Premier Getty of 
Alberta, he is wrong, and Vander 
Zalm and Grant Devine. Al1 these 
people, Mr. Speaker, are wrong. 
We are the on1y ones who are 
right, we are the only ones in 
step with the country. Mr. 
Speaker, I make no wonder that 85 
per cent <1f the cons ti tu tio nal 
experts in this country are firmly 
on the side of this Accord. Mr. 
Speaker, the Accord was supported 
by a lot of Premiers in this 
country and they must have 
supported it for a reason. 

The Premier says he is getting a 
lot of support from right acr•oss 
the country, a lot of mail rolling 
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in to hirn. Well I would say to 
the Premier that he should not put 
too much confidence and too much 
credence in the handful of bigots 
and rednecks across this country 
who are writing him and telling 
him to keep fighting Quebec . Mr. 
Speaker, I would caution the 
Premier to not put too much 
credence in that. 

Mr. Speaker, what we see, I 
suppose, is a polarizing of 
attitudes in the country. The 
Meech Lake clock keeps ticking 
away to June 23, and a lot of 
people are getting very, VE!ry 
·concerned about what is going to 
happen. It is disappointing, as 
well, Mr. SpE!aker, to see t.he 
Premier using the Meech Lake issue 
now in a cheap way, as wi.tnE•ssed 
by the headlim)s in thE! paper 
today: comrrtE!nts that WE!InE! rnade by 
the Minister of Finance over Lhe 
last twenty-four hours, very 
disturbing comments, which I am 
sure are inflaming an already very 
tense situation in the country. 

What does the Meech Lake Accord 
do, Mr. Speaker? What does it 
do? It accomplishes the 
objective, the rnain object.ive of 
bringing Quebec into the 
constitutional family. That is 
the first and most important thing 
the Meech Lake Accord does . It 
gives provinces a say in thE! 
makeup of national institutions 
like the Senate and the Supreme 
Court of Canada; it gives 
provinces a say in immigration as 
it affects a particular province. 
The Premier would not have to be 
on the phone calling the Prime 
Minister, asking hirn to do 
something about the refugee 
problem we have in Newfoundland 
right now, he would have a say on 
immigration policy as it affects 
his own particular Province . 
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It provides an ongoing process, 
Mr. Speaker, of First Ministers' 
conferences on the economy. which 
is something very. very important; 
it makes mandatory, as a matter of 
fact, ongoing First Ministers' 
conferences on the Constitution, 
so that instead of going to the 
constitutional table every ten. or 
fifteen. or twenty y~::~ars. when a 
crisis occurs, there will be an 
ongoing constitutional update on a 
timely bc\sis. on a regular basis, 
probably on an annual basis. That 
is very. VE!ry important as tAJell. 
And it pJ~ovides For immediate 
consideration of Senate reform and 
the issue of responsibility in the 
fishery. 

The three rnain arguments being 
used by the Government of 
NetAJfoundland for rejection of the 
Accord is that through the 
distinct society clause Quebec 
gains new legislative powers. 
That seems to be the main reason 
for Newfoundland's objection to 
the Meech Lake Accord. Because 
the distinct society clause gives 
Quebec. they say. new legislative 
powers and that a greater 
definition of Senate reForm shou'ld 
be in the Accord and that the 
formula for change we see in the 
Accord is much too rigid. That is 
lAJhat Mernbr:~rs oppositE:~ aJ~e saying. 
On top of that, they make the 
point, as well, that the Accord 
constitutionalizes regional 
disparity fot~ever and a day. that 
we can never rise above wheJ~e we 
presently are because the Accord 
constitutionalizes regional 
disparity. 

Well, Mr. Speaker. I cannot stand 
here today and say that I know a 
great deal, I suppose, about l:he 
Meech Lake Accord. I am not a 
constitutional expert, I am not a 
lawyer and I do not purport to 
know as much as some people about 
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the Constitution of Canada, but, 
lAJith respect to the threE:~ points 
the Government are making, that 
through the distinct society 
clause, Quebec gains new 
legislative powers, that the 
definition of Senate reform is 
much too rigid and that the 
consU.tution entrenches rE!gionaJ. 
disparity. some of the best mtnds 
in the country are saying, no, 
that is not the way it is at all. 

I am sure Members opposite have 
seen the article by Gordon 
Robertson, 'Dispelling The Myths 
That Surt~ound Meech.' It deals 
specifically with those three 
points. And I believe he is 
regat~ded in the countt~y as a 
constitutional expert. 

MR. SIMMS: 
A former Cabinet Secretary . 

MR. DOYLE: 
Well, he lAJas a for'mer Clerk of thE! 
Privy Council and authot~ of 'HousE! 
Divided', 'Meech Lake', 'SenatE! 
Reform' and 'The Canadian Unity'. 

MR. SIMMS : 
He knotAJS more than l:he ME!II'IbE!I~ fot~ 

(inaudible). that is for sut~e. 

MR. DOYLE: ---····--.---
Mr. Speaker, I am not going to 
read that. but I lAJoul.d say t:o 
Members they should read it, 
because tt dispels Hw myths that 
Members opposite have been 
articulattng For the last couple 
of weeks. He says that these 
potnts the Government of 
Newfoundland at~e making al~E! 

invalid, they are not valid at 
all. The distinct society clause, 
we are told, simply recognizE•s thE• 
reality of the nation and, lAlhile 
it. can be argued that lAJe ar'C~! a11 
distinct - and I guess lAJe are 

·distinct here in Newfoundland as 
lAJe1l to sorne degree, l:hat. is trUE! 
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we are a distinct bunch of 
people here in Newfoundland. We 
have to admit that the extent of 
Quebec 1 s distinctiveness is 
greater than any other part of the 
nation . The extent of Quebec 1 s 
distinctiveness is greater than 
any province in the country, given 
its diffel"ent language, givt'.!n the 
different culture thE!Y have, the 
special provisions Quebec has had 
ever since 1867. So more 
importantly. Mr. Speaker. as it 
relates to Newfoundland 1 s 
objection to the distinctiveness 
of Quebec, there are no powers 
transferred as a result of that 
clause in the Accord, to which 
Members opposite have been saying 
directly the opposite. There arE! 
no powers transferred as a result 
of that clause in the Accord. 
There is a specific provision in 
the samE! SE!Ction as the distinct 
society clause that says nothing 
in that Section derogates from the 
powers, rights or privileges of 
Parliament or fhe Government of 
Canada. or of the Legis la tu res of 
the Governments of 'the Province, 
including any powers, rights or 
privileges rE!lated to language. 
It simply allows Quebec, Mr . 
Speaker, to promote its 
distinctive character, using the 
existing powers they now have, if 
the courts agree. 

MR. NOEL: 
So why are they going to leave 
Canada? 

MR. DOYLE : 
So, Mr. Speaker, it simply allows 
Quebec to promote its distinctive 
character using the existing 
powers that they have now and if 
the courts agree · in their 
interpretation of that clause. No 
new powers created. No polAJers 
transferl"ed to the ProvinCE! of 
Quebec . 
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MR. NOEL : 
Bourassa is going to love you . 

MR . SIMMS: 
Mr. Speaker, could you 
Member, please! He is 
at it. 

MR. DOYLE : 

name that 
constantly 

And in addition to that, Ml". 
Speaker, that s ection also 
contains a provision which says 
that the constitution shall be 
interpreted in a mannE!r consistE!nt 
with the recognition of the 
existence of French speaking 
Canadians centered in Quebec. 

MR . SIMMS: 
Right on! 

MR. DOYLE: 
Therefore in any interpretation of 
the distinct society clause by the 
courts that provision has to be 
considerE!d. And thE! Mernbe1ns 
opposite, Mr. Speaker·. put a gr'rc'at 
deal of credence in Senate reform, 
that is to be the panacea. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
The saviour of the worJd . 

MR. DOYLE: 
That is to be the saviour For 
Newfoundland, if lAJe can only get 
Senate reform. But, Mr. SpeakE:~r. 
in order to gE!t irr1111ediate 
consideration of Senate rE!form in 
the first year after the Accord is 
finally signed, if it is signed, 
it is totally and abso1utE•ly and 
completely unrealistic. At this 
point in tirne. in any event. there 
is no consensus among the var·ious 
provinces in Canada on what forrn a 
new SE:~nate should take in Lhe 
country. 

It is acknow1edged by an awf ul lot 
of people, most experts in l::he 
country acknotAJJ.edge• the fac L lhat 
s~~nate refor·m is nerc'ded, and 
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possibly at some point in time the 
total abolition of the Senate. 
That might be what may eventua1ly 
happen to the Senate of Canada. 
But to expect to suddenly bring 
about Senate reform overnight 
without having all of the 
provinces, especially a province 
like Quebec with a population of 6 
million people, without having all 
of the provinces of Canada at the 
constitutional table to decide 
upon Senate refo1nm, it is tot.ally 
and absolutely unrealistic. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not a perfect 
document, as I said, but it is one 
that we should build on. I was 
encouraged this morning, as a 
matte1n of fact, as I lAJas driving 
in over thE! road, listening to the 
Open Line Program, and I heard 
Fraser Marsh, the President of 
NAPE on one of the Open Line 
Programs, make the point that the 
debate that is going on in 
Newfoundland right now should not 
only be going on in the 
Newfoundland House of Assembly, it 
should be going on in every 
classroom and every municipality 
and every town in the Province. 
It should be going on everywhere. 

One of the main ways to ensure 
that the public is or becomes a 
better informed public, and to 
ensure that that happens there is 
no better way than the public 
hearing pr·ocess. I wouJ.d imagine 
Members today saw the editorial in 
The Evening Telegram referring to 
some of the advantages of the 
public hearing process in the 
country. And I will just read 
briefly from it, Mr. Speaker. The 
editorial reads 1 Premier Wells 
last week rejected Opposition 
demands that he hold public 
hearings on Meech Lake before the 
House of Assembly passes its 
resolution to rescind the Accord. 
At the same timE=~ he no·ted that he 
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had a responsibility to rnab:~ more 
speeches a11 OVE!r the P1novince to 
educate people about the affecl:s · 
of the Accord and lAJhat these• 
affec-ts would be if pasSE!d in j ts 
present form. 1 

And what bE!tter way, Mr. Speaker, 
to .::~nsure that t:he peoph~ of the 
Province become totally and 
completely and absolutely infolnrn,:;.d 
than to have a public hearing 
process. 

MR. SIMMS : 
Right on! 

MR. DOYLE: 
I"fthe ···-·-Premier at s orne point in 
time is going to pul~. l:hr:~ quest.ion 
to a referendum surely he would 
want the people of the Province to 
know what they were voting on 
before they started to vote. 

So the Premier cannot have it both 
ways. He cannot have it both 
ways. He should today, 
immediately, put a Committee in 
place to go a~ound the Province 
and to hold public hearings and to 
give people the chance to come 
forward and to give their views on 
this subject. 

Mr. Speaker, I will clue up now 
because I am sure therE! are other 
people waiting to speak in th i s 
debate, and as the Meech Lak1?. 
clock begins to tick away, I cllTI 
sure the Members will vote 
according to their consd.r:'nce and 
realize what we are doing here. 
It takes people of vision to build 
a coun·l:ry, it takes people of 
vision to rewrite history. And 
this is the anniversary of 
Confederation this J.ast week and I 
wonder where we would all be if 
men of vision and good will had 
not sat around a table so 111any 
years ago to put this country 
together. 
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So Mr. Speaker, -

MR. SIMMS: 
·:Jus-tr_e.ad that little paragraph 
from the editorial, and that says 
it all. 

MR. DOYLE: 
Members are anxious for me, Mr. 
Speaker, to read this little 
paragraph in the editorial so I 
guess I will before I take my 
seat. This is the editorial in 
Today's Evening Telegram. 
'Constitutions are made for people 
not politicians, as Mr. Wells has 
rightly stated; that being said, 
it · has to be admitted that the 
people of i:his Province have had 
very little input into the 
document which means so much to 
them and the future of their 
country. ' But I do not imagine, 
Mr. Speaker·, the Premier is going 
to put in place a public hearing 
process. I do not know if he is 
all that anxious to have the 
people of the Province made fully 
aware of what he is doing here. 
And as I said, the decision we are 
asked to make today or over the 
next number of weeks wi 11 either 
bring this country closer together 
or break it totally apart. 

SOME HON. MEMB ERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. DICKS: 
Mr . Speaker. 

MR . SPEAKER: 
The han . the Minister of Justice . 

MR. HEWLETT. 
(Inaudible) from Plato . 

MR. DICKS: 
Thank you Mr. Speaker. I hope the 
han . Member for Green Bay reads 
better than he recalls because it 
was not Plato as my memory serves 
me . In any event, Mr. Speaker, I 
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am pleased to rise on this 
occasion in the House and see my 
colleagues and Opposition so 
anxious as they fill the ranks 
over here to be educated on the 
favourable aspects of Meech Lake 
notwithstanding their own personal 
remarks to the contrary. I would 
hope in the course of l:h~~se 
remarks to disabuse the Members of 
the Opposition of some proposals 
and thoughts they put forward in 
defence of Meech Lake LIJhich they 
voted fo1~ some timE! ago and which 
has proven itself to be a 
troublesome document at best . 

First of all I would like to point 
out to the Member for Harbour Main 
that his statistics are probably 
as flawed as the Constitutional 
advice the Opposition ha s bE•en 
getting, and that even in l: he 
course of his own remarks he first 
said that the number of 
Constitutional experts in favour 
of Meech Lake was 90 per cent and 
then later changed · it to 85 per 
c e n t 1 e s s i: han two m :i n u t e s 1 ate r . 
He probably speaks to the fact 
that by now at 4:30 - zero Members 
and Constitutional experts are 
probably still in favour of Meech 
Lake. And if that is not the case 
I am sure that will be the case at 
5:00 p.rn. when I fin-.ish speaking 
this evening. 

Mr . Speaker, it is unfortunatE! 
that such an important debate :in 
the history of the country and the 
Province has along with it, 
brought so much rancour and 
bitterness that we have heard in 
the press and it is a11uded to by 
the hon. Member, s eerns to have 
brought out. some bigots, but. I 
think that it is unfair to 
characterize the Opposition to 
Meech Lake in this country as 
representing only the bigots of 
the country, becaus~"?. I submit. that 
that is clE!ar·ly not the case, that. 
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there is a lot 
opposition to the 
legitimate reasons. 

of thoughtfuJ. 
Accord for many 

ThE!re arE! many thoughts being put 
forward at the present time in the 
country that really are not borne 
out by the experience that we have 
gone through. And I wouJ.d like to 
recount that starting in the early 
1970's when the first 
Constitutional attempt was made by 
the then Prime Minister, Pierre 
Trudeau, to bring back the 
Constitution to Canada. And at 
British Columbia, Victoria and 
Vancouver at the time. an A.c cord 
or an agreement was struck to 
repatriate the Constitution. And 
that fell down because Mr. 
Bourassa, who was then the 
Premier, and since ressurected 
himself some years later in about 
1984- or 1985, first agreed and 
then later disagreed with the 
proposition. And at that time we 
did not hear any opposition in 
this country saying that we could 
not hold back Constitutional 
reform because one province was 
opposed to it, but instead the 
country then went through a 
process of some ten or twelve year 
in which it attempted to bring all 
the provinces into some consensus 
as to what Constitutional change 
should be in this country. 

Then in 1982, we had a very 
significant event when there was a 
repatriation of the Constitution 
From England. where it had 
remained For some years. since 
186'7, but gave us authority over 
our own constitutional future and 
had coupled with it A Charter Of 
Rights And FrE!edoms. That had the 
consent of nine of the Provinces 
and again. one particular 
province, Quebec, was not left out. 
but refusE!d to join, and the 
Premier of Qur:~bec of the day. Mr. 
Rene Levesque, an avowed 
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separatist with his own agenda, 
but in many ways an intelligent 
and I think very fair-minded and 
honest individual, said that the 
Accord of the day, or that 
agreement, did not meet his own 
view of what language protection 
should be for Quebec. 

Whether we agree t.~.Jith his 
rationale or not, in any event 
Quebec did not accept the 
Constitution at that U.JTJE~. so 
after that we again heard and 
probably for the first timE! that 
we had to bring Quebec in·to t.h'.is 
Constitution which we had 
repatriated. That it was 
significant enough that one 
Province was left out of it, that 
the country and the Government and 
the subsequent Govern1nent took 
upon itsr:~lf the task of tJnyJ.ng to 
come to a new agreernE:~n L l:o expand 
the Constitution to include 
legitimate considerations of one 
of the largest provinces in the 
country, representing 
approximately one quarter to one 
third of the population. Quebec 
then brought to the tabJ.e at Meech 
Lake, five demands. that it said 
would haVE! to bE! mE!t. i.f 'it we•rE:' 
going to join in Lhe 
Constitution. These were its 
demands that must be l'llE!t. 
Mulroney, the Prime Minister at 
the time. bl'dng the greal: 
negotiator he was, having heard 
for five. gave him seven. and tJJe 
ended up with thE! ME!E!Ch Lake 
Accord, that Frankly, surpassed 
the demands of Quebec ancl at t.h'is 
point. in time, create For us, tJJhat 
has bE! come. through a 1cH'9E! extE!nt 
an almost insurmountable series of 
constitutional difficuJ.ti.es, 
because what was put in that 
consU.tutiona1 accord of the day. 
was fatally flawed in many 
respects, and ou1n RE!Soluti.on Vt:'ry 
much seeks to correct and add1ness 
this. Now the interesti.ng thing 

No. 16 (AFternoon) 1~4-7 

... 



about the debate since Meech Lake 
Accord was first brought to the 
country in about 1987, is that tAle 
have not heard that it is 
important to proceed and to try to 
bring the dissenting provinces and 
those who have expressed serious 
doubts into the Constitution, that 
for some reason, many of the 
political leaders in this country, 
and that includes the Prime 
Minister and Mr. Bourassa, have 
refused to engage in reasonE!d 
considered debate as to what the 
issues are and to speak, not only 
for their own parae hial interest, 
and I think in Mr. Mulroney's 
case, it is a matter of preserving 
an electoral majority in Quebec, 
and in Mr. Bouraisa's case I do 
not know really what he has at 
hand, except that he engages in a 
certain amount of stonewalling and 
has the temerity to make certain 
comments that I think, most 
Newfoundlanders find insulting and 
certainly have not enlarged his 
audience across the country. He 
brings to it as well, an element 
of brinksmanship, when he says to 
us that 'the Meech Lake Accord 
represents an unlimited risk, if 
we do not agree to it' . Well he 
is right in that, except that we 
would probably differ with what 
that risk is, and I think the risk 
was perhaps best stated by Jacques 
Parizeau, who is Mr . Bourassa's 
counterpart in opposition in 
Quebec, who said that t.~.lith Meech 
Lake, the s paratist faction will 
win, either way, but if the 
country rejects it, it will 
enhance the Separatist feeling in 
Quebec and if we accept it, it 
will eventually result in 
Separatism, and that, to rny mind 
is one of the more telling 
comments about what the effects of 
Meech Lake will be, and that as 
well has been borne out by the 
-polls we have seen coming ou·t of 
Quebec, because, in 1980, that 
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province voted 40 per cent for 
separation, but now as the J"esult 
of the new Accord that is supposed 
to bring the country t.ogethE!r. 
what has been thE! r«::1 s ul t of it:? 
67.5 per cent of Quebecers favours 
separation. while only 20 per· cent 
are in favour of staying part of 
Canada. Now what does that tE!ll 
us? It tells us first of all, and 
in the biblical sense, that by 
your deeds shall ye know them, and 
if we want to look at what Quebec 
symbolizes and what Meech Lake 
symbolizes for this country, no 
more telling point can be seen 
than the fact that its effect, 
even before it is brought, and 
even before its approved, just the 
very thought that this tAii11 be the 
nature of the Constitution of this 
country, is going to bring about, 
instill and foster a very great 
divide in this country, to the 
point wheJ"e one of OUI" most 
populous province, tAJhich is in 
fact the second most populous 
province, sees separat.i·sm as l:h1?. 
most viable option for itself. 

I think that is singularly 
unfortunate. So having identi ·f"ied 
the problem, what are to be our 
attitudes and our response to 
that? I do not think it is fa:i.r 
to characterize opposition to the 
Meech Lake Accord or any 
legitimate second thinking of it, 
as somehow unfair to Canadi:'l, that 
we should accept Meech Lake in its 
full and present form as being the 
final document that we all wi11 
accept. 

I think it is signtficant thcd: at. 
the tiiTIE! the Constitution Ll.Jas 
repatriated in 1982 QU«::1bE:'C had a 
very legitimate and full voice, 
not only in Quebec speaking for it 
but also in Ottawa. We had a 
French Canadian Prime Minis tel", 
the FedE:1ral Minister' of l:he day, 
the Justice Minister, was frorn 
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Quebec, Mr. Chretien, who wil1 
probably be our next Prime 
Minister, and seVE!nty-four of the 
seventy-five MPs were also from 
Quebec. So those who would have 
us believe that Quebec • s interests 
were not represented are clearly 
in error because if one looks at 
the record it is very clear that 
the majority of the Liberal Caucus 
of the day was in fact from 
Quebec. In addition to that, Mr. 
Speaker, we have to rernt::~rnbE!r that 
Quebec itself, while on the one 
hand disputing the 1982 
Constitution, has itself invoked 
that very Constitution in each 
piece of legislation that has been 
passed since that time by using 
the notwithstanding clause. 

So despite ·the fact that the 
province did not agree it has in 
fact, through usage recognized it, 
and its political leaders of the 
day at the Federal level supported 
the 1982 Constitutional Accord. 
Inasmuch as the province -of Quebec 
has had full imput into that 
original constitution and that its 
concerns were taken into account 
in the 1987-88 Meech Lake 
proposals which went ahead and 
tAJere largely adopted by the people 
of this country, I think we must 
look at their position and rethink 
what Quebec's legitimate demands 
are. If we look at the 
Constitutional resolution put 
forward by this House for 
adoption, the recision of Meech 
Lake, but yet at the same time 
addressing the legitimate demands 
of Quebec, it is very clear that 
those five original demands, as 
set forth, have indeed been met. 
Those five, Min. Spt::1aker, WE!re that 
the country would explicitly 
recognize Quebec as a distinct 
society, would accord to that 
province a constitutional veto 
that would acknowledge a 
provincial limit on the federal 
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spending power, would gJ.vt::1 thE! 
province a role to play in the 
appointment of judges to the 
Supreme Court of Canad~, and would 
increase the province's polAJE!rs in 
matters of immigration. 

Mr. Speaker, it. is very clear thE! 
proposal that lAJe have ht::~rE! bE!fotne 
us t.oday addresses each of those 
issues. First of al1 with lnE!gar'd 
to the distinct society clause, 
that is a matter more properly put 
:in the preamble, and the rt::1ason 
for that is that if it is placed 
in the body of the agreement it 
wi11 carry with it necessary 
legislative pow•c~rs. What is 
difficult to accept, w:l.t.:h thE! 
rationale put forward by the 
Federal Government, is thc\t it 
says in Queb•?.c, and holds out to 
Quebecers, that by inserting the 
distinct society clause in the 
Constitution it has given to 
Quebec a special legislative power 
and special authority over its own 
distinct society identity. 

I suggest, Mr. Speaker, as our 
resolution entails, that that :l.s 
essentially its language and to 
sorne E!Xten t its cu1hlt"a1 affaJtns, 
but if we leave it in there 
without defining to some extent 
what that distinct society 
legislative authority wiLl. bE!, lAJe 
leave it too vague and we leave 
open the possibi1ity that the 
province wi11 be able to cont.E!nd 
in the futurE! for its othE!r 
purposes, that part of that 
distinct society is a distinct 
econo~ic identity preserving 
itself at a certain tier of income 
in this count:1ny, and pE!r·haps that 
is what underlies to some E!XtPnt 
the stern oppos:l.tion to st::1nate 
rE:1forrn lAJhich is aJ.so part. of out" 
proposal. In some st::~nses, Mr. 
Speaker, the opposition to l~hE! 
Accord in this Province, and 
eJ.sewherE! in thJs country, i.s 
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legitimate recognition of economic 
consequences that it will entail, 
because if we approve the Accord 
as is, w~::~ are buying a clalJSl~ 
which is esSE!ntially undefined and 
will be left to the courts to 
flush out. 

The Prime Minister and his Quebec 
caucus clearly believe that this 
carries with it special powers to 
Quebec. The rest of the country 
is being told, no it does not. 
Now someone has to be right. It 
is one or the other and maybe we 
can live with one or the other, 
should we know what it is, but as 
it is, and not knowing the extent 
of that authority. then I do not 
think we should buy a pig in a 
poke, and we should not be so 
naive as to think that these 
things can be settled now and 
negotiated later. 

Now why will the main players in 
this whole drama not address that 
issue . Mr. Bourassa says that the 
Accord as it is now represents 
Quebec's minimum demcrnds. It was 
more than it requested in 1987. 
It was what it got, more than 
requested, but yet at this point 
in time hE! has refused to rE!OpE!n 
the indiv'.idual provisions which 
need further examination. And 
that I think is unacceptable. 

That in as much as the Federal 
Government sought over some 
seventeen years to f'.ind a 
consensus that lAJouJ.d enable Quebec 
to accept a new constitutional 
view of this country, I think that 
the Province of Quebec and the 
Government of Canada owe it to the 
dissenting provinces who do not 
approve thE! Accord: New Brunswick 
and Mani ·toba and also those that 
have express doubts: Alberta, 
British Columbia, Manitoba, and 
Newfoundland, of course, the right 
to review this and to eliminate 
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those doubts, such as they are . 

What is of grE!at concern as well: 
if we are ever to address the 
economic imbalances in this 
country then there must be another 
mechanism other than the House of 
Commons. 

If that was not clear to us 
earlier it certainly became 
apparent with Mr. Boura s sa's 
remarks, reminding our Premier and 
all Newfoundlanders that 'Central 
Canada contributed 51 per cent of 
our budget of lAJhich 68 pE!r CE!nt 
came from Ontario and Quebec . ' 
Now clearly the meaning is thE:~re 
for us to read. But other than 
seeing it as a thr'E!at and sornE!~lOlAJ 
a disincentive to us to go ahc!ad 
with it, I think we should try to 
look at that in a positive light. 
And that, yes, that is [.J. VE!t~y, 
very serious probh'l"n to us. rhe 
cause of that is clearly that the 
Central government, the Canadian 
federation is governed in large 
part by the provinces of Quebec 
and Ontario, so we must look fotn a 
mechanism to right that balance. 
That to my mind is SenatE! reform 
and until t.ue have a s~~nate that 
has an equal voice in each 
Province, that is elected and that 
is effE!Ctive, that can rE!V'.i.E!lAJ 
measures passed by the House of 
Commons, and that to a J.arge 
extent give us a system equivalent 
to the American, then I do not 
think to any great t:;!Xl:E!nl: t.ue t.~.r:i 11 
ever re!dress the econorrric problems 
in the country. Because we rnus t 
find a way of curtailing th e f1ot.u 
from the federal coffers 
repeatedly into the economic 
development of Quebec and Ontario. 

Although we do rec e ive transfer 
payments, and significant ones 
from the Canadian economy 
generally and patnU.culatnly frottl 
Central Canada, our trade lines 
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were changed by virtue of 
Confederation. Senator Don 
Cameron, a few years ago wrote a 
very enlightening article, in 
which he detailed the economic 
history of the Maritimes. Up 
until Confederation in 1867 New 
Brunswick and Nova Scotia were the 
most wealthy provinces in Canada. 
He makes a very good argument that 
as a result of Confederation the 
traditional north - south trading 
lines from the Maritimes which 
were those of Newfoundland as well 
down through the easte1nn seaboard 
states and onto Jamaica to England 
and back to Newfoundland and the 
Maritimes were changed. That the 
railway, that the ties to Central 
Canada and the tariff system that 
we then had in operation compelled 
the Maritimers to trade with 
Central Canada rather than the 
Eastern seaboard of lhe Urd.tE!d 
States, which was their natural 
market and still remains so to 
that day. My learned friend, the 
Minister of Development, quoted 
some interesting figures yesterday 
as to what our trade with the 
United States remains and is until 
this day. So that although we can 
look at receiving significant 
amounts from Central Canada, we 
also have to bear in mind that 
there is a considerable advantage 
to the Central Canadian economy 
which is largely manufacturing and 
industrial in trading back to us 
and sending to us goods that we 
would otherwise buy From other 
countries along our natural 
trading routes. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the document 
that lAJe have before us dE!tails in 
many respects Newfoundland•s 
alternate proposal. I mentioned 
the distinct society. I would 
like to mention the addition we 
have made, one of the great 
oversights which is also 
recognized by New Brunswick in its 
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motion is that the constitution as 
it is now drafted does not now 
include our Aboriginal people to 
whom this country originally 
belonged. As long as we owe that 
debt, and as long as we are the 
people who have in large part 
supplanted the native peoples, WE! 
have recognized that there is 
tAdthin our federation room for a 
legitimate role for the ~boriginal 

people to play, and that we have a 
debt which is yet to be 
acknowledged and calculated. 
Although it is reassurring to some 
extent that the Federal Governmen t 
has made a major treaty and 
settlement of aboriginal claims 
with the people of the Yukon. 

So we are progressing towards that 
but I think it is necessary in 
moving forward that we also 
consider whethE!l~ 01~ not tAJE• shouJ.cl 
at this time, enshrine in our 
Constitution a recognition of 
those aboriginal rights, and that 
is something tl1at our proposal 
seeks to do. 

Immigration is also addressed . 
Giving to the Provinces and the 
Federal Government, in accordance 
with existing SE!Ction 106, a 
right to negotiate special 
agreements on immigration. If 
there is certainly a current issue 
thi:~t speaks to the importanCE! of 
our being able to control 
immigration and to hopefully 
foster it, but also recogniz i ng 
that we as a Province may ha ve 
unique needs and differences than 
exist in central Canada where they 
have a very great need For an 
immigrant work force to populate 
the factories and to do l'llany of 
the jobs for which they do not 
have there native population at 
the present time . 

Unless we can negotiate separate 
and distinct irnmigr·ation 
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arrangements it is not going to be 
either in the Federal Government 1 s 
or the Province's best interest, 
because it is clear at the present 
time we are absorbing something 
like 50 per cent of the immigrant 
refugee flow which is untenable in 
that many of the people who are 
coming here really will have to 
look for jobs and the future in 
Central Canada, and inasmuch as 
that will benefit the Federal 
Government generally those 
provinces in particular. there is 
a corresponding obligation to 
contribute more to the support 
than the 50 per cent we now 
receive. 

So our proposal in that regard is 
also, I think, a due recognition 
of what must be done. But I think 
in addition to that we have to be 
careful of any separate agreement 
that is negotiated because it may 
adversely affect immigration flow 
into the country. As for instance 
the Quebec Agreement which allows 
for an additional 5 per cent, 
which if it were to be a similar 
agreement across the country 
simply could not work. I think 
the suggestion that we have 
regarding the Supreme Court indeed 
recognizes Quebec's demand for a 
roll and selection of Suprt::~me 
Court judges. However that would 
require the approval of the Senate 
for these appointments which I 
think is a proper counterweight to 
a provincial interest as well. 

I have already addressed the 
Senate reform and the Premier has 
spoken on it at length at other 
times and I do not tAJish to repeat 
many of the remarks that we have 
heard here in passing. We have 
also spoken many times about the 
danger in opting out of Federal 
programs and allowing any 
Provincial Government to do so 
because we in Newfoundland 
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particularly recognize the 
importance of gE!neral programs of 
application such as unemployment 
insurance, health carE! and so 
forth. I think the thread is 
there and it must be addressed as 
to the extent to which and the 
manner in which we arE! goj_ng to 
allow any provincial government to 
opt out of it to any exte!nt that 
would endanger any national 
schemes that may bE! necessary and 
be proposed From time to time. 
And that may very well include 
programs such as day care that 
were promised in 1988 by thE! 
Conservative GovernmE!nt before the 
last election but was not 
delivered. 

The legitimate demand of Quebec 
For a veto is recognized, but only 
to the extE!nt that it wou1d haVE! 
it over a particular 
constitutional amendment which 
affect their language, culture clnd 
civil law. 

Frankly. to go beyond that wou1d 
impede and hold up any legi t.-:i.rna te 
constitutional progress that 
should and needs to be made in 
other areas of the country. 

So, Mr. Speaker. what is t:h(! 
result of the proposals that we 
now suggest to the country, and 
what is wrong with that? Why 
should, for instance, a veto appJ.y 
to any greater extent than that 
necessary to preserve Quebec's 
distinct status? And we recognize 
that. But if a veto is to exist, 
and if it is to have legitimacy, 
then it should only E!Xist to the 
extent that it is justified by 
legi tirnate provincia]. concer·ns, as 
Quebec has identified. And to 
move beyond the arE!aS of cu1ture 
and language that we have 
identified, and pelnhaps, SOITI!i:~ Jnol.E! 
in its civil 1aw, which is unique, 
is to give to Quf.:~bE•c grE!aler 
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powers and to essentially, 
fundamentally fragmentize the 
country beyond what can exist in 
any proper federal state. 

Mr. Speaker, we also hear from 
time to time of a June 23rd 
deadline. I would like to point 
out that there is some flaw with 
bringing fortAJard any particular 
deadline. First of all, there is 
no constitutional basis to say 
that the Accord, or any agreement, 
must be passed by June 23rd of 
this year. I really do not know 
where it originates. but the Pr:ime 
Minister seemed to, himself, have 
set the deadline without embodying 
it in the Constitution, or 
anywhere else. This, however, has 
become part of the general dE!bate 
surrounding Meech Lake, and I 
submit, essentially on a false 
basis. 

There are some quotes that are 
interesting, and I think Howard 
Pawley was mentioned. But I did 
have some access to an article 
called, 1 Lessening the Leap of 
Faith 1

• which we are being 
encouraged to take by our Fedr:~ral 
Government and some of the 
Provinces. to go ahead and ratify 
this Accord and let us see what 
the future holds. merely to keep 
the country together, or merely to 
keep Quebec in it as it. is 
overstated from time to time. 

This let ler was writ ten by Robert 
Howse, Al Meghji and Nigel Wright, 
who are students at Harvard Law 
School in Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

The last paragraph of that article 
appeared in 11 The Globe and Mail 11 

of February 15. 1990. and they 
deal with that particular point, 
as to whether or not there is. in 
fact, a legitimate constitutional 
deadline of June 23rd. They say 
thE!re is. and I think that is a 
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proper intE!InprE!tation of it. But 
they go on to say. and I quote: 
1 It may be that Meech Lake may die 
in June. That would be a blow to 
Canada, but it would bE! no lE!SS a 
blow if, in the rush to meet a 
deadline, politicians ran 
roughshod over one or the other 
vision of Canada. Th~::~ futurE! of 
Confederation depends on 
constituting a principled 
constitutional conversation. 
Properly understood, the tension 
between the two constitutional 
extremes may prove a surprising 
source of national vitality and 
save Canadians from falling victim 
to one of the other of today 1 s 
leading political traits, sou11E!SS 
universalism and insular 
parochialism. 1 

Now, Mr. Speaker. WE! may not put. 
it in those te1nms and tAlE:! may have 
trouble, from time to time, 
getting out the terminology, but 
the point is well taken that there 
is no magic about. a June 23rd 
deadline, that really, it is 
anti-climactic and I think it is 
countE!r-productive to suggest that:. 
it must be enacted by that t"i1ne. 

We should look at it as a positive 
process to encourage these sorts 
of dialogues. And I think the 
Premier has said on occasion as 
well in the Clarenv t 1le Pack E!t of· 
Tuesday. February 27. 1 I say that 
the failure to accept the Meech 
Lake A c cord wt 1.1 not res u 1 t i. n a 
constitutional impasse. It will 
eventually lead to a better Accord 
and the strengthening of our 
nation for the benE!fi t of all 
Canadians. 1 And I believe that. to 
b<"' thE! case as weLl. that it is of 
necessity going to be contentious 
any time a constitution is up fo1n 
review, it is being negotiated. 
But that ts part of Uw 
strengthening process of any 
country. that. tAle werE! able to 
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vigorously debate matters which 
affect our future and to try to 
arrive at a consensus that is 
acceptable to us all. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to deal 
with two notions being promulgated 
from time to time in this House 
and the Premier being repeatedly 
questioned on them. One is the 
Premier has been accused of not 
having brought this to the 
electorate before the last 
election. The Premier has 
certainly tabled in this House on 
at least one previous occasion, 
incidents of where it was reported 
by the media precisely what his 
stand was on ME!ech Lake . . I lAJould 
like to add to that that in 
deciding to run in the last 
election one of the main 
determinants for running as a 
Liberal, having beE!n a Liberal for 
many years, and perhaps just 
choosing this time, was that the 
Premier more than anyone else 
spoke to my concerns about Meech 
Lake. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

MR. DICKS: 
And I thought it was important. I 
respected his position and his 
articulation of the issues and it 
became for me a very important 
factor in deciding to run. So I 
think it is fallacious to even 
suggest that people were not aware 
of that prior to the election. 

The other - and I am drawing to 
the end of my remarks, so I would 
just like to probably close L&.Jith 
the following point. The 
Opposition often suggest that the 
ProvincE! of Newfoundland does not 
understand the Meech Lake proposal 
and what we are trying do here. 
And I think, as is often the case 
elsewhere in the country, and I 
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had hoped it would never bE! hE!ard 
in this House, ·there is a notion 
abroad that often tends to 
underestimate the native 
intelligence, intellect, of 
Newfoundlanders, and I very 
greatly resent that type of 
inference which is certainly not 
called for and has in many 
instances been proven untrue . 

So I would like to d1~al first of 
all with the country and again 
quote from the Premier from a 
Globe and Mail of Thursday. Mar·ch 
22, 1990 which certainly picks up 
on our more prominent citizen. 
And the Premier, speaking 
gem~lnally of the country said thE· 
following 11 At the very l(~ast the 
public of this country is E!n ti.U.E!d 
to know what. its First Minisb:•rs 
are planning to do with the 
constitution of their country. It 
does not belong to thE! Fil"st 
Ministers. It belongs to t:he 
country and it will be the bib1.e 
by which their liues L&.Ji] 1 be 
directed. 1 Now we CE!rtainJ.y 
engaged in an educational exercise 
to try to impart to the people of 
the Province and the people of the 
country what the conCE!rns ar E! and 
what the issues are about Meech 
Lake. And I have before rTIE! VE!Iny 
clear proof of that. And I lAJou1d 
like to end with some comments 
from an article by Janet Clancy, 
who is a Telegram staff writer, 
and I presume for The Evening 
TeJ.egram, in an arU.cle enti.tled 
1 Student petition supports Wells 
in stand on ME!ech Lake . 1 

Apparently Ms CJ.ancy went to Queen 
Elizabeth Regional High School in 
Foxtrap and spoke to some students 
there. Aparently Mr. Lloyd 
Johnson teaches a leveJ. 11 
Democracy class lAJhich studied t:he 
Meech Lake Accord and dE!ctded to 
take action to ensure that it does 
not become a rE!ali ty . And from rny 
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recoLlection I think J.evel 11 
students are probably about 
fifteen or sixteen years of age. 
I would like to quote from some of 
those students. 

First of all Patricia Ryan, •we 
hope our support wiJ.l make a 
difference. Clyde Wells needs all 
the support he can get because he 
is facing so much opposition. • 
Less so than thE! Opposition would 
have us believe, Mr. Speaker, but 
some no doubt. Another comment 
here From level 11 student Karen 
Foot, •when we started to discuss 
the Accord in class no one knew 
the basic principles. When we 
found out tJ..Jhat it was all about, 
we were not very happy about it. • 
And another quote from Susan Howe, 
• We are the futurE! gene!ration and 

we are the people who tJ..Iill really 
have to deal with the results of 
the Meech Lake Accord. 1 And then 
Miss Foot goes on to say, 1 I do 
not agree with classifying Quebec 
as a distinct society. I think 
Newfoundland is as distinct as 
Quebec. I also disagree with the 
demands that will be made on 
immigrants after they enter 
Canada. A certain number have to 
go to Quebec and this prevents 
them from having freedom of 
mobility. 1 

Very intE!resting, Mr. Speaker. 
Not only registering general 
dissatisfaction with Meech Lake, 
but with a particular clause of 
it, from a fifteen or sixteen year 
old student. But most telling 
and I would ask thE! Leader of the 
Opposition to listen carefully to 
this one. The last person in this 
article who is quoted says as 
follows: • I disagree with giving 
so much spending power to the 
stronger provinces. • This was 
From a Ms Rideout. And I would 
just like to say in closing that I 
am pleased to see that there is at 
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least one Rideout in the Province 
who very clearly understands the 
problems with ME!ech Lake. Thank 
you, Mr. Speaker. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hE!ar! 

MR. WINDSOR : 
Min . Speaker . 

MR . SPEAKER : 
The hon . the Mernbe1n for Mount 
Pearl. 

MR. WINDSOR: 
It being one minute to five, I 
adjourn the debate until whenever. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the Member For Mount 
Pearl has adjourned the debate. 

It has been moved 
that this House do 
Is it the pleasure of 
adopt the said motion? 

and seconded 
now adjourn. 
the House to 

In favor, 1 Aye•. Against, 1 Nay• . 

Carried. 

The Sp~;:1aker tJ..d.11 b~;! in the Chair 
at 7:00 p.rn. 
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U N E D I T E D 

(R 0 U G H C 0 P Y) 

The House resumed at 7:00 p.m . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Order, please! 

MR. WINDSOR: 
Mr. Speaker . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
-=-r-tie·-·--·-h o n -~-......... the Me rn be r f o t" M o u n t 
Pearl. 

MR. WINDSOR: 
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 

I have been looking forward to 
t:his opportunity to speak in what 
I think is really a very historic 
debate, the Meech Lake Accord. 
Specifically tonight, of course, 
tAJe are speaking to the amendment. 
I want to speak more to the 
amendment; I will have another 
opportunity later on to speak to 
the Meech Lake Accord itself. 

The amendment itself, Mr. Speaker, 
specifically suggests referring 
the resolution to a select 
committee. 

Ah, ha! I thank my colleague. 
This is some ammunition for the 
Budget Debate which happens to be 
tied up. I would not want to miss 
that. I am wai t.ing for the next 
time the Government has the 
courage to call the Budget Debate 
so I can get back to the poor, old 
Minister of Finance, as if he is 
not shell-shocked enough. 

Mr. Speaker, the 
specifically calls for 
the resolution to 
hearings. That is rE!aJ.ly 
are talking about here. 
the issue we ar·e really 
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tonight, why are we not having 
public hearings on this very, very 
important issue? 

Mr. Speaker, The EVE!ning TE!J.egt"arn, 
this evening has, I think, madE! a 
momentous break from tradition 
over the past few weeks and has an 
editorial which substantiates what 
we have been saying, and iF I 
might just quote a brief paragraph 
it says: 11 Premier wells last IAJeek 
rejected opposition demands that 
he hold pub1ic hearings on Me<~!ch 
Lake before the House of AssE!I'nbly 
passes his resolution to rescind 
the Accord. At the samE! timE!, he 
noted that he had a responsiboili ty 
to make more speeches throughout 
the Province to educate people 
about thE! effects thE! Accor·d wilJ. 
have if passed 'in its present 
form. 11 

Now, Mr. Speaker·, the 
contradiction is so clear there. 
The Premier is saying he has an 
obligation to. make speeches around 
the Province. He challenged the 
Opposition Leader, Members of thE! 
Opposition and Members of 
Government to do the same l:hing, 
and indeed we should. As public 
representatives, I think we do 
have a rE!SponsibilH:.y ·to pdss 
inteLligent couunent and 
observation and assessment on to 
the electorate. But the people 
have a right to speak for 
themselves, Mr. Speaker. We here, 
as fifty-two elected 
representatives, represE!nt our CliAJn 
Districts. Each of us has a 
responsibility, and each of us, if 
tAJE:' arE! doing our jobs, are out notAl 
every day assessing thE:' vietAJS of 
the people of our constituency on 
this very important issue, and tAJe 
are representing those viev.Js herE! 
in the House of Assembly. 

But what is wrong, 
such an important 
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TeJ.egram aJ.so points out, is that 
if this is to go thlnough, we lAJill 
have passed the Acco1nd, rescinded 
it, made amendments to it, and all 
of these things would have takE:~n 
place without any public input, 
except through the elected 
representatives. So what is 
wrong? What is the Premier afraid 
of in having these public 
hearings? And what is the rush? 

This afternoon the Minister of 
Justice stood in his place and 
said there was nothing magic about 
June 23. And perhaps he is 
right. This is such an important 
issue, maybe July 23 or August 23 
is an app1nopd.ate datE!. He said 
that and I fu1ly believe, as The 
Telegram does, that we cou1d, 
indeed, hold public hearings 
between now and JunE:~ 23 and give 
people the opportunity. If thli:~re 
was a willingness on both sides of 
the House of Assembly to hold 
public hearings, to allow this 
select committee to get to work 
immediately, over thE! Easter 
recess, cancel your trips to 
Florida and let us get on with the 
business of holding public 
hearings around this Province. 

Mr. Speaker, why is the Premier 
afraid of the truth, to a1low the 
people of this Province to hear 
the details and have an 
opportunity to have input? We 
must remember that all parties 
favoured thE! ME:~ech Lake Accord, at 
the fed~::~ral level, at the 
provincial level. Why did this 
change all of a sudden last year, 
or a year or so ago, when the 
Premier became the leader of the 
Party? Prior to that, the former 
leader lAJas in favour and spoke in 
favour of the Meech Lake Accor·d, 
and it was passed in this han. 
House. During the interim period, 
before it LIJas passed, the Premter 
became the Leader of the 
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Opposition, at that tirne, and all 
of a sudden ".it changed. 

Mr. Speaker, the Jrnport.ant point I 
want to conside1n her·e tonight is 
this, that this is, indeE!d, a 
very, ve1ny critical issue, it is a 
national issue, one of the most 
important debates this particular 
sitting of the House of Assembly 
wi 11 deal with. It would be 
foolish for us to suggest that 
everything eve1nybody on that sicl~:· 

is saying is tAJrong and everything 
we are saying on this side is 
right, or vice versa, it is just 
too convenient, and that eve1nybody 
over there has one opinton and 
everybody on this side has another 
opinion. Obviously, there is a 
little right and a little wrong on 
both sides of the House in what is 
being said. And this :is lAJhat I C:,J. I'II 

afratd we may be rnissin9 in this 
particular forum in thE! Wc1Y it :i.s 
being dealt with. 

We are talking about putting 
together a nation caJ.led Canada. 
Canada, by its very character is 
composed of a diverse number of 
areas, regions and, indeed, 
provinces. It :i.s special because 
of its diversity. And U1r:.~re nelH'r 
will be total unanimity on 
particular issues. I would 
suggest, on rnany issues. It is 
very difficult to get. And if 
Canadians right across this nation 
are not prepared to compromise. 
and here is the key word, 
1 compromise 1

, if tAle are not 
prE!pared to cornprornis~~, th~::~n ·tl'wre 
can never, ever be an Accord, 
there can never, ever be a 
Constitution that deals with all 
the issues in Canada - if lAIC:' atnE! 
not prepared to compromise. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to 
attack the Prernier personally 
tonight. We have always satd that 
the Prernier 1 s real flaw is his 
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lack of abi1ity to compromise, he 
is too stubborn. I do not want to 
get into that from a personal 
point of view, and that is not 
what I am suggesting here. The 
fact that that is true is 
irrelevant. What I am saying 
here, Mr. Speaker, is that all of 
us have to be prepared to 
compromise if t/Je are going to get 
an Accord which meets as nearly as 
possible the objectives of every 
part of Canada. I lAJould suggest 
to you that that is what the Meech 
Lake Accord is, far from perfect -
far from perfect, Mr. Speaker. We 
all knew that. It was known in 
1987 when it was agreed upon. But 
it was a good step. Pierre 
Trudeau, in repatriating the 
Constitution, only had eight out 
of ten provinces and he said, I 
will have to take it - I will have 
to take it - because that is the 
best I can do right now. The 
political climate, the political 
will and the will of the people 
right now is not unanimous behind 
what I am proposing to do, but if 
I can get this much, a half loaf 
is better than no loaf. 

And Meech Lake is much of the same 
mind, Mr. Speaker. It is not 
perfect, but there is compromise 
in there, there is compromise for 
the first time, seeing the people 
of Quebec accept something. But I 
do not think, in spite of what the 
Minister of Justice said this 
afternoon, who made a very, very 
eloquent speech, I listened to 
every word he said, he made some 
good points, but in spite of the 
fact of what he said, Quebec is 
not totally satisfied with the 
Meech Lake Accord, and there is a 
large percentage of the population 
of Quebec who are not totally 
happy with the Meech Lake Accord. 
But it was politically possible at 
that time for the Prt:~rnier of 
Quebec to put his name to the 
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document, and so we have an Accot~d 
which is at least acceptable to 
Quebec. It does not fuJ.fiJ.l alJ 
their desires in an Accot"d, and it 
does not fulfill all the things 
that we, perhaps, would like to 
see in thE! rest of Canada, but it 
does, at least, create a bt:~ginn:i.ng 
of an Accord. 

Now, the point was made. buy my 
used car this afternoon and I will 
fix it for you tomorrow. Well, 
maybe that is indeE!d not totaJ.1y 
accurate. Because it is not a 
used car, it is a new car. Maybe 
it is not completely built yet; 
maybe it ner:~ds a paint job; maybe 
the chrome and the mirrors are not 
on yet, but the chassis is thet~e 
and there arE! wheels on :i.t and :it 
is going to moue for the firsL 
time in the history of Canada 
totAJard something that unifies l:h-Ls 
country together as a nati.on, 
perhaps really For the first time. 

I think it was a gciod First sl:ep, 
Mr. Speaker. My conCE!rn ~lE!rE! :is 
that people on that side have 
taken a position not;..J and arE! 
firmly entrenched in the-Lr 
posi U.on behind thEdr ] E!acler, and 
I have to point out again that the 
position of that par·ty changE!d 
when the leaders changed. Now, 
Mr. Speaker, how can we believe 
that all of a sudden everybody 
over there said, Oh, my goodnE!SS! 
I have made a mistake. Evel~yt:h:ing 
I said in thr:' Housco' of Assembly 
when we debated the original Meech 
Lake Accord was wrong. Now we 
have a net/J leader, and he just 
pointed out to me that I made 
vital flaw. I have changE:!cl 1ny 
position now. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Ai"i the Members on this side 
except Leo Barry spoke against it. 

MR. TOBIN: 
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They ali voted for it, before you 
came on the scene. 

MR. WINDSOR : 
Before the han. the Premier, at 
least the Leader of the Party, 
representing all his people, 
without any objection, everybody 
was in favour. Now, how could it 
change so quickly? I guess what I 
am saying is that this is a very 
vital issue·· and it really should 
not be dealt tAli th along partisan 
party lines. Perhaps in 
retrospect ~ perhaps in retrospect 
- we should have considered a free 
vote on this issue. It is very 
difficult when the Premier and 
leaders of parties come out and 
take a strong position, or the 
Government as a government, which 
they should, come forward tAli th a 
Government position. It is ve1ny 
difficult then, truly, to have a 
f~ee vote, because Ministers, 
obviously, to some degree, tend to 
support the party position. 

I would feel much 'mor·e comfortable 
in this Chamber tonight, I would 
feel much more comfortable when 
this issue cornE!S to a vote, if tJJe 
could all stand in here in our 
places and vote according to our 
conscience, not according to our 
party. I would hope we are all 
doing that, Mr. Speaker, but it is 
naive to suggest it; everybody 
over there happens to think one 
way, and everybody over here 
happens to think another. 
Unfortunately, this has become a 
political issue, and I arn 
suggesting it is far too great an 
issue to be decided along 
political lines. So, I say, Mr. 
Speaker, let 1.1s all get out and 
conduct public hearings. I am the 
first to adrni t t hat I do not know 
everything there is to know about 
constitutional law; I would 
suggest the Premier is far from 
knowing E!Verything thetne is to 
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know about constitutional law; I 
suspect there is nobody in this 
Chamber who knows everything he or 
she should knotJJ or lAJould like to 
know about this particular issue. 

I would love to have the 
opportunity to get out and go 
around this Province, whc:!ther I arn 
part of a select committee or not, 
but to have the opportunity to 
hear more input from the people of 
this Province. Perhaps I will 
change my mind. Perhaps I will 
find thE!re are good points being 
made by han. Members opposite. I 
have listened fairly intently to 
all ·the speeches which have bc::•en 
made, and thE~re ar'E! some good 
points, and I can count~er all of 
them. But I would like to have an 
impartial opportunity to sit thE!re 
and weigh the points being rnade on 
both sides and t1ny to ciE:1cide in my 
own mind which ones are right. 
And if I find something in the 
Meech Lake Accord which, having 
considered all the information and 
all the points of view explnE!SSed 
by Newfoundlanders a11 ac1noss this 
ProvinCE!, if I find SOHIE!t.hing in 
the Meech Lab:1 Accord tJJh1ch may 
not be totally right, then I tAd] 1 
have to ask mysr:df the question, 
can I live with it now knowing 
there is an opportunity to do 
something better in the near 
future? This is not cast. in 
stone. It is a first step. There 
lJJill be formulas in place to c\I'IIE!nd 
the Accoind, to amend the Chalnter 
in future. So we are not doing 
something for all time. 

But I arn very conCE!rned, Mr. 
Speaker, about the process. I am 
concerned about the fact that this 
is now being ramrodded through 
this House. We arE:1 hE:1rE!. I do 
not know how rnany nights tJJe have 
been sit t ing to try to get this 
finished, I assume, before l~he 
Easter recess - we have agreed 
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that the House will 
Friday for two weeks, 
normal. 

PREMIER WELLS: 

adjourn on 
as is quite 

This is our sixth day in debate . 

MR. WINDSOR: 
This is the sixth day of debate. 
I would suggest to the Premier 
that on an issue such as this, 
every Member on both sides of the 
House, I think, is going to tA.Jant 
to speak.. And I have no problem 
sitting hel"e -

MR. TOBIN: 
To the amendment and to the 
resolution. 

MR. WINDSOR: 
To the amendment and to the 
resolution, if they choose. That 
is their right. That is their 
obligation as representatives of 
their particular districts. And I 
have no problem, Mr. Speaker, with 
coming here every night and 
staying, not only until ten 
o ' c 1 o c k • but u n t i 1 twe 1 v e o ' c 1 o c k 
or one o'clock, on this particular 
issue. I have no problem 
whatsoever. I do not mind putting 
in long days, and I wi 11 be at the 
Committee hearings tomorrow night 
and tomorrow morning and the next 
morning, whenever they are. to 
deal with the Budget Estimates, 
too. I am not afraid of long 
hours. I am used to them. But I 
would like to think, Mr. Speaker. 
that the end analysis will be that 
we will have accomplished 
something. other than talking to 
one another for· six days, or 
twelve days, or eighteen days; and 
then ending up with the same 
decision we knew we started out 
with when the Premier first 
introduced the rE1solution: that is 
the Governm•;!nt is going to force 
it. through; thl':~re is nothing. 
obviously. we as an Opposition can 
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do to stop it except try to 
convince hon. gentlt:Hnen opposite 
that perhaps the1"e is anothel" 
point of view - perhaps thE!I"e is. 

But we have seen the Government 
using its power to stifle 
peti.tions. That, Mr . Spe1aker, is 
an issue that was dealt with a few 
days ago and I wiLl not dlAJe11 on 
it at length, but it is a matter 
of concern to me that hon. 
colll=?.agues, from whichever stde of 
the House of Assembly, should havE! 
had their right, and it is thE:'ir 
responsi.bility again, to present 
petitions on behalf of their 
constituents beforE! this House of 
Assembly, and they were stifled 
from doing that because of this 
rush to deal with Meech Lake. 

MR. BAKER: 
(Inaduiblr:~) . 

MR. WINDSOR: - -
Yes . The han. 
suggest that was 
indeed it l~<Ja s 
true, Mr. Speaker. 

House Leader 
not trUE:1, but 
indeed it l~<Jas 

And we will probably see closure 
before the week is out. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
No . No. 

MR. WINDSOR : 
I suspect we lAJill see closure. I 
will predict, Mr. Speaker, that 
the House Leader will, tomorrow, 
introduce a motion of c1osur' E! so 
that we u.Jill compl•;!te it on 
Thursday night. We will be hE1re 
all night Thursday night, so hon. 
gentlemen had bett~er br'ing a trtu~~ 
of tea and a sleeping bag. WE· 
will be at it all night Thur·sday 
night. Some hon . gentlemen have 
not been through this . The MembE1r 
for Lewisporte, I do not~ think, 
has ever faced a night sitting, 
and perhaps a lot of the netAJ 
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Members. I remember them well. I 
remember one night sitting whE!n I 
was wondering if we we1"e going to 
finish in time to get breakfast at 
MacDonald 1 s before they closed, 
because they close at eleven 
o 1 clock in the morning. I was 
afraid we were going to be too 
late to get b1neakfast. These were 
exciting nights - exciting 
nights! Some hard looking sl<eets 
walk out of here::~ at nine and ten 
o 1 clock in tht::~ morning, having 
argued all night long. But I 
suspect we are into that on 
Thursday night, another 
indication, Mr. Speaker, of the 
rush. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I have to make 
mention of the circumstance which 
happened last Friday when Your 
Honou1n was not in the Chair, the 
Deputy Speaker was. I want to 
suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, that 
that was a very serious occasion. 
What we saw t..uas a legitimate move 
on behalf of the Opposition, a 
legitimate parliamentary process, 
using the rules, the Standing 
Orders of the House to do what 
they are allo!AJed to do within the 
laws and the rules of the House, 
which was to defer the debate. In 
other wo1nds, because we know that 
the Governrn~~nt power in the House 
is going to force through this 
resolution and we are not going to 
have public hearings, let us not 
kid ourselves, unless the Premier 
se1~s the light of clay - Mr. 
Speaker, the Premier is looking at 
rnr::~ as if he knows something I do 
not know. I would be delighted to 
yield to him if he wants to stand 
up and announce they have had a 
change of heart and they would 
like to announce public hearings, 
then t..ue can avoid all this debate 
and let us get on with it; we will 
come back and we will pass the 
amendrnc::~nt and -
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MS VERGE: 
That is sensible. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Ht::~ar, hE~ar! 

MR. WINDSOR : 
Mr. Speaker, I would be 
delighbO!d! And I think it wou1d 
be a great stroke for democracy if 
the Government wou1d SN! that: what 
the Opposition is putting foi"Wal"d 
in this resolution is a ti"Ue 
democratic process which the 
people of this Province have a 
right and al"e enU.tled to, and 
that they would indeed agree to 
having these public hearings 
before passing their resolution. 
I wouJ.d be de J.ig hted, Ml". Spea I< e r·, 
but I do not for a rno1nent th".ink 
that is going to be the case. 

Last Fd.day-, Ml". 
forward a motion, 
of debate. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
Tr·icks. 

MR. WINDSOR: 

SpE!ai<E•I", !Ale put. 
using Lhe ntl~~s 

Tricks? If you want. to calJ. them 
tricks. I would subrnit !:hey dl"e 
not tricks, Ml". SpE!al<er, t.hc::1y are 
legitimate motions p1novicled in our 
Standing Orders to do what t.his 
resolutton is proposing to do, 
refer the matter to a sr::'J.E•ct 
committee and to public hearings. 

Mr. Speaker, we were successfu] in 
that. The Speaker in the Chair at 
that point in time ruled "in favour 
of the motion. He ruJ.ecl thi.'lt. thE• 
motion t..uas in order, and this 
House approved it. A vote was 
propE:~rly taken in this House, and 
the majority of the Members of 
this House,~ in U11~ir p1aces at thal 
time voted in favour of sending 
this resolution to a select 
committee to hoJ.d pubJ.i.c hr::'al"ings 
around this Province. The House 
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made that decision within the 
rules. But what we saw nE!Xt, Mr. 
Speaker, is what really concerns 
me, it was that the Government 
used the power of their majority 
to do with their power what they 
cannot do within the rules of the 
House. Now I am not saying they 
brokE! the rules, Mr. Speaker. 
They used the rules, they 
manipulated the rules -

MR. TOBIN : 
They sacrificed the Speaker. 

.MR. WIND~.Q.R: 
Well, they did not manipulate the 
rules . They did not manipulate 
the rules, they used their power. 
There is no other tJJay to say it. 
I am trying to be nice. There is 
no other way to say it than they 
used their power and they 
sacrificed the integrity of the 
Deputy Speaker in so doing. 

MS VERGE: 
Shamel 

MR. WINDSOR: 
Now, we have a lot of respect for 
the Deputy Speaker, Mr. Speaker. 
He acted entirely properly on that 
occasion. He gave the correct 
rulings, he interpreted all the 
debate that ensued on the rulings 
quite properly, and carne in with 
the proper decision. He did 
absolutely nothing wrong. But he 
was overruled by the Government, 
which is a vote of non-·confidence 

which is a vote of 
non-confidence - and, in my humble 
view, Mr. Speaker, it 
automatically calls for the 
resignation of the Deputy 
Spe!aker. Now, I think that would 
be regrettable. I see His Honour 
is still occupying that position, 
and I do not tAJish to deal with 
that. That is something between 
you, Your Honour, as Speaker, the 
Deputy Speaker and his conscience. 

L62 Apt"il 3 I 1990 Vol XLI 

The point I want to make, Mr. 
Spraaker, is this I that thr·oughout 
the tradition of Parliament 
Oppositions have brought in such a 
motion to question the Speaker, 
but I think we all know that it is 
unlikely we would ever win that 
motion. And really it is the 
Opposition•s point of saytngl 1 Mr. 
Spe!aker, you are tending to be a 
little biased, perhaps, and we do 
not intend to let that go 
unnoticed. 

We want to cha1lenge thE:~ Spe!ai<E!i" 1 s 
ruling to bring attention to the 
fact that maybe the Speaker is 
leaning a little bit towards 
Government. 1 That is r€~a11y lAJhat:. 
we are sayt ng I hal"dly expecting at 
all that the SpE!aker 1 s ruJ:ing is 
going to be overturned, because it 
has always been accepted Pl"actice 
that when it is, the Speaker must 
resign. Similarly I Ml". Sp<:~ai<N' I 

you never see a government 
challenge the Speaker 1 s ruling fol" 
the same reason. But nolAJ we know 
not only is this Government 
prepared to cha11E:~nge l:he 
Speaker 1 s ruling I but lh€:• SpE!akE!l" 
does not necessarily have to 
resign in so doing. So therE! i.s 
nothing stopping the Government. 
The Premier can stand in his place 
tomo1"row morning, as hE:! did last 
week, and say, Ml" . Speake!", lAJE! · hav(:~ 
to challenge your ruling . We 
think you are a great fellow. 
This does not indicate any 1ack oF 
confidence in you whatsoevel", but 
we must challenge this ruling. 
Why? Because the Government did 
not like the ruling. Because they 
had gotten caught with their 
parLiamentary pants dotAm, bE!cause 
they had lost the resoJ.uU.on and 
were embarrassed, rather than 
admit their embarrassment I as the 
Premier did today when the 
Minister of FinanCE! put his foot 
in his rnoul:hl rathe1" than admit 
the embarrassment last Friday, 
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they sacrificed the Deputy 
Speaker. In so doing, Mr. 
Speaker, they set what I think is 
a very, very, serious precedent, 
they established that whenever 
Government does not like what is 
happening within the rules of the 
House of Assembly, within the 
Standing Orders, within pre cedE!nt, 
l.I.Jithin ·the rules as laid down in 
Beauchesne or precedents followed 
in Parliament, whenever Government 
doE!S not like that now, they can 
question the Speaker • s ruling. So 
they now have total control. The 
Standing Orders, Mr. Speaker, are 
absolutely meaningless in this 
han. House of Assembly because the 
Government has taken away from 
them any real strength, in that 
they cannot be upheld because the 
Government, any tirne it suits 
their pleasure, can now overrule 
th~::1m. It struck me as being very 
interesting. Had that motion been 
an non-confidence motion in the 
Government last Friday, had we 
been debating the Budget and had 
Government had an opportunity 
during the Budget Debate to move 
non-confidence in the Government, 
and had Government b~::1en caught in 
a minority position as they were 
last Friday, so that we had passed 
a motion of non-confidence which 
automatically calls for the 
resignation of Government, could 
the Government then, Mr. Speaker, 
have questioned the Speaker's 
ruling, and could they have 
overcome that motion of 
non-confidence? The Premier is 
nodding his head, yes. 

PREMIER WELLS : 
Mr. Pearson did it before in thr:1 
House of Commons. 

MR. WINDSOR: 
Well, Mr. Speaker, we may as lAJell 
all go horne. We may as well all 
go horne, because the Premier now 
is the sole ruler of the han. 
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House of Assembly; we have no 
rights left at all. 

Mr. Spr:1aker·, I only have a rnornr:1nt 
or two left and I want to say that 
I believe what I am saying this 
evening as it relates to that 
particular occasion is shared not 
only by people on this side of the 
House, but, I think, by a lot of 
han. gentleman opposite. There 
were a lot of uncomfortable people 
on the opposite side of the House 
when the Speaker • s ruling t.uas 
challenged, because they knE!l.U the 
Speaker had acted entirely 
p1noperly, that _everything that. had 
be e n done was e n t. ire l y in 
accordance w:i.th the 1nules and 
regulations of the House of 
Assembly and the Speaker had given 
a proper order, a proper ruling. 
Han. gE!ntlernen were uncornfolntablE!, 
and I think they were 
uncomfortable today in l:i.stening 
to the Minister of Finance 
apologize for what he said. 

I do not know, Min. Speaker. I do 
not know. Perhaps the MinistE:1r of 
Finance had better go back and 
talk to his conscience tonight as 
to whether· that lAJas not a S(:!lnious 
eno-ugh br•:~ach that he should 
consider submitting his 
resignation to the Prr:1rnier. The 
PrE!mier found it serious E!nough to 
apologize for the Minister :in the 
House today. We saw him on 
telev:ision tonight publicly 
chastising the Minister of 
Finance. Ministers over there 
should be aware, Mr. Speaker, that 
the Prt:1111ier has now rnade it cl(!ar 
that whenever onE! oF thern makes a 
mistake, he is on his o1.un, the 
Premier will not be theine to ttny 
to support him. Everybody makes 
little mistakes now and then, and 
I have to say that the Former 
Premier, whenever any one of us 
rnade any kind of a minor E!rr·or at 
all, the former Prern:i.er was thE•re 
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to back us up. LE!t me say that. 
I will always respect him For 
that. It was clear here this 
afternoon that Ministers are on 
their own. You are in good graces 
as long as you do not make any 
mistake at all. But the minute 
you do, the Premier v.Ji.ll throw you 
to the wolves. 

Mr. Speaker, my time, I think, is 
pretty well up. I wanted to get 
into other areas. I did not tAJant 
to spend all night on this, but it 
is so important I needed to say 
these things. There are many more 
things I want to say about the 
Meech Lake Accord. There are many 
misconce:~ptions that have been put 
forward, and I will ar·gue some:~ of 
the points of the Accord when I 
get up and speak in debate on the 
Accord itself, Mr. Speaker. For 
now I tAJill stop and suggest again 
to the hon. Premier that he Ed ther 
consider going to public hearings, 
or maybe he will consider a free 
vote. Maybe the Premier will 
consider a free vote on this 
issue, because I think it is far 
too important an issue to be:~ 
decided along party lines. Let 
everybody wrestle with their 
conscience on it, Mr. Speaker. 
Thank you. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

.MJL .. 2. P E A ~ . .f;.R : 
The han. the Premier. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
There are two or three things I 
would like to do, Mr. Speaker, and 
now it is an opportune time For me 
to do so. A half dozen things 
need to be corrected. Some of 
them are simple errors, resulting 
perhaps From lack of knowledge, 
and others deliberate 
misrepresentation of the position, 
but both in equal need of 
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correction. First, the!re arE! haJ.f 
a dozen points: The question with 
respect to the undE!rtak:i.ng not to 
rescind, the question of hearings, 
the question of compromise, the 
question of the Senat1:! and power, 
the linguistic votes, the spending 
power and a couple of other 
i terns. But those arE! arE!aS thcd: 
have been raised in this House. 
Totally wrong positions haVE! been 
put forward from thE! oppos i. te 
side:~, and I feel it is necessary 
to address a couple of them. 

First, with respect to the 
question of the undertaking I gave 
not to rescind the resolution that 
had been passed in Ud.s House:' on 
July 7th, 1988. The position of 
the Government v.Jas weJ.l known, it 
was made known to the whole 
country in NoVE!rrlbE!r of last year·, 
and on the basis of a proposal 
from a couple of the other 
Premiers that we should takE! time 
to consider Newfoundland's 
concerns , it wo u 1 d be he 1 p f u 1 , it 
wa s s u g g e s ted , if I a g r E! e d no t to 
take immediate steps to rescind 
the resolution. I pointed out t.o 
everybody at the t.ime that no 
matter what, Newfoundland had to 
take steps to resc-ind it anyway. 
Because whether it was done by way 
of change, whether there was any 
change agreE!d upon, in which case 
the existing approval had to be 
rescinded and an aJ.ternate 
approval given, or tAlhE!thet~ it IAJas 
done by sorne other means, 
rescission was necessary anyway. 
So, the undertaking was to agrE•E! 
not to moue immediately to 
rescind, in the expectation that 
there would be sorne consider·at:.·.ion 
of Newfoundland's position. WE!ll, 
the fact is there has not been, 
and the Prime Minister and Mr. 
Bourassa and others have taken an 
adamant position: ME!ech Lake rnust 
pass as it is, there cannot be any 
change whatsoever in the Meech 
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Lake Accord, and they are not 
going to pay any attention to 
Newfoundland•s position. 

One of the COmiTIE!nts by thE:1 Prime 
Minister was that Newfoundland had 
taken itself out of the 
discussion, which is utter 
nonsenSE!, by its decision to seek 
rescission. Well, in those 
circumstances, the only sensible 
and appropriate thing for the 
Government to do was to bring a 
motion of rescission, and 
notification of that was given. 
So, Mr. Speaker, it is entirely 
appropriate and in accord with the 
undertaking. 

The second point I wan ·t to raise 
is this question of hearings. I 
have stated quite clearly that 
this Government wilJ. not ask the 
Legislature t6 approve any kind of 
a consti tutiona1 -change without 
either the approval of the people 
of this Province, through the 
referendum process that we 
proposed, or public hearings - one 
or the other. Our proposal that 
we have put forward, we would not 
ask this Legislature to approve 
that without having public 
hearings. We have made that c1ear 
from the beginning. There is no 
need for public hearings to take 
the step to rescind. That just 
puts us in a position where we can 
have sensible public hearings. 
Without doing that, the whole 
thing could be done behind our 
backs and it would be a fait 
accompli without any public 
hearings, and public hearings 
might be a total waste of time. 
So step number one is rescission 
of the approval that was so 
foolishly given by the former 
House, dominated by the Government 
then, the Party now sitting in 
Opposition. So step number one is 
to correct that wrong. And once 
we do that, then we wi11 not act 
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to cause constitutional change 
without the people of this 
Province being given an 
opportunity to indicate their 
approval or lack of it., whatever· 
the case may be. Now maybe tAJe can 
provide for that and maybe we can 
do it right now, Mr. Speaker, by 
bringing in a r·esolution that 
would submit this proposal, a 
resolution to take this proposal 
and submit it notJJ to pub11c 
hearings. I have no quarre1 tJJith 
doing that. None whatsoever. As 
a matter of fact, I rn:l.ght even be 
anxious to do it. And perhaps a 
sensible way to do it, Mr. 
Speaker, would be, with the 
consent of the House, to divide 
the existing resolution and stop 
the existing resolution at the 
revocation, the first clause l:.hat 
revokes it, and then we submit thE! 
balance of this· proposal to public 
hearing. I have no quari"E!1 with 
doing that,. and I tAJot~ld eVE!n be 
prepared to discuss that tAlith thf.:1 
Opposition. If that is what they 
would like to see ·done, I would 
certainly be prepared to discuss 
that. 

MR. BAKER: 
Explain that to them again, 
because they missed the first part. 

PREMIER WELLS : 
Oh, l:hey were out and they 11rissed 
it and you want me to E•xplain H .. 
again. Okay. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Oh, oh! 

PREMIER WELLS: 
I have been emphasizing again thE! 
position of the Government, that 
we will not ask this House to 
cause consti tutionaJ. changE!S to bE! 
made unless the people of this 
Province have an opportunity to be 
heard. That is our undertaking. 
Now this is not nelAJ. This is not 
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the first time I have said that . 

MR. TOBIN: 
Yes, it is. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
It is no such thing. Maybe the 
hon. Member is deaf. But I have 
said it many times before. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Oh, oh! 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
The hon . Member is, by the way . 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Oh, I am sorry. I did not know. 

MR. TOBIN: 
-(In-audible) hearing aid 
certainly (inaudible). 

-
PREMIER WELLS: 

and I 

Maybe he did not hear me say it 
for that reason and I apologize. 
I did not know that was so. 

But I have said this many times 
before publicly and in this House. 

l'!I.LYER9~: 
Why have you not done it? 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Well, because it is not necessary 
to submit this at this stage. 
What I have said is we will not 
ask this House to implement a 
constitutional change without the 
approval of the people of this 
Province or without measuring 
their reaction to it. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

PREMIER WELLS: 
The r -esolution we are putting 
forward does just that, it stops 
the approval that has already been 
given. The authorization for 
constitutional change that has 
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already been given without the 
approval of the people, it stops 
that. And then it says it w:il1 
not be approved without a 
referendum. So we are going 
directly to the people . 

Now, han . Members opposite:~ say we 
should have public hNH'ings. But 
what are we going to have pub1ic 
hearings about? Whether we give 
the people the right to have a 
say? By nwoldng fir'st? That 
does not make any k:Lnd of sense . 
So what I am saying to hon. 
Members opposite, I am prepared to 
consider splitting this resolut:ion 
and submitting th1s proposaL thE! 
Government 1 s proposal to pub1:i.c 
debate and striking a committee of 
this Legislature to ho1.d hE!ad.ngs 
about the Province and consider 
this proposaL I tAJill spli.t thE! 
resolution be.tween t:he first part. 
the revocation which rnus{: be done 
anyway, otherwise public hearings 
might be a complete sham if lhe 
other provinces were to approve of 
it and put through thE! changE• 
without the Province having a 
chance to be heard .. I have no 
quarrel with doing that. · I do not 
know whether it is a right 
expenditure of public funds, but 
there seems to be sornE! urging on 
the other side that we should 
spend the funds necessary to haVE! 
a public hearing and a discussion 
of this proposal. And I have no 
real quarrel with that, because tAlE! 
wi1.1 not ask this LE!gislaturE! to 
authorize constitutional change 
without either having public 
hearings to get a sense of the way 
people fer:•J. or, otherw:l.se, having 
a referendum as we atne proposing 
in this case. 

So I would suggest that wh e re I 
would be prepared to consider, I 
would discuss it w:l.th the 
Opposition first, if they want 
to. I would consider splitting 
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this resolution and adding another 
clause that would strike a 
committee to consider this 
proposal and not. limit it to 
considering that, consider this 
proposal or other alternatives 
that others may want to propose. 
So that you do not wan·t to narrow 
the thinking and do not say you 
can only look at this proposal, 
look at this or any other 
reasonable substitu·te for it, and 
have hearings established 
throughout the Province. But, in 
the meantime, we would proceed, of 
course, with the resolution for 
revocaU.on. That has to be done 
anyt.uay. 

So, Mr. Speaker, let nobody say 
that we are ramming this through 
without the people of the Province 
having a say. In fact, just the 
opposite is happening. We are 
stopping the effect of what was 
done wi t,hou t the approval of the 
people, stopping it and then 
submitting it for approval either 
by way of discussing this proposal 
or a referendum to decide whether 
or not to accept ME!ech Lake as it 
is. One or the other, the people 
of this Province are going to have 
a say. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible). 

PREMIER WELLS : 
But I would urge 

his seat and hear 
of wisdom that I am 

on besides this. I 
not to leave. 

Oh, I dare say. 
him to sit in 
the other gr,1ms 
going to pass 
would urge him 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
We will call Brian . 

MR . FUREY: 
Yes, check with Brian. 
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PREMIER WELLS: 
CheCking--i;J:Cf"i1 Ottawa to see. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am sort of 
sorry they have gonE!, because 
there ar·e a couple of other 
important things those two Members 
in particular should really hear, 
because they are the two of the 
worst offenders in this ar1:-a, t.t.uo 
of the people who have made 
statements that are totally 
without Foundation, and I would 
like to demonstrate that. 

Let me deal with thE! question of 
compromise. The proposition is 
that I am intransigent, this 
Government is in transigent, we 
will not compromise. rhis is what 
han. ME!ITJbers opposite want to put 
forward. Let me just read flnOIIl a 
number of positions that we have 
taken on the issue and have 
spelled it out. It is in this 
booklet. Right at the 
introductory part, setU.ng out the 
basis, Comment on the basis for
the changes which Newfoundland 
proposes should be made in the 
Meech Lake Accord. We br:1J.ieVE! thr:1 
Newfoundland proposal is an 
acceptable way to achieve this. 
That is responding faithfully to 
Quebec 1 s proposal but, at the same 
time, being faithful to 
federalism. But we go on to say, 
If it is not, some reasonable 
variation of it would bE!. So IAJE! 
are suggesting some variation of 
it. We do not say it. is cast in 
stone. Suggest some reasonable 
variation of it that tAJouJd do :.i.l:. 
in the way in IAJhich othl~r people 
feel it should be done. 

We are the most compromising 
Province in the country when you 
really get down to it, and we have 
been talking for months and months 
a b o u t g e t t i n g p E! o p l e to c o rn p r o rrrl. s E! 
and look at what is necessary l:o 
meet the legitimate concerns of 
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the other nine provinces and the 
other 20 million people of this 
country who live outside the 
Province of Quebec. But all we 
get from Quebec and the federal 
Government is Meech Lake as it is, 
not one comma, not one word 
changed. And we are 
intransigent? We will not 
compromise. It is a peculiar 
sense of judgement that comes to 
that conclusion, Mr. Speaker, in 
the face of that. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
Everybody else had compromised to 
get this (inaudible). 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Ah, sure. Yes. No mistake . 

Now, Mr. Speaker, there are a 
couple of other areas where they 
are totally wrong. They take the 
position that the proposal I put 
forward for Senate reform is 
totally without merit, has no 
merit whatsoever. The han. the 
Leader of the Opposition, the 
Opposition House Leader, two or 
three other people - I did not 
hear the han. Member for Humber 
East say it. I suspect she knows 
thE!. d iff ere n c e . I d i d no t hear 
her say it, so I cannot attribute 
it to her. Here is what the 
Leader of the Opposition said: 
This reformed Senate is to assume 
tremendous powers, therefore, 
someone has to give them up. That 
is the proposition. Somebody has 
to give up these powers. I see 
the Member for Grand Bank nodding 
sagely, concurring in this 
Constitutional conclusion to which 
the Leader of the Opposition has 
come. 

MR. MATTHEWS: 
No , I was agreeing that that is 
what he said. 

PI~EMIER WELLS: 
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In this connection the hon. Leader 
of the Opposition says, There are 
only two sources, the House of 
Commons and the Provinces. That 
is his proposition. Then hE! goes 
on to say, There is not a 
constituU.onal expert who says the 
Premier is wrong can devise of any 
means whereby that new reformed 
Senate could get the potAJE!rS that 
the Premier is proposing it have 
in his constitutional document. 

Now, Mr. Speakeln, let mE! say thts 
clearly. I am not proposing that 
the Senate be given one iota of 
power it does not now have. 

As a matt.e1n of fact, if cHlybody 
looks at it you could comE! to the 
conclusion that I am proposing 
they have somewhat less. 

MR. MATTHEWS : 
How is that? 

PREMIER WELLS : 
No trouble at all. What t.hE! han. 
gentleman does not know, and 
obviously the Leader of the 
Opposition does not know- and I 
do not quarrel tJJith his not 
knowing, I quarrel with his 
expressing these unchallengable 
opinions based on the prE!Sentation 
that he does have this knotAJledgr::~ 
when he does not . I do not 
quarrel with his not having the 
kno1.uledge. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
-·.,--•-n-•---·~---~~-

Stop being condescending. 

PREMIER WELLS : 
It is not condescending, it is 
just being fair to the person. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate today has 
precisely the same power as the 
House of Commons. The differE!nce 
is they do not have the political 
legitimacy to E!Xercise thE! potAJer. 
Tl1ey are not electc:1d . They are a 
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bunch of appointed fuddy-duddies, 
largely. And. to the everlasting 
credit of the Members of the 
Senate, they know and understand 
that. and they are reluctant to 
exercise the power because they 
are not elected. But the powers 
are there. It is in the BNA Act. 

MS VERGE : 
What are the powers (inaudible). 

PREMIER WELLS: 
It is there 
There is no -

MS VERGE : 
But it is not. 

PREMIER WELLS: 

to be exercised . 

We11, if it is not exercised it is 
stiJ.l there. But what the 
Opposition Leader is saying is in 
this connection the-re are only two 
sources. the House of Commons and 
the Province. Someone has to give 
it up. That is not right. There 
is one difference only. There is 
a minor court that they cannot 
initiate money bills, money 
spending bills. that can only be 
done - but they have to ap~roue of 
them. The simple thing is they 
cannot initiate H1c:•m, they cannot 
start first in the Senate, they 
must start first in the House of 
Commons. Now there is only one 
difference in the power, and that 
only came into effect in 1982 with 
the Constitutional Amendment in 
1982, and it is spelled out in 
section 47 of the Amendment of 
1982. And IAJhat that provides is 
that in the case of all future 
constitutional amendments, the 
Senate has what is described as a 
suspensive veto. If the Senate 
does not approve of what the House 
of Commons approves by way of 
constitutional amendm1:~nt, within 
six months. then at any timE! after 
that if the Hous1':! of Commons 
revotes it, it goes through 
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·without Senate approval. Senate 
approval for thE! Cons ti tuti.onaJ. 
amendment is not required. Now 
that is the only cliffer·enCE!. That 
was put in theine in 1982 and that 
is the only difference between the 
power of the House of Commons and 
the power of the Senate. The 
legislative power is the same. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am not 
terribly bother1:ld by that. I 
think the Sem.:tte• should have thE! 
same powers as the Commons '.in 
constitutional arnendmE!nt. but I arn 
not terribly bothered by it for 
one simple rE!ason. What tAJas the 
real purpose of the Senate? It 
was to give the provincE•s a basis 
for an equal vote on the basis of 
provinces. That was thE! basis fo1n 
it. That is why the Senate should 
be there, to give voice to the 
equality of the provinces. You do 
not need it in a constitutional 
amendment if, to start tAiith. you 
need approval of seven of the t ·en 
legislatures. So. the fact that 
the Senate only has a suspensiVE! 
veto in constitutional amendment 
is not so important.· I think they 
should have a full veto. and that 
is LIJhy I LIJould pE!rsonally pr'E!Fer· 
to see it. But I do not gE!t up 
tight about the SenatE! not having 
that power in constitutional 
amt::~ndment because, to begin Lilith, 
you have to have the approval of 
alJ. ten J.egislaturE!S. so it is not 
as important. 

Otherwise, their power is 
precisely the sarne as that of the 
House of Cornmons. The diff,?.rence, 
Mr. Speakeln, is they do not have 
the political legi U.macy to 
exercise it. and the second and 
rnost significant diFf10!rE!nce is, it 
is not based on the equality of 
the provinces. There should be 
equal representation frorn each 
province, and in that way we can 
balance tht::~ decision maldng .... .'power·. 
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the exercise of national 
legislative power on the basis of 
the interest, not only of the 
majority of the people, which you 
do in the House of Commons, but 
the interest of the majority of 
the part. It is not more power 
that is important to 
Newfoundland. It is not more 
power for this Legislature that we 
want, it is more say in the 
exercise of power in Ottawa. That 
is where it makes a real 
difference to us. And that can 
only come with a Triple E Senate. 
and that is why it is so 
fundamentally important to us to 
have a Triple E Senate. 

Now I know the hon. Members 
Opposite, or most of them, do not 
really understand that, or do not 
know it, and .do not appreciate 
that, so I thou.ght I would take 
the time to point out to them 
these circumstances in the BNA 
Act. The Senate has the same 
power. Nobody has to give the 
Senate any more power. As a 
matter of fact, the proposal we 
have put forward, Mr. . Speaker. 
would reduce the Senate power, 
because we said there should be 
two limitations on its power: 
First, it should not be able to 
vote confidence in the 
Government. Refusal to pass a 
Bill put forward in the House by 
the Government should not result 
in defeat of the Government, nor 
should even a direct motion of 
non-confidence in the Government 
expressed in the Senate. That 
should not cause the defeat of the 
Government either. So they would 
not have that power. And the 
second thing, they should not be 
able to hold up the basic supply 
bill, the basic annual supply bill 
for Government to operate, 
because, otherwise, tl1ey could 
blackmail a government in the 
House of Commons if thE!Y could do 
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that. 

Now at this moment they have that 
power. So I am propostng, not 
that they have more power bu L. in 
fact, that they have less. 

MS VERGE : 
You arE! 
practice. 

talking 

PREMIER WELLS: 

thE!Olny 1 not 

I am taJ.king practic<"1. I arn 
talking reality. The way it 
should be. And if it IAJElrE•, WE! in 
this Province today would not be 
suffering with an earned income of 
56 per cent of the national 
average. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

PREMIER WELLS: 
That is reality! 

MS VERGE: 
How do you explain West Virginia 
and Mississippi? 

PREMIER WELLS : 
I explained the srna1ler St:al:es of 
the United States VE!ry WE!1.] . . The 
Minister of Development read t:.l·1 1:;,m 
out. And I will check out We•st 
Virginia and Mississippi, and I 
will get back to the House. 

MS VERGE: 
(i-naudible) small States . 

PREMIER WELLS : 
Vermont is smaller 
Newfoundland in population; 
or four per cent unemployment . 

MS VERGE : 
What about West Virginia? 

PREMIER WELLS: 

than 
three 

I will check out West Virginia . 

Now, Min. Speaker, thelre arE! a 
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couple of other things. The 
Leader of the Opposition said the 
linguistic division vote is too 
complex. I wonder how he ever 
came to that conclusion? You see, 
Mr. Speaker, I do not think it 
would even add a minute to the 
vote taking time, because in these 
days of computers. everybody knows 
where the sen a tor is from and you 
take one vote, and those senators 
From Quebec are just counted 
separately. from the senators and 
the rest of the -

MS VERGE: 
No, it is not. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
It is very simple . It is 
extremely simple. 

MS VERGE : 
Not even PiE!r're Trudeau would 
agree with that. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
There ·is no complexity to it at 
all. It is the simpliest thing in 
the world. When a measure comes 
before the Senate. all they have 
to do is say all those in favour 
and you record who votes. All 
those opposed and you record who 
votes. On every constitutional 
amendment affecting language, 
culture and the civil law judges 
on the Supreme Court of Canada, 
you record the vote and you say in 
the case of the Quebec senators. a 
rnaj ori ty approved or they did 
not. And it must rnc;:!et with l:he 
two separate majoriU.es. I doubt 
if it would even add thirty 
seconds to the voting procedure in 
the House. So hot,o.,J it gets to be 
too cornplE!X? It is only cornplE!X 
for very. VE!ry. very uninformed 
minds. 

MS VERGE : 
(InaudiblE!) . 
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PREMIER WELLS : 
It i s not a t all cornp1ex . 
is no complexity to it. 

lhere 

Now, Mr. Speaker, there area a 
couple of other things I wanted to 
addi~ess. one of lAJhich W<-.ls thE• ···· I 
am just checking the t'ime. I do 
not want to run out of time. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
By leave! By leave! 

PREMIER WELLS: 
The other' point I tJJanted to rrktke 
was the comments about the 
spending power, and the position 
we have taken ~,o.,Jilh re·spc:;!ct to the 
spending power. Mr. Speaker, we 
have agreed as has bE!c~n indicat.C::!d. 
and if anybody takes the t.irne to 
read the Governmenl 1 s proposal 
they will see very clearly that we 
have agreed with limit'ing the 
Federal spending poWE:'l~. To begin 
with. nowhere in The BNA Act wou1d 
anybody find a separate spending 

· potJJer. My own viet,o.,J is l:hat it 
really does not exist 
constitutionally. it lAJC"lS a figrnE!nt 
of the imagination of the Privy 
Council sometime ago. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible) . 

PREMIER WELLS: 
The spending power. ThE!rl'?. 'is no 
expressed provision. and it is an 
inference that is infert~ed by 
reason of the unlimited taxing 
power of the Federal Government. 

Got the approval to go ahE:'ad t,o.,ril:h 
it? 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
We could not get an answer at 
Brian's, 24 Sussex, so -

PREMIER WELLS: 
Oh, I see. 
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MR. SIMMS: 
We told Pier-re to tell Br·ian not 
to do it. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
To get back for a moment, Mr. 
Speaker, to the spending power, we 
agree there should be some 
limi tati.on. You cannot have a 
situation where the Federal 
Government can effectively take 
over exclusive provincial 
legislatiVE! jurisdiction by using 
a so-called spending power to 
spend in areas that are 
exclusively within the 
jurisdiction of the Provincial 
Legislature. Now there was a time 
when there was no natural 
limitation on the Federal 
Government, when they had lots of 
money. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, there is a sort 
of a natural limi·tation, when the 
Federal Government is pretty 
strapped for funds and really does 
not · want to spend anyway. But it
has still used its spending 
power. And I understand th~ 
concern of Quebec. As a matter of 
fact, if anybody will care to look 
at the position that we have taken 
on it, we have spelled it out very 
clearly that Quebec does have a 
legitimate concern and other 
provinces sharing its view, 
including Newfoundland, do have a 
legitimate concern that unilateral 
action in the exercise of its 
spending power could encroach on 
areas of exclusive provincial 
jurisdiction and Newfoundland, 
therefore, supports the basic 
limitation on the Federal spending 
power SE!t out in the Meech Lake 
Accord. So we basica11y support 
that, but we have two suggestions, 
Mr. Speaker that we have put 
forward. The limitation says that 

exercise 
of 

in any new 
development 
cost-shared programs in 

L72 April 3, 1990 

or new 
national 

fields of 

Vo 1 XLI 

exclusiVE! provincia]. jurisdiction, 
a province would have the right to 
opt out and get compensation if it 
carried on a program or initiative 
that was compatible with... Now 
there is a bit of a problem. What 
is compatible? The word 
compatible - anything is 
compatible with, if it is not 
incompatible with. What does 
incompatible mean? IncompatiblE! 
means the two cannot stand 
together. You see, Mr. Speakeln, 
as long as the two programs can 
exist side by sidE!, they can bE! as 
different as night and day; so 
long as one does not adversely 
impact on the other, it is 
compatible. 

MS VERGE: 
(Inaudible) . 

PREMIER WELLS : 
That is right, compatible. rhat 
is right, compatible with naU.onal 
objectives, so long as it does not 
counteract, you might say. A11 it 
has to do is not counteract in 
order to be compatible. It is too 
weak and wishy washy a word to 
allow the Federal Government to 
really put in place the k"i.nds of 
national spending pinograms l:i. ke• 
medicare, for example. Medicare 
is such an area. Now it cannot 
affect Medicare, because Lhat lAJas 
done in the past. But there could 
be other programs, likE! day care. 
Day care is an obvious example. 
If Lhe Federal Government wanted 
to initiate a national cost--- shcunE!d 
program in that field, whether 
they carried it on or not, so long 
as whatever they had, any kind of 
an initiative that did not 
counteract the Federal Progr·arn, it 
would be taken to be compal:ible 
with it. The word is too weak. 
So what we have suggestE!d is that 
you just change the word to be 
carry on a program that accords 
with, that is generally consistent 
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wifh, accords with the national 
obj ect.ives. and lAJe think that is a 
more appropriate word. But, Mr. 
Speaker, we are the most 
compromising peoplE! in thE! WOI"ld. 
If there is any other kind of a 
reasonable suggestion, WE! are open 
to it, we are opt1n to bli:1 persuaded 
that 1 compatible with 1 is the 
r·ight phrase. We do not think it. 
is for the reasons that we have 
given, so ·that is why lJJe suggested 
that 1 accords v.Jith 1

• At least 
they have to carry on a program 
that has some consistency with, 
that accords with. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible). 

PREMIER WELLS : 
That is right, any province. Any 
provinct1 . 

MS VERGE : 
(Inaudible) your Minis tel" of 
Social Services. 

PREMIER WELLS : 
Any province. Any province. 

MS VERGE: 
Who would know then? 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Any province . Any province . 

MS VERGE: 
But for the people (inaudible). 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Any pr·ovince, is tJJhat I am saying, 
Mr. Speaker. But the second part 
of it is what is important to mE:1, 
and that is the obligations of the 
Governmli:~nt set out in Section 
36. 1, and my big concern, and what 
I have asked in this case, Mr. 
Speaker, is just to put in a 
cautionary provision. What I am 
concerned about is if the Meech 
Lake Accord were to go through as 
i ·t is, what I am afraid v.Je would 
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have is a situation where sorne 
·t.".irne in the futur·e, lAJht1n the 
Federal Government looks at t he 
poorer provinces and says, you 
need some help in highway 
development, you need some ht~lp in 
some other kinds of public service 
development because you do not 
have public SE!I"Vices ·that rneasul"l::' 
up, so lAH~ are going to put 'in 
place a prograrn t hat. lJJi11 pt"ovidt:' 
for it in those areas of Canada 
where the disparity exists. It is 
going to be a nation··-lJJidE! pl"ogre:un 
in areas where disparity exists, 
and it rnay involve all of the 
pr·ovinces, it. rnay skip one Ol" tlAJO 
or three. But if l:hat gcH'S 
forward, I can foi"E:~see the 1<.H'9E!I" 
provinces, Ontario and Quebec, 
s a y i n g • h o 1 d o n • what y o u cH' e 
talking about is in a field of 
excJ.usive provincial 
jurisdiction. You are putting it 
all across the nation in areas 
where dispar·ity exists, it is a 
national program in an area of 
exclusive provincial jur·isdict.ion, 
we want compensation! Now, how 
are we (:~Ver going to COl"rec t 
regional disparity, meet the 
obligation of Section 36. 1, 
because the,~ Federal GoVE!l"nrnent, i.f 
they arE:' going to say irnplenH,,nt a 
prograrn costing $400 million in 
the ol:her eight provinces, if 
Ontario and Quebec say YE!S, but 
you you have to give us $600 
million in cash. How can you ever 
possibly correct regional ~~conolflic 

disparity? 

Now, I say to l:he Hous~~. as I have 
said in other places. Ml". SpE!~lket". 
the Meech Lake Accord does not 
pr·ohibtt this, but it is capabJ.e 
of that inb::~rpretation and a11 tAle 
have askt1d, Mr. Speaker, is that 
l/Je includ<::1 a sirnple c1ause Lo be 
added to t.hat St:~C"t.ion 1.06, an 
additional Clause that lAJould just 
protect us and say that th~~ d .ght 
to opt out and receive 
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compensation would not apply to 
any expenditures under Section 
36. 1. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just remind 
the han. Members of this. If the 
Federal Government and Quebec are 
right about the position they take 
on this, then they should not 
quarrel. They would not have any 
quarrel, because it does not 
inhibit it in any way, it just 
p1novides a g1neater assurance that 
it will not be done in that lAJay. 
rhe fact that tl1ey will not ag1nee 
with it leads mE! to believe that 
they want to use it in that way, 
and that makes me even more 
apprehensive. Because it does not 
hurt their basic position to agree 
that it can be added on, it does 
not hurt them at all. So if it is 
unnecessary, let it be 
unnecessary. Humour the poorer 
provinces who are concerned about 
the spending power and put it in 
there; let it be there. If it is 
unnecessary and it has no 
significance because it is not 
going to happt::'n anyway, simply say 
so, simply say that that 
limitation on the federal spending 
power would not be used in that 
way. 

Now I fear that I have used up the 
time, Mr. Speaker. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
By leave. By leave. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
Well, most of the Premier's Feel 
the samE! way about that spending 
power . But the problem is, with 
Quebec and the Federal Government 
taking an intransigent position, 
you cannot open up the Meech Lake 
Accord; you cannot do anything 
with the Meech Lake Accord, and 
with them taking that position, it 
is difficult to get them to· agree 
to add lAJhat we have asked. Thank 

L 74. Apri1 3, 1990 Vol XLI 

you, Mr. Speaker . 

.§.Qr:1-~._l.i9.~ .... Jv.t ... ~.I':'I.!~J.-.B .. § : 
Hear, hE!al"! 

MR . RIDEOUT: 
A point of order, Mr . Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
T-he~·--·ha-n ... :-·- the LE!ader of lhe 
Opposition . 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
Mr. Speaker·, I just lAJc.~nt to 
respond briefly, which is the only 
way I can, to sorne remarks rnade by 
the Premier as i t r e 1 a t e s t: o l: he 
resolution. 

Mr·. Speaker, I lAJan·t Lo rnake SUI"E' 

that I have a clear and firm 
understanding of what the Pr·ernier 
is talking about. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
(Inaudible) explain it . 

MR . RIDEOUT : 
Okay, I am quite willing to do 
that, Mr. Speaker. 

As I understand it, Mr·. SpE!akE!r, 
the Premier is talking about 
splitting thE! r'E!so1ut:ion afl:E!l" thE:! 
rescinding port'ion, that is l:he 
NOW THEf~EFORE BE IT RESOLVED that 
pursuant t:o Section '~2(2) the 
approval of this Legis1ature is 
hereby rescinded, sort: oF lE!avoing 
dangling thE! refE:~renclurn aspect, 
which is the n~:!xt BE IT 1"1-IEI~EFORE 
RESOLVED, sort of leave that 
dangling until -

PREMIER WEI LS : 
Put that in a second r'E:'solul:ion . 
Split it. 

MR. SIMMS: 
In a SE!COnd resolution . TlidO 

halves . 

PREMIER WELLS : 
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TIJJO halves. 

MR. RIDEOUT : 
And you alternative 
resolution as well? 
alternative 
proposals will go 
resolution. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
Yes . 

MR. RIDEOUT: 

in a SE!COnd 
The Premier's 

constitutional 
in a second 

Okay. So thE! rE!ferendurn and the 
al terna tiv es would go in a second 
resolution to be referred to a 
committee for public hearings, 
which we would talk about. 

Mr. Speaker, on the surface of it 
that is inb:1resting. I am 
cel"tainly preparr:'d to talk to the 
Prr:Hnier· at any time, tonight, 
tomorrow morning or whenever. 

PREMIER WELLS: 
I will give it some thought and I 
wjll talk to the han. the 
Opposition Leader. 

MR. RIDEOUT: 
Okay. I am quite prepared to do 
that, Mr. Speaker. It is 
interesU.ng. I am prE•pared to 
talk about it, and, obviously, I 
am prepared to talk to the caucus 
about it. We think it has some 
merit and we are prepared to do 
that. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
There is no point of order, just a 
point of clarification. 

·rhe han . 
Valley. 

the Member for Humber 

MR. WOODFORD: 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

Mr. Speaker, I 
after all the 
amendment itself. 

am sort of glad, 
debatE! on the 

No matter what 
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you r.::1ad on Meech Lake, and there 
is oodles and piles of 
correspondence and different 
opinions and what have you from 
all across this nation of ours and 
thE! Province, but the1"e is no way 
in the world to prepare for it, as 
far as I am concerned, because 
there are so many different 
opinions and different 
interpretations and what have 
you. But after listE!ning to the:• 
Prr:Hnier speak tonight, l:here :i.s no 
problem at a11, I do not think, to 
come up with something to talk 
about. 

First of all, I IAJould like to say 
as one Mr:1mber, it is good t.o see 
and I commend him for it. Whether 
it was a misunderstanding by 
Members in the House on the intent 
of the l"esolution, thr:1 l"escindoi.ng 
clause, or what have you, Ol" thr::' 
different proposals, whatever it 
was, it shows what people have 
been saying all along, I mean 
politicians anyway, that the 
Premier is human and he is 1Ari11ing 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Oh, oh! 

MR. WOODFORD : 
I am not saying it in a derogatory 
way, I am saying this in a 
constructive and meaningful way, 
that he is willing, despite the 
hold he has on some• of Lhe 
Ministers there, and r·ightly so in 
som.::' cases, but despite all that, 
he is willing to move and just 
making that statement ton:i.ghl, as 
far as I am concerned, sends a 
message, not only to people in 
this Province but right acl"oss 
this counry, that he is not as 
inflexible as they say he is. 
This is movement not a 
retr·act.'.ion. It is mov.::1rnent. And 
if there is a slight chance at 
a11, no matter how slight. it: miqht 
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be, and I think, as the Leader of 
the Opposition just stated, and 
m~;:1mbers opposite, including the 
Premier, that if there is any 
chance for mouement at all, for 
the good of this Prouince and the 
good of this country we haue to 
put aside political differences. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

MR. WOODFORD: 
Each and euery one of us in this 
House are representing 
constituents in our districts who 
do not, despite what people and 
Members say, who do not understand 
the contents of Meech Lake, not 
what it is meant to do or anything 
Jike that, but the contents. It 
is hard for most Members in the 
House to understand it. despite 
their beliefs and despite what 
they say. That is one of the 
things we haue to be cognizant 
of. How can you expect people out 
in the bays and inlets of this 
Prouince. atJJay from the steps. thE! 
chairs and the balconies of 
Confederation Building, to 
understand a topic such as this? 
It is a complicated topic, it ts a 
cornpJ.icated piece of business and 
despite whether you are a lawyer. 
a farmer. a fisherman. no matter 
what you are, it is hard to 
understand and grasp it . It is a 
matter of interpretation, as is 
obuious from somE:1 of thE:1 comments 
right across this country and this 
Prouince. · 

On public hearings. one of my 
opening statements was precisely 
on the public hearings. I wanted 
to say that the process started 
some months ago was a good one and 
I see no reason why it should not 
be extended into the formation of 
a Committee to look into the Meech 
Lake Accord. It is no difference. 
for instance, than the one I 
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always make comparisons to and 
with, Bill 53. Eue1nything tJJas 
thought to be okay until it hit 
one of the meetings in a public 
forum - I think before it got to a 
public forum really. It is an 
example of what can happen when 
people can present a brief, 
pres en l their ui.:1tJJs. and. at. the 
sam~;:1 time, ask certain qUE!Stions. 
It is always good to be open, up 
front, and it is a good process . 
I sat as a backbencher L•Jh.:1n BLJ.ls 
carne up, wondering whether they 
were fit to eat and what they 
meant. You get the chance to 
speak on them euery now and again 
and then, all of a sudden, it lAJas 
gone through, finished, oue1" and 
donE:1 wtth. Six months latE!!''. 
someone in your district would 
meet you and say. that BiLL carnE! 
up in the House. What did you 
haue to say about it? Boy. to bE:! 
honest IAJith you, I did not know 
much about it. Today there is no 
excuse for ignorance, none 
whatsoeuer, and this proces s , as 
far as I am concerned, can extE!nd 
to Meech Lake as well as it can to 
any other issue, more sp,?.cificaJly 
to Meech Lake, bE!cause it i s onE• 
of the rnost cententious issu e s. I 
IAJould say, since ConFederation, 
because it could mean whE!ther !JJe 
suruiue as a country. 

I think nothing should be s pared 
in making euery effort possible to 
make surE! that the peopJe in this 
Prouince understand exactly what 
the contents of Meech Lake are. 
The interpretation of it: Let 
them haue their interpretatio n and 
thtdr opinions. They hauH it notJJ 
based on certain things, YE!S. WE! 
haue it here in the House. WI':' are 
herE! euery day debating it. W~;:1 
have different opinions and 
different interpretations. So it 
should go to public hearings. And 
the arnE~ndment put fo1nward by thr:1 
Leader of the Opposition asked 
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that. I think it was 
well-intentioned; I do not think 
there was anything else intended 
in it. It is a for·urn for debate, 
I know, E:~ach Member gets an extra 
chance to speak to the amendment 
and then gets a chance to speak to 
the motion if nothing else comes 
up. But, in any case, I think it 
was well-intentioned and a step in 
the right direc t.ion when it comes 
to democracy in this Province. 

But having seen the Premier 
tonight and heard what he said 
with regard to the public hearing 
process, and the rescinding clause 
of the resolution would still have 
to be debated. We as an 
Opposition after seeing the clause 
come in, cannot go without 
debating the rescinding clause 
part of this resolution. We 
cannot as an Opposition. But thE:~ 
rest of it, the m~w proposals put 
forward in the resolution, I 
cornmr:~nd the Premier and everybody 
here on the possibility right now, 
and that is a very positive step, 
of that going to committee. So 
that will be a different issue. 
If the Government has to invoke 
closure to put through the 
rescinding cJ.ause, sobeit. But 
each and every Member should have 
a right to speak on the amE!ndrnent 
before closure is invoked. 

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, I 
wo u 1 d 1 i k e to a 1 so say , and I had 
this in the first part of my 
speech here tonigh ·t regardless of 
what the Premier said, but I 
believe, firstly, the PrE!mier .is 
sincere in what he is trying to do. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. WOODFORD : 
Secondly, I believe he thinks he 
is doing the d.ght thing for 
Newfoundland and Canada. Thirdly, 
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I believe he harbouJ"S no ill 
feeling tot.uard Queb1~c. To say 
that, would bE:~ to do him a 
disservice. Fourthly, I aJ.so 
believe, Mr. Speaker, U1at: PrE:Hni1;,:)r 
Wells 1 assumption that the t~~n 
Premiers and the Prime Minist:er 
who signed thE! AccoJ~d car·ed lE!SS 
for Canada and the people or: the 
Province is to do them a 
disservice. Meech Lake t.uas not a 
back-room deal, it was an hom!st 
ath~mpt. to bring QUE!bec 'into the 
Canadian family. An honest 
attempt, Mr. Speaker, done some 
three years ago, I think it lAIC:~s 
about three years ago, t.wo and a 
half years ago anyu1ay, in an 
attempt. to bring Quebec into l:he 
Canadian family, something that 
could not be done in 1982. And it 
was wr·ong at that t:i.rrJE:~ and ·.i.t l1.1as 
wrong in 198'7 if they dtd not have 
to be brought into the Canadian 
family. So it was 
well-intentioned. Again an 
example of·what can happen in such 
a short period of time. 

The founding fathE!rS, back :i.n 
1867, they thought at Lhat:. tirne 
that thE•y had a pE!rfE!Ct dOCUITIE'nt. 
And we come on up to 1.9'~9. and lAie 
corne on up to 1982, thE! only one 
not in question lAJas :in 1981 and 
1982, whether it was a perfect 
document or not, and then in 198'7 
they thought fo1n sure they had d 

perfect document in the Meech Lake 
Accord, all ten Premiers. 

And what happE!necl aftE!J~ that, Ml". 
Speaker? Three diffeJnE!nt PrNniE!rS 
in other parts of Canada, PtnE!I·rri.eJn 
Filmon of Manitoba, McKenna in New 
Brunswick, and Wells in 
Newfoundland were elected in 
different elections across thts 
country. If those people back in 
198'7 had beE:~n theJ"e, it :i.s obvious 
that there would not haVE! I:H~t'l'1 a 
Meech Lake Accord. 
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The A c c or d wi 11 not end a 11 need 
for Constitutional reform. It was 
not meant to. Supporting the 
Accord will create a climate to 
make future reforms easier and not 
harder . The Premier 1 s stand with 
regard to the First Minister 1 s 
conference, whenever a Premier of 
this Province takes on the so 
called Goliath - I think as was 
mentioned by my colleague from St. 
John 1 s East the other day, and 
more specifically on an issue such 
as this, he aJ.ways comE:1S out the 
winner, always. And as a 
Newfoundlander, you would want to 
have something wrong with you if 
you had a Premier go up to Ottawa 
or anywhere else and the Prime 
Minister, rE!gardless of what 
political stripe he is, took him 
on and tried to belittle the 
beloved Province he represented. 
You would want to be I do not know 
what kind of a Newfoundlander not 
to say, okay you are a hero. But 
it IJJas done. Premier Pee kford did 
it year after year, and that was 
the first time the Premier of the 
Province - and the issue was a 
contentious one. I suppose there 
was a certain amount of anti 
French, anti Quebec feelings 
throughout the Province over the 
years because of the Churchill 
Falls Agreement, and Mr. 
Bourassa 1 s comments with regards 
to Newfoundland. Quebec and 
Ontario collecting 58 per cent of 
the revenues going into the 
Feder·al Treasury - I think it is 
58 - and 51 came to the Province 
of Newfoundland. That, to me, was 
unacceptable, unacceptable as a 
Newfoundlander, and again you had 
to be stand up to be counted. And 
the words I think all Members haue 
mentioned in their speeches so far 
is that they commended the Premier 
on his comments with regards to 
what Pr.:Hnier Bourassa said. We do 
want to sign the ME!ech Lake 
Accord. We do want Quebec into 
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the Canadian family, but not at 
any cos l, and you arE! not going to 
be tiAii s ·ted into doing it by 
co rnm en t s s u c h as that . That on J y 
adds fuel to the fire and makes it 
a more contentious issue than it 
has already been. It does not 
help anybody. But I noti.CE!d that 
some of the cornmE!nts made earlier 
by the Premier with regards to 
Quebec were fair, I suppose, there 
was nothing in it to hurt anybody, 
not only Quebec, but any other 
Premier who was either for or 
against the Accord. But the 
Finance Minister yesterday sure as 
hell threw a monkey wrench into 
that. and that is for sure. 
Again, I suppose, we haUE! to say 
he has had ~lis knuckles rappE!cl and 
more than that, rapped probably 
before the night is over. But 
there is no doubt about it, he had 
his knuckles rapped on that OnE!, 
and rightly so. 

Mr. Speaker, a few comrnE!nts IAiith 
regards to the distinct society 
clause. The Premier would like to 
give symbolic recognition of 
Quebec as a dis tine l: society 
within the Canadian Framework. 
That is what I understand from 
reading some of the proposals. a 
symbolic recognition. How 
symbolic should it be, Mr. 
Speaker, IJJhen you are talking 
about a population of probably 
around twenty-five per cent of the 
country, approximately 6 million 
people? How symbolic? And the 
word symbolic, how far does it 
go? He, however, IJJisht:'S to dE!ny 
the people of Quebec through their 
duly elected Provincial Gouer·nmE!nt 
the stated objecU.ue, SCc!Ction 1.2. 3 
to preserve their distinct 
society. Quebece•rs havc::1 lookE!cl to 
the Provincial Government. to 
secure thEdr rights and pursue 
cultural and social goals for 
yc::1ars, the::' sarnc::1 as any othE•r· 
province in Canada. The Accord 
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only affirms in the Constitution 
the right of the Provincial 
Government to continue to do th:is 
on their· behalf. CriU.cs of the 
Accot~d say there is a trc-lnsfer of 
powers to Quebec. From whom? 
From the Feels? No. From 
Ontario? No. The Accord 
explicitly states in subsection 
2.4 of section 1 that no 
legislative powc:1rs are taken away 
from the Federal Government, 
none! Prern1et~ We11s stands alone 
in his contention that the 
distinct soctety clause gives 
special legislative powers to 
Quebec. Even the other dissenting 
provinces, Manitoba and New 
Brunswick, do not hold this view. 
He is the only PrE!miE!r in Canada 
who holds the vtew that Quebec 
would be getting special 
legislative power. This 'is a 
Federal institution. The Suprc:Hne 
Court of Canada is a Fedet~al 
institution, with six judges from 
outside Quebec and three from 
within. The majority should not 
be concerned about what 
initiatives Quebec would take to 
further the distinct society 
clause or the intent, if it 
adversely effects the rights of 
other Canadians. It is the 
Notwithstanding clause, Mr. 
Speaker, that gives all the 
provinces the right to override 
the Supreme Court on the Char·ter 
of Rights. not ·the Accord. This 
clause was put in the Constitution 
in 1982 at the request of all 
other provinces in Canada. Not 
Qu~"bec alone, all other provinces 
in Canada. I submit to you, Mr. 
Speaker. that I am convinced that 
if the notwithstanding clause had 
not been used tAli th regards to th10:1 
language issue in Quebec a short 
tJJhile ago, tJJe would not have halF 
thE! fuss we haVE! today over Meech 
Lake . We wo u 1 d not have half the 
fuss. 
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The only other 
Notwithstanding clause 
believe Premier Devine 
in Saskatchewan - I 
what it was. I think 
I am not certain. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
(Inaudible) . 

MR. WOODFOIW: 

t:J.me t.he 
u.1as used. I 
USI::!cJ it OUt 

just for·qc:~t 

he used it. 

-ve-5-;-...... r:C{jht .. ~·-- the pot as h t hi n g . 

The other time was the language 
issue in Quebec tAiith 1~t::1gards l:o 
Ft~ench and English signs. and that 
tJJas the one that tr·iggE!I~r..H~ it. I 
suppose any Canadian looking at it 
first would say. okay. if you at~e 

anti-English with regards to 
signs, you are anti-Eng1ish 
period. And that :i.s lAJhat t~E!i:l11y 
trigget~ed it. You could sense 
it. You could sense it on the 
streets in evet~y little th.i.ng that 
was said about Meech LakE! and Uw 
intent of Meech Lake to bring 
Quebec into the Canadian family, -
which tJJas not dorHO! in 1982. EVE!l"Y 
time you mentioned that, thel~E· was 
this anti·-Quebec, anti-French 
feeling thet"E!. And you cou1cl 
sensr:' it without evE:~n knotAJ:ing l:.h1? 
contents of Meech Lake. 

I believe the Accot~d by bd.ng:l.ng 
Qu10:1bec into the Constitul:.ion t~.ri.ll 
make Quebec less l:i.kely to go 
against the Constitution. Wr-.0! are 
all less likely to breach the 
rules when we have something to do 
with developing thE!ITl. QuebE•c IAk\S 

not a consenting partn(•l" in 1982, 
and it is a willing partner in the 
Accord today. IF the Accord is 
going to give Quebec power not 
shared by other provinces. tAJhy do 
separatists in Quebec want to SE!e 
it die? That is another 
quesU.on. If it is going to gJvE• 
them special powers, why do the 
separatists in Queb€0!C lAJant it t.o 
die? They tAJant it to di.e For one 
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reason. The reason it died in 
1982, Mr. Speaker? It died then 
because of the separatist movement 
in Quebec, and they would love to 
see it die today. That is the 
stress and strain that the Premier 
of Quebec is under, let alone some 
of the other premiers in the 
Provinces, more specifically 
Manitoba. He is under an 
immediate political strain, let 
alone the separatists movement 
that Premier Bourassa of Quebec 
has to follow. 

The Premier says that by 
requesting or requiring unanimity 
in SE!Veral more areas would place 
Canada in a permanent 
constitutional straightjacket. 
Well, Mr. Sp~~aker, no Meech as far 
as I am concerned. No Quebec, no 
Meech, and it t .. uill not be a 
constitutional straightjacket, it 
will be constitutional 
constipation, because if Quebec is 
not brought into the Constitution 
and not brought into the Canadian 
family, I do not think we are 
going to see anything with regard 
to any amendments, any chance at 
all of anything in the near future 
of Quebec even making an effort to 
come into the Canadian family. 

That is a point that should be 
well taken and I think it will be, 
because that is where most of the 
concerns are corning from across 
the country, that if we do not get 
Quebec into the Canadian family 
now. we will not have them in a 
few months time, or a few years 
time. and the country will just 
fall apart . 

When the original agreement was 
signed in 1982 without Quebec, it 
was said then that any future 
changes would be impossible but. 
yet. just five years after that 
agree!rnent was signed. the Premier's 
and the Prime Minister agJ"eed to 
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the process to address the five 
original proposals put forth by 
Quebec in 1981. Everybody knows 
what they are. they read them time 
and t'ime again in the ME!ech Lake 
Accord. The five same proposals 
that were put forward in 1981 on 
which no agreement could be 
reached, tJJere put fortJJard again in 
1986 and an agreement was 
reached. So that goes to show 
that nothing is uJritten in stone 
and it can change from year to 
year, even as little as five 
years. It is not the type of 
amending formula that makes 
consensus difficult, but the 
political climate and the attitude 
of the political players at the 
time with the political cJimate, 
the PQ Government of Quebec, 
really did not want a dea] in 
1982. I am convinced of that 
today. The same fE!E!l.tng is sti.11 
there. They did not want an 
agreement, the wrong poltttcal 
climate, period. If the present 
Premiers of the day had been at 
Meech Lake, and I stah'd this 
earlier, Premier FiJmon, Premier 
Wells and Premier McKenna, I do 
not think there would have been an 
Accord. They tJJould hav~~ had thE! 
same feelings then they have 
today, so there would not be an 
Accord. That gives you an E!XarnplE! 
of what would happen. NotAl, some 
things happened, as I stated 
earlier. about the notuli thst.anding 
clause that probably fed some fuel 
to the Lire. Th<::~re is no doubt 
that it did wtth thE! genE!rcd 
public, the general populace 
sentiment towards MeE!Ch LakE!. The 
agreement depends more on the uli11 
of the players to co-operate. to 
see diffr:~rent views, to 
compromise, not to seLl out but. to 
compromise, and uJe saw an example 
of that here tonight. I hope for 
the good of -l:he country and the 
Province we see more exarnpJes of 
it over the next few days and 
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weeks. To co-operate in Canada, 
building for all Canadians, 
including Quebec, on any set of 
ruJ.es for any formuJ.a, or how it 
should be accomplished. The 1982 
Constitution required unanimous 
consent on some areas central to 
our national institutions and the 
amending process itself. The 
Accord retains a general formula 
of seven provinces with 50 per 
cent of the population on most 
amendments. It does. however. add 
Senate reform and the admission of 
new provinces to the list with 
unanirnou s consent. Wi 11 it bE! 
possible if unanimous consent is 
required? I say, yes. Who. in 
1.982. would have believed 'that we 
could have gotten all the 
provinces and Quebec to agree to 
an agreement in 1987? Much debate 
should be required before 
constitutional change, weigh aJ.l 
the pros and cons. It should not 
be made easy. Changes which 
affect the future of our country 
should not be. made at the stroke 
of a pen. There should be input 
with pub J. i c hearings • not on 1 y in 
the Province but across the 
country no matter what is done 
u..Jith it. I, for the life of rne, 
even based on what the Premier has 
said tonight tJJith rega1nd to sorne 
of the other issues on senate 
reform, cannot see how another 
form of Government body whether 
equal, elected, or effective, 
whichever, whatever a Triple E 
Senate is going to be, I cannot 
see it. I see it onJ.y as another 
Government bureaucracy, so to 
speak, another hang-up in deaJ.ing 
with governments across this 
country. across this Province. 
Han. Members earlier. in their 
speeches, referred to the Senate 
in the US. One Member said J.ast 
night that they got it right. The 
Senate in the US may have it right 
in rE!gard to equal rE!presentation 
from each State. yes, they have 
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two m~::Hnbers Fr·om each State. but 
when you look at the House of 
Representatives and look at the 
Senate and look at thE! ExecuttVE! 
Council of the US Goven11nent, it 
is not working the way they say it 
is working. They are having 
problems with regards to vetoes, 
frorn the President 1night on down 
to the hanging up of legislaU.on 
in the Senate in the House of 
Representatives by the Senators. 
They have equal repres<O!ntation, 
yes, as regards tht::~ SE!natE!. But 
it is certainly not working 
because it is working the same way 
that our Senate is working today -
and that is the bottom line and 
that is the one problem, the 
underlying problem. Political 
lines, party lines. that is the 
problem. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible). 

MR. WOODFORD: 
Oh yes, that is thEdr problem :in 
the U.S . 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible) . 

MR. WOODFORD : 
But they are corning along party 
J.inE!S, that is their problem. If 
you elect, for instance, six frorn 
each province of Canada, to the 
Senate. Big deal, equal 
representation, effective and 
efficient. Equal representation, 
yes. Effective, no, and 
efficient, no, because lAJhat is 
going to happen is that you wi11 
have a Libe1naJ. GoVE!rrllnent in 
Newfoundland, a PC Government in 
SaskatchetJJan, a LibE•ral GoVE!rnrnent 
in Quebec, a PC Government :in 
Alberta and one in Ontario. Who 
gets what? You g~::~t what you gE!t 
today, that is what you get. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
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(Inaudible). 

MR. WOODFORD: 
we-rr;-·-FhaT·- is what wi 1.1. happen. 
They are human, and are they going 
to vote for little Newfoundland, 
or are they going to support their 
colleagues in the Lower House! I 
mean, let us face it, put yourself 
in that position and what would 
you do? You are going to vote for 
your colleagues in the Lower 
House, regardless if it is 
Newfoundland or Quebec or Alberta 
or B.C. or wherever it is. Ca11 a 
spade a spade. 

So the Senate to me, and I arn yet 
to be convinced that there is 
another answer for it. good 
enough, but I am yet to be 
convinced that it would be any 
good to this Province and it is 
going to entrench regional 
disparities and everything else. 
The SupremE! Court is the ultimate 
interpreter of the powers of thE:1 
Federal and Provincial 
Governments,· and as well as the 
laws of alJ. the provinces. Should 
it then be created on say one 
level of Government. Provinces 
have always had some input into 
the appointment of their 
Senators. Meech Lake only 
guarantees the province 1 s 
participation, nothing different 
whatsoever. You just submit the 
names to the Federal Government 
and they pick a name. The 
Constitution guarantees three 
judges in the Supreme Court from 
Quebec, only affirms what is the 
practice today . It is there since 
194-9, that three of the judges of 
the Supreme Court came from the 
Province of Quebec, and it should 
be entrenched, there is no doubt 
about it, it probably should be 
entrenched in the Constitution. 
The opting out clause: the Acco1~d 
allows provinces to opt out of new 
Federal Programs and the Premier 
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just alluded to some of them. I 
cannot for the life of rne, again I 
suppose, I stand to bE~ convinc1:1d 
or· whateVE:1r, s E!e how thE! op t::Ln~1 
out clause is go:ing to hurt 
Newfoundland. We have altAJays been 
complaining and what have you 
about programs being started in 
upper Canada and passed down to 
the Provinces. WelJ. there is so 
much Mr. Speaker, and I only have 
two minutes left. I wanted to 
mention something about the 
fishery and what we should be 
doing tJJi th it in regaJ~d s to our 
resources, Mr. Speaker. I have 
got more faith in the Province, I 
think that we should have control 
over our fishery. 

Ottawa and the Federal Gover·nrn~~nt 
do not telJ. thE! wheat farmers out 
West, it was stated earlier, I 
think by somE!OnE! else, how much to 
grotJJ or when to grow it. rhey do 
not telJ. the Paper Companies holAJ 
much wood to cut or wherE! to cut 
it . They do not tE!ll the Mtning 
Companies where to go 11r.ine thEdr 
ore or how much to minE•. But yet 
our basic resource, the one that 
holds tog~;;~ther thE! VE!ry fabric of 
o u r s o c i e t y , t h e f i s h "' r y , IAJ (~ a r e 
told and dtctated to tirne and time 
again, hotJJ much to catch, where to 
catch it even in most cases, lAJhE!I~e 
to land it. Now that to me is 
discrimination, that to rne as far 
as I am concerned is one of the 
basic reasons of where we are 
today as a 1 have not 1 Province. 
If we had our resources, if we had 
control of them, W"=' 1nay not be 
able to use them all at that giuen 
time, but at least we tAJould have 
them there as an asset and for the 
support of 500 and some odd 
thousand people. WE! lAJould not 
want much of a resource industry 
to keep it going, b~'liE!VE! you rne. 
I would like to clue up, Mr. 
Speaker, by saying, that 1. No, 
this is not a perfect document. 
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No this is not a perfect 
document. That is why we have 
changes in everything. In 
legislation we have changes and we 
bring legislation in here today, 
next year and somE! Minister wi1.1 
bring it in aga".in. and next yeat~ 
it wi 11 b C:' in again . We neE! d it 
time and time again to keep up 
with the times or to ke:~ep up as 
long as the partners are willing 
to do so. We would not have a 
country, if the Fathers of 
Confederation had wanted 
perfection. They thought they had 
perfection. But we would not have 
a country today if the Fathers of 
Confederation had wanted absolute 
perfection. 

Third, the Premier says that the 
price of the inclusion of Quebec 
in the Meech Lake Accord is too 
high. So that is questionable. 
Too high! What is too high? What 
is the price we have to pay? Has 
he weighed the consequences of the 
Accord failing this country and 
Newfoundland? 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Order, please! 

The hon. Member's time has elapsed . 

MR. WOODFORD: 
If I could have just ten seconds, 
Mr. Speaker? 

SOME HON . MEMBERS: 
By leave! 

MR . SPEAKER : 
It is agreE!d. 

MR . WOODFORD: 
And the only other question is is 
he willing to gamble with the 
future of Newfoundland and 
Canada? And based on what he 
tonight I think that he is 
taking a step in the 
direction to make sure 

said 
after 
right 
that 
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Newfoundland and Canada rematn one 
and the same. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

MR. GOVER: 
M1~ . Speaker . 

MR . SPEAKER : 
The hon . the Me:Hnber fot~ Bonavista 
South. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. GOVER: 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

It gives me great pleasure to rise 
in this historic debatE! l~o debate 
tht::~ issues. And I cot"fiE! to this 
debate with an open mind having 
listened to 1..uhat Membr:'t~s on both 
sides of the House have had to 

· say. some eloquent spE!E!ChE!S haVE! 
been made. And even afl~C:H' I sit 
down here tonight I wiJ.l retain an 
open mind since the issue IAJas t:.oo 
important to proceed with a closed 
mind on. But when we have to 
evaluate the ME!ech L.f;(ke Acco1~d L\Je 
have to evaluate the Meech Lake 
Accord, we have to evaJ.uatE! som~~ 
standard. And I havo app1il::.d t1..uo 
tests in evaluating this 
particular Accord. You see my 
vision of Canada is ensht~tnE!cl in 
The Constitution Act of· 1982. And 
my question is, does the Meech 
Lake Accord promote and enhance 
the values whtch were:~ SE!t out in 
The Constitution Act of 1982 -.in a 
manner not detlnirnE!ntal t:o the 
interest of Newfoundland and 
Labrador? And having J.ookecl at 
the text of thE! Meech Lake Accotnd 
and the text of The Constitution 
Act of 1982, I have conclud,?d that 
the:~ Accord does not promotE! those 
values. 
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What are the values contained in 
The Constitution Act of 1982? I 
believe if one reads the text of 
that particular act one can come 
to the conclusion that in the 
first place Canada is one nation, 
bilingual and multicultural from 
coast to coast. The second set of 
values, I believe, enshrined in 
The Constitutional Act of 1982 are 
the values contained in the 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 
including the protection of women, 
aboriginal rights, minorities, and 
most crucially minority language 
rights. And the third value 
enshrined in The Constitution Act 
of 1982 is the commitment in part 
three of that particular act to 
promote equalization and the 
reduction of regional disparity. 
These are the fundamental values 
which form my perception of Canada 
and these are the values which I 
believe the Accord undermines. 

Also having said this I have to 
consider the Accord accomplishes 
its primary objective which is the 
reintegration of the Province of 
Quebec into the Canadian 
constitutional family. And if it 
did accomplish or if I believed it 
would accomplish that primary 
objective then I would have to 
choose to between the lesser of 
two evils, having Quebec outside 
the constitution or having a 
flawed constitutional document. 
But I believe that the Accord will 
not even accomplish its primary 
objective of reintegrating Quebec 
into the Canadian constitutional 
family. 

And having listened to the 
arguments raised on the other 
side, the only strong argument put 
forward is that the Accord is 
necessary to the salvation of the 
nation. But I firmly disagree. I 
believe that the Accord if passed 
as it is wil1 eventually lead to 
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the ruination of the nation. So 
the Accord in not an insurance 
policy. It does not guarantee t he 
future of Canada as we know it. 

Now, Mr . Speaker, given thE! time 
constraints that we have on these 
particular debates there is one 
issue I want to address befor'"! I 
move on and that is the issue of 
the fishery . 

The proponents of the Accord on 
the other side of the House havE:~ 
argued that roles and 
responsibilities in the fishery 
are on the agenda, and this is a 
significant commitment that will 
lead to enhance the jurisdiction 
for the Province of Newfoundland 
and Labrador. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, one only has to 
look back into - history to 
determine what the signifi.c~~nce is 
of placing an item on the 
Constitutional Agenda. When the 
Constitution Act was passed in 
1982 in part 4- of the Constitution 
Act, there was a provision fo1n a 
Conference on Aboriginal Rights . 
That Conference was held - i t 
Jnesulted in failure. So the Fi1ns t 
Ministers in their wisdom agreed 
to hold three more Constitutional 
Conferences on Aboriginal Rights 
over the next four years. All 
those conferences resulted in 
failure . So this clearly 
indicated that the mere placing of 
an ib:11TI on the Constitutional 
Agenda will not result in any 
enhanced powers to the provinces 
or to aboriginal people, unless 
there is a commitment a.nd a 
willingness on the othE!r part of 
the provinces to grant those 
pouJers. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
move back into the most 
controversial aspect of the 
Accord, I suppose, which is the 
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distinct society clause of the 
Accord. Having 1nead th!O' dtstinct 
society clause, I do not believe 
it conforms to the vaJ.ues 
enshrined in the Consti·tution Act 
of 1982. And I do not beliE!Ve it 
will lead to the permanent 
reintegration of the Province of 
Quebec into the Canadian family. 

When we look at the provision in 
the Accord, bEd.ng Section 2, which 
relates to the distinct society 
clause, we find two particular 
aspects of it. Ora=>. is that the 
Federal Government and the 
Provinces, excluding Quebec, have 
a role to prE!Serve thE! existence 
of the Francophone minority 
outside the Province of Quebec. 
While the Province of QuE.JJec has 
the role to pr101serve and promotE! 
its dist1nct society. A 1nole 
which no other Legislature wiJ.l 
have. 

Now, I believe that these 
particular provisions will J.ead to 
increased pensions in the nation 
by regulating linguistic 
minorities to second class 
citizenship status. In fact in 
the national assembly in Quebec, 
there has been a major debate over 
what the distinct society clause 
means. Does it include 
Francophone and anglophone or does 
it only include the Francophone 
portion of the distinct society? 
I believe if one rE!ViE!WS the 
debates in thE! national assembly, 
the consensus in the nationaJ. 
assembly is that th•:! distinct. 
society clause only relates to the 
Francophone part of the populat1on. 

Let us see how the Accord protects 
or could protect minority language 
rights in provinces outside the 
Province of Quebec. In 1988, the 
Supreme Court of Canada ruled that 
the provinces of Alberta and 
Saskatchewan had to pass Statutes 
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in both official languages. 
However in the legtslation there 
was an escape clause wh1ch both 
provinces prompt1y used to exempt 
themselves from that particular 
provision. 

Section 24- of the Accord plnovidE!S 
what we call a non -- d.:1rogat.i.on 
clause, which is a clause which 
does not detl"act from the rights 
of the provinces, and does not 
detract from the rights of the 
FedE!ra1 GoVE!rnment. ThereforE!, if 
the Accord had been pass•:'1d, since 
the rights of the Alberta 
Legislature 'had not b•C!en detracb:~d 
from and the rights of Lhe 
SaskatchetAJan Legislal:Ul"E! had not 
been detracted from they sttll 
would have been able to use the 
escapE! cJ.ause in thE• ed sting 
legislation to have unilingual 
Statutes. 

So the Accord dOE!S nol:hing to 
protect minorities outside the 
Province of Quebec. In fact what 
does the language mean 1 to 
preserve the existencE:!. 1 What 
level of funding does that 
entail? What programs "does that 
entail? What legislative agenda 
do.::1s that entatJ.? It -is not 
spelled out. 

Shortly af·ter- l~he provinces of 
Alberta and Saskatchewan had 
overridden the bilingual statute 
provision, Professo1n HotAJard 
McConnell of the University of 
Saskatchewan passed some comments 
in an art:icl!O' on what his vi1C!W of 
the situation was. And I would 
just like to quo-t:e F1nom that 
particular article, 1 The French 
languag•"! is gradually disdppearing 
in western Canada. On his western 
visit in April 1988, Premier 
Rob€:1rt Bourassa tAJarmJ.y commended 
Premiers Getty and Devine for 
their efforts on behalf of the 
French language in the west, 
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commended the Premiers who had 
just decided not to have bilingual 
statutes. Western Francophones 
were disgusted. Premier Bourassa 
foresaw even then that he would be 
using the not withstanding clause 
to nullify the Supreme Courts 
impending decision on bilingual 
commercial · signs in Quebec. And 
what he claimed for himself in the 
interest of a fran cop-hone Quebec, 
he conceded to the Western 
Premiers in the interest of an 
anglophone west. The distinct 
society clause in its two branches 
therefore becomes a symbol of a 
linguistically and politically 
divided Canada used as a 
legislative instrument and as a 
cultural symbol, it will greatly 
enhance the French language and 
culture in Quebec while doing 
little to arrest the assimilation 
of Francophones in other parts of 
Canada. It is the ~onstitutional 
equivilant of two solitudes. 
Bilingualism will unite us, but 
the distinct society clause 
employed as a legislative device 
will divide us. The proper place 
for the distinct society clause is 
not in thE! legislative text, but 
in a philosophical preamble to the 
Constitution. 1 

Now, my learned friend from Green 
Bay says that bilingualism outside 
Ottawa is a myth so he does not 
subscribe to the view of the 
nation if the nation should be 
bilingual. We should have an 
anglophone Canada and a 
Francophone Canada. The two 
mentioned concepts endorsed by 
Robert Stanfield, former federal 
leader of the Conservative Party. 
A concept which I totally disagree 
with and which John Diefenbaker 
disagreed with . We have to bui.ld 
in this nation tolerance for 
bilingualism, tolerance for 
minority language rights for the 
anglophones in the province of 
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Quebec and for the Francophones 
outside the province of Quebec. 
And it is on1y if that spirit of 
tolerance exists that any 
constitutional reform can take 
place. The fundamental test of 
any democracy is how it treats its 
minorities. 

Now it has been said in this 
debate that the sign law in Quebec 
has no relation to the ME!ech LakE! 
Accord, but in my view it 
certainly does. FOI'' English 
Canada 1 s acceptance of French 
Canada 1 s rights depends on how thE! 
province of Quebec in large treats 
its anglophone minority. If that 
minority is seen to be oppressed, 
then tolerance for bilingualism is 
reduced in the rest of Canada. 
And what were the sequence of 
events relating to !: he sign law? 
On December 15, the Supi"E!TI"IE'! COUI"t: 
of Canada struck down Quebec 1 s 
Bill 101 relating to the sign 
provisions. On December 16, 
Manitoba introduced the Meech Lake 
resolution into the legislature. 
Two days later on December 18, 
Premier Bourassa announced that he 
will invoke the not ·withstanding 
clause or the Canadian Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms to override 
that Charter· and ovei'T"ide the 
Supreme Courts JudgemE!nt on FrE•nch 
signs. On . December 19, thE! nE!Xt 
day Premier Filmon withdrew the 
Meech Lake Resolution from the 
Provincial legislature and called 
for a First Minister 1 s confE!rence 
ljnking it t.o the question of the 
treatment of the linguistic 
minority in Quebec . And on the 
next day on December 20, Premier 
McKenna of New Brunswick called 
for amendments to the Mec:!ch Lake 
Accord t hat will protect. rrri.nority 
language rights across Canada and 
For the removal of the not 
withstanding clauSE! fi"Om the 
Charter. 
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And the distinct society clause in 
the ME!ech Lake Accord will in the 
long run, I believe, serve to 
oppress the Anglophone minority in 
Quebec, t.uhich IAli.ll produce an 
equal and opposite reaction in 
English Canada against the 
Province of Quebec, which is what 
t.ue have seen tJ.Jith the Meech Lake 
Accord and one of the reasons why 
it is in so much jeopardy here 
today. 

Now it has been argued that the 
distinct society clause is only an 
interpretative clause. It adds no 
new powers to the Province of 
QUE!bec. And to back up their 
argument they say well, look at 2. 
sub 4-. There is non detnogation. 
There is no powers taken away from 
the Federal Government and no 
powers taken away from the 
Provincial Government. B~t that 
does not mean that there cannot-be 
additions to those powers. In 
fact, if the framers of the Meech 
La-ke Accord had wished to specify 
that there would be no additions 
to the powers of the Province of 
Quebec, they would have used the 
language that they used in the 
spending power provision of the 
Meech Lake Accord which provides 
that nothing in this section 
extends the legislative powers of 
the Parliament of Canada or the 
legislative powers of a province. 
So in that case in the spending 
power provision there is no 
extension of powers whereas with 
the distinct society clause there 
is merely no deletion of powers. 

So the distinct society clause 
obviously will be interpreted by 
the Supreme Court to add new 
powers to the Province of Quebec, 
powers which no other legislature 
has. 

Because any matter can be 
interpreted to fall within the 
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Federal jurisdiction or to fall 
within the Provincial 
jurisdiction. For example, 
banking is in Section 91, which 
makes it a Federal matter. But 
for another aspect and for another 
purpose it can be a legitimate 
power under Section 92 dealing 
with the property and civil rights 
in a province. 

So the distinct society clause 
tJ.Jill eventually be intE!rpreb:1d in 
such a manner to E!nhanCE! the 
powers of Quebec and to giv1;, 
Quebec powers which no other 
province has, therefore, creating 
a province of Class A status and a 
province of Cl.ass B status. And 
no federation can long survive 
when one of its equal parts has 
more jurisdiction than the other 
parts. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Confederation . 

MR. GOVER: 
The difficulty I have with the 
distinct society clause is l~hat it 
does not rE!flect t:.hE! odgina1 
values of the 1982 constitution. 
It does not reflect a bilingual 
nation, a multicultural nation 
stretching from coast to coast. 
Rather it reflects an idea which 
has been defeated time and time 
again, be i ·t the special status of 
Premier Lesage, the nations 
concept of Robert Stanfield or the 
community of communities of Joe 
Clark. We must build a Canadian 
sense of patriotism, a om• Canada 
idea, as endorsed by a former 
Canadian Prime Minister, John 
Diefenbaker. And in my view, the 
Accord acts against the one nation 
concept of Canada. And the 
distinct society acts against that 
notion in particular. 
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Another aspect of the Accord which 
I believe acts against the one 
nation notion of Canada is the 
immigration provisions contained 
within the Accord. Section 2 (c) 
of the Accord provides the 
Government of Canada will as soon 
as possible conclude an agreement 
with the Government of Quebec that 
would provide an undertaking by 
Canada to withdraw services except 
citizenship services for the 
reception and integration 
including linguistic and cultural 
of all who are nationalists 
wishing to settle in the Province 
of Quebec, where services are to 
be provided by Quebec with such 
withdrawal to be accompanied by 
reasonable compensation. 

So upon the conclusion of the 
agreement and enshrining it in the 
constitution, immigrants- to Quebec 
will no longer be integrated. into 
Canada, they will be integrated 
into the Province of Quebec 

· because the Province of Quebec 
will no doubt take over all 
immigration services for the 
reception of immigrants, 
especially when the Federal 
Government has offered them 
compensation for so doing. 

So there again, two nations, not 
one. Mr. Speaker, much has been 
said about the process by which 
the Meech Lake Accord was arrived 
at and the fact that eleven First 
Ministers designed a constitution 
for 26 million people without 
having any input from the people. 
That is indeed one! deficit in the 
process by which the Meech Lake 
Accord was arrived at but I 
believe the other deficiency in 
the process was the willingness of 
the provinces to put aside all 
their concerns and only 
accommodate the province of 
Quebec. The Province of 
Newfoundland never said, we want 
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our concerns dealt with in this 
round. We do not want our 
concerns dealt with in this round. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
Fish. 

MR. GOVER: 
~-am coming to fish again. 

We do not want our concr::~rns dealt 
with in this round. WE! are just 
going to deal with the province of 
Quebec. This was the commitment 
made in Edmonton at the First 
Minister 1 s Conference in 1986 and 
reiterated in the meetings leading 
up to the Meech Lake Accord wh:i.ch 
was fina1ly sign~;!d in Apr·i.l. This 
is totally unjustified in my 
view . In my view it is a sell- out 
of Newfoundland 1 s interests. I 
was not present, or a participant 
a t t h o s e c o n s b. ·t u t i o n a 1 
discussions, but one scholar who 
studied it has this to say about 
the provinces commitment to 
withdraw their concerns and only 
deal with the province of Quebec 1 s 
concerns. Such a result should 
have given Premier Don Getty of 
Alberta, meaning the unaminity· 
requirement, clutching his Triple 
E Senate proposal (inaudibh!) how 
could all the provinces ever agr'~':! 
to his three E, equality of 
representation for each province, 
election of senators and effective 
powers for the second chamber. He 
had gone to the conference 
insisting on some action on senate 
reform before his province could 
deal with Quebec 1 s agenda items, 
but when he pushed the issue he 
found Premier Brian Peckford just 
as intransigent over thE! fishery. 
The other First Minis I:E!rs quickly 
realized that there would be no 
action unless the agenda was 
limited to Quebec 1 s concerns and 
they gave Getty and Peckford t:he 
only concession, that Senate 
reform and the fishery would be 
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listed on the agenda of future 
constitutional conferences. These 
would be called every year with no 
sunset clause and that still left 
Premier Getty t;..Jith nothing but a 
commitment to discuss Senate 
issues. 

Even more troubling, any action on 
his preferred Triple E Senate 
would then take place under the 
terms of a tougher amending 
for·rnula than at present. This 
could not be described as a great 
bargaining victory. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

MR. GOVER: 
It was a sell-out. We were 
sold-out. Put the fishery off. 
We will deal with Quebec 1 s 
concerns but we will not deal with 
ours. It is a shameful action on 
the part of the previous 
Administration which now in 
Opposition so loudly proclaims the 
fishery and its commitment to the 
fishery. When it carne down to 
putting something in the fishery 
on the Constitution they sold out. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to move 
on to deal with the spending power 
provision of the Accord which, as 
I said, should promote and enhance 
the commitment to produce 
equalization in the country and to 
reduce regional disparities. 
Since I have been in politics I 
guess I have observed my 
colleagues very closely and there 
is one thing that I find about all 
my colleagues, on either side of 
the House, they arE! very, very 
anxious to take credit for every 
dollar spent in their District, 
but when it comes to taxation they 
sort of like to distance 
themselves from that. They do not 
want to have much to do with 
taxation but spending money, they 
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like to have the credit for that. 
That is the nature of politics and 
the nature of politicians. Now, 
we have a spending power provision 
which will put the political 
liability on the Federal 
Government to collect taxes but 
when the Province opts out and 
conducts a compatible program the 
political credit for opting out 
will go to the Province. 

So why would any Federal 
Government agree to institute a 
new national share - cost program 
under those circumstances? 

And, again, I suppoSE! I arn only a 
new politic ian so I lAii.ll have to 
go to the experience of other 
politicians. This is t;..Jhat Al1.an 
BJ.akeney had to say about thE! net~o.J 
spending power. I beli~;:w~C! he was 
a forrner Premier of Saskatchewan 
from 19'71 to 1982, and as a 
politician I guess he understood 
the implicati~ns of taxing and 
spending money. But would any new 
share - cost program come into 
bEdng, my fE!ar is, they wouJ.d 
not. Let us suppose that the 
Federal Government decided it 
wanted to set up a special program 
for university post graduate 
education, and l~:!t us agree that 
this is an area of E!Xclusive 
provincial jurisdiction although 
an area of legitimate fE•deral 
concern. Let us suppose that the 
cost of the fE!deral program wou1cl 
be $10 per capita or approximately 
$250 million a year. And that 
Quebec, Ontario and Alberta each 
decided to opt out and operate 
th•?.ir own provincial programs, and 
the other seven provinces agreed 
with the fedE!ral program that 
would mean the Federal 
Government 1 s $250 million, rno1ne 
than $180 million or 
three--quarters oF it would be 
simply handed over to provincial 
governments never to be seen 

No. 16 (Evening) R89 

\ 



again. So far as politician 
recognition and credit are 
concerned there would be none for 
the Federal Government. 

Federal Governments are not going 
to launch programs where 75 cent 
on a dollar goes to gain political 
recognition for other governments, 
and 25 cents is left for the 
public to recognizc,;1 as a federal 
effort. 

The danger would not so much be 
that Quebec or Ontario or 
Alberta 1 s program would not be a 
good one. blJt that there would be 
no program at all under these 
circumstances. So again in my 
view the spending powc:~r provisions 
with respect to the Meech Lake 
Accord would undermind those 
fundamental values enshrined in 
the Constitution Act of 1982. 

As my time has almost concluded 
now, Mr. Speaker, I would just 
summarize and conclude to say 
this. the Meech Lake Accord does 
not reflect the fundamental values 
of Canada and does not give us any 
assurance that Quebec· will be 
reintegrated into the Canadian 
Constitutional family 
permanently. Since it sets aside 
all Newfoundland 1 s concern in its 
efforts to . accommodate all 
Quebec 1 s concern it amounts to a 
sell-out of the Province of 
Newfoundland and Labrador. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear. hear! 

MR. SPEAKER : 
The hon. the Member for Fortune -
Hermitage. 

MR. LANGDON: 
Mr. Speaker. I am privileged and 
honored to participate in this 
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particular 
resolution 
Lake Accord 
Assembly. 

debate and the 
to rescind the Meech 
in the hon. House of 

I would like to 
outset that I 
Government on the 
the rc,;~soJ.ution. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

MR. LANGDON: 

indicate at 
support 

rescinding 

the 
the 
of 

To quote Hansard. Monday. Apri 1 2. 
L31, 11 MR. SIMMS: I say to the 
Deputy Coordinator of the Meech 
Lake Speech making. the ME!rnbr:~l~ for 
Pleasantville (Mr. Noel). I have 
concerns about it, whc:~th1:!l" he 
agrees or not I do not cal~e. I 
have thE! right to expl~c:~ss rny 
opinion and that is exactly what I 
am doing here today . 11 

Without question, Mr. Speaker, tA.Je 
have come to the most criticaJ. 
crossroads in the province of 
Newfoundland and Labrador and in 
fact for all of· Canada. It is a 
moment in the annals of UrnE! lAJ~lE!n 
we as Newfoundlanders and 
Labradorians can reflect on 
heritage and culture, on economic 
achievements as a ProvinCE!. in 
total, our way of life. 

We have an opportunity for the 
first time in our long and 
sometimes diffi~ult past to help 
chart a course for the Province 
and for Canada. From the very 
beginning of our existence, our 
people have been somewhat 
disadvantaged. The fishing 
admirals from Great Britian. 
Another country mistreated our 
early settlers. And if we look at 
a settJ.ernent pattern in our 
province today. we t"li.l1 ftnd that 
the hundreds of communities that 
we see exis t:ing along the dott.ed 
coastline is a direct result of 
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our mistreatment of our early 
settlers by the fishing admirals 
who camE:~ herE! and took control of 
the ports. 

The physical possesion of this 
Province with its many adversities 
has led us to think that somehow 
we are inferior. We have been the 
blunt of Newfie jokes by Canadians 
and by ourselves for so long. And 
in todays paper an editorial 
wd.tten by someone expressed that 
particular view, the same view of 
the fact that we have been Newfie 
jokes. And that particular person 
mentioned the round or the square 
pie rolling pin, the Newfoundland 
cap, the Newfie mug, and it is 
about time, Mr. Speaker, that we 
as Canadians do away with that and 
be on an equal footing with the 
rest of Canada. That has been 
long overdue. 

Mr. Speaker, since 1949 we have 
been the poor member of the 
Canadian family in the 
Federation. And somehow we have 
come to accept the fact that we 
are not permitted to play with the 
big boys on the Canadian stage. 
Mr. Speaker, that has changed. If 
l~he Premier is not remembered for· 
anything else, and I believe that 
he will, he will have been forever 
remembered · for giving 
Newfoundlanders a different 
perception of themselves and that 
is very important. The Newfie 
joke goes something like this, in 
Toronto a Newfoundlander goes to 
the souvenir shop and he sees 
skulls lined across the window, 
and he sees the skull by the 
Japanese, a Japanese skull, and 
somebody asked how much does it 
cost, he said $100. And he sees a 
German skull and someone said how 
much does that cost, that. is $60. 
And then they come to the 
Newfoundland skull and they said 
how much does that cost, and they 
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said it is free. How corn<:! it is 
free? Because Newfoundlanders 
never use their heads. 

But I think, Mr. Speaker, that we 
have for the first time changed 
that perception of this Province, 
and we will forever use our heads 
to make sure WE'~ are a part of the 
Canadian Federation. Canadians 
have come to the stark realization 
that we do indeed have a Premier 
who has said to the rest of Canada 
we are not inferior, no mor~~ are 
we going to accept the role gJ.ven 
to us by the big brothers in the 
Federation. We have grown up and 
we have matured, and no other 
province in Canada is to do our 
thinking for us. WE! hav1:! the 
ability to do it for ourselves. 

Mr. Speaker, they werE! appa1lE!d at 
the very thought of that stark 
realization. They were stunned. 
A small province of Canada is 
challenging the status quo in 
Canada. The undersized sheppard 
boy picking on the gj.ant Goltath. 
There has to be some mistake. A 
province that receives a lion·'s 
share of its money fr·om the 
Federal Government actually 
standing up and challenging 
constitutional blue print for 
Canada. What these people were 
not at.uare of, Mr. Speaker, and I 
suggest to you the majority of 
Canadians and Newfoundlanders did 
not know how this Accord would 
continue to skew the Canadian 
future in a way that we would 
forever and a day be 
disadvantaged. Imagine the 
Premier of Newfoundland and 
Labrador taking the lead to 
introduce Constitutiona1 arnendrnent 
to tell them, and I suggest they 
already knew how Canada had to bE! 
Constitutionally organized . Can 
he be serious? Their quips, no 
doubt, were something along these 
lines. We will look after him. 
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But, Mr. Speaker, they got the 
surprise of their lives. The 
present Premier of this Province 
has displayed verbal eloquence, 
and made legal presentations that 
have stunned the Prime Minister 
and the response to Mr. Wells was 
a personal attack. The intestinal 
fortitude that the Premier had 
displayed over these last few 
months has given the citizens of 
this Province new life. He has 
told Newfoundlanders and 
Labradorians and · ail of Canada 
what they have wanted to hear, and 
that is, there is no one partner 
in the federation who should 
receive specia1 legislative status 
in this country; all provincial 
legislatures have to be equal, and 
there is no doubt about that. 

Quebec 1s founding society is 
different from others. iF one 
goes back to the early his tory of 
Canada and the two original 
entities, Mr. Speaker, we see an 
Upper and Lower Canada. Where is 
Lower Canada? Lower Canada is 
mainly French, where the Church 
controlled the way of life for its 
people, a farming system owned by 
the Church, worked by the people, 
who were not landowners, a people 
whose way of life differed from 
Upper Canada, whose ancestors were 
English,· independent from the 
Church, 'landowners who charted 
their own cour·se of events. That, 
Mr. Speaker, is a reality of the 
gre!at country we live in - yes, 
different, but equal societies, no 
question about that, but not 
because there is a difference in 
culture, in language, a total way 
of life, does one province, one 
Legislature, have to receive 
special status within the 
Confederation. That is morally 
wrong, ethically wrong, wrong frorn 
whatever angle you wish to 
approach it. 
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Mr. Speaker, there is no denying 
the fact that all oF us have been 
aware that the Province of Quebec 
and Ontario have received special 
treatment in Confederation. There 
is no denying that. Politicians 
of all stripes have recognized the 
fact that Canada is contro".l.h1d by 
Quebec and Ontario. Very often, 
we say we only have seven seai:s, 
we do not have seVE!nty or eighty 
seats. We have be1:>n hesitant to 
say that because of poJ.itical 
ramifications . 

Mr. Speaker, it has taken a few of 
the! smalle!r provinces, narnE!J.y, 
Manitoba and Newfoundland, to say 
what the majority of Canadians are 
saying, which is that it has to 
change. If we, as a Pl"ovincE•, ar·e 
to have our rightful plac1o! in t.he 
Canadian fE!deration, then we must 
have our rightful and respectful 
place in Canada. 

There has to be a trE•mendous 
pressure put on the Premier. It 
appears, after hearing Mr. 
Bourassa and the CBC, . that 
economic blackmail is the order of 
the day. 

I attended a Rotary meeting in New 
Glasgow some tirne ago and one 
per·son after another carne up and 
said, 1 Te11 the PrE!ITJier to stand 
in there. We hope he will 
withstand the enormous prE!SSLirE! 
being put on him to givr:1 in. 1 
That, M1~. Speaker, is the prayE!r 
of Canadians, that Mr. · W~:!lls and 
Min. Filmon will withstand the 
political pressure. 

We have quoted a number of letters 
and briefs as we have dealt ulith 
the debate in the House. Here is 
one that was on the desk the other 
day that was distributed, I do not 
know by whom. it is addresSE!d to 
The han. Clyde Wells, Pr~HniE:1r of 
Newfoundland. Here is IAJhat. it. 
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says: 'I am taking the liberty of 
writing to you to express my deep 
respect and admiration for your 
determination to approach the 
question of the 1987 
Constitutional Accord. From the 
standpoint of reason and 
principle, I am a McGill 
University Law Professor with a 
special interest in the Charter 
and its moral and rational 
foundations, and it seems clear to 
me that you are among the very few 
public figures who are treating 
this question with the 
thoughtfulness, the care and the 
lucidity required in matters of 
such deep importance. 

Therl':~ is also no question in my 
mind that thE! objection you have 
raiSE!d against.: the Accor·d have not 
been adequately answered by those 
First Ministers lAJho would have it 
ratified, as is, and who have 
suggested certain modifications to 
it. 

Indeed, I understand your 
objections, especially with 
respect to the (inaudible) of the 
Accord that cannot be answered. I 
know that I am not alone in 
thinking this. There are a numbel'' 
of constitutional law professors, 
both here at McGill and at the 
University of Toronto, who share 
this view. 

I say this, only because it may 
appear to you that the opinion of 
constitutional law experts is 
otherwiSE!. The fact of the matter 
is that very few of those 
professors who have presented 
their views to the public, and I 
arn thinking of professors from 
McGill, Osgoode Hall and th1:> 
University of Toronto, are 
constitutional law professors who 
have devoted the serious effort 
and time necessary to attain an 
adequatE! grasp of thE! nature and 
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basis of the constitutional 
recognition of fundamental rights 
and freE!doms in Canada. And. to 
the best of my knowh~dge, rnany of 
those who have spoken most 
vocally, such as, For example, 
those who have been active in 
Friends of Meech Lake, lAJhich was 
founded at McGill have lit.t.le or 
no professional expertise in this 
area. 

ThE!Y are hotAJE!Ver tAJel1 intE•nt'i.o ned 
simple individuals with political 
agenda to accomplish. 

In closing I wj.sh to E!Xpress onc e 
more my deep respect for all that 
you have done and are continuing 
to do. You are requiring \:hat 
matters of principle be treated 
and discuss10!d as such. You alone, 
among the First Ministers, 
actually .:'ngage othE!I~s 'in gE!nuine 
arguments and thereby real 
dialogue that is intelligent, 
accessible and thoughtful. You 
work and efforts are a sourCE! of 
pride to all who believe that 
deliberation of the constitutional 
changes (inaudible) demand s 
nothing less than this. 

Mr. Speaker, Nova Scotia's 
representative in the Federal 
cabinet. Mr. E11rll:;!r McKay, 
indicated to the onE! of thE! 
members of the Rotary Club that 72 
per cent of Newfoundland e rs 
approVE!d the Me ech Lake Accord 
while 82 per cent of them Honda 
Accord. That, Mr . Speaker, is l:.h1?. 
very line I have been making in my 
dissertation, the insult, the 
barbs that are cast on our 
Newfoundland people. Mr. SpeakE!r, 
I believe that Newfoundland's 
position at the Meech LakE! Accor·d 
during its construction was s i rn p 1 y 
gtve Quebec what it wants on 
language rights, etc., becau s E• 
that will not affect us . By 
giving them what they want they 
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want will 
us in 
Churchill. 
me is a 
given to 
people. 

ensure their support for 
Hibernia and Lower 
That, Mr. Speaker, to 

betrayal of the trust 
the Government by its 

Mr. Speaker, we have a Premier of 
this Province:~ today who says, 
Hibernia or no Hibernia, Lower 
Churchill or no Lower Churchill, 
the Province of Newfoundland and 
Labrador will have its rightful 
place in Canadian Federation, or 
none of this has any meaningful 
significance to us or our people. 
With our rightful place in Canada 
these will be our rights and not 
bargaining tools. 

Mr. Speaker, no one in this great 
country of ours is denying the 
importance of having Quebec as an 
integral part of the Canadian 
Constitution. I do not believe 
that Quebec was frozen out of the 
1982 process. .The Parti Quebecois 
under Premier Rene Levesque was 
not willing to be a willing 
participant under any conditions. 
Mr. Mulroney has said repeatedly 
that English Canada lAJaS unkind to 
Quebec in repatriation of the 
Constitution in 1982. It was a 
gang-up and to make amends to that 
we show our remorse and give 
goodwill. If one were to look at 
the political philosophy of the 
Parti Quebecois when Premier Rene 
Levesque was at t i1 e he 1m in 1 9 8 2 
we would find, up front their 
ultimate desirE! for sovereigntry 
association. They wanted no touch 
up federalism as indicated in the 
Montreal Gazette in 1979. They 
saw themselves yoked by 
federalism. They would. as thE! US 
had done in 1776 threw off the 
Colonial yoke but the British rule 
prevented them from doing so. 
These proposals for Quebec/Canada 
new deal stated three things which 
was the platform of sovereigntry 
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association of the Parti 
Quebecois. It wanted control to 
make laws, regulations re income 
tax, to ensure, regardless of the 
proportinate size of the Canadian 
population, to have control of 
their future, special status, 
sovereigntry that would give them 
control of laws, taxes, 
territories, citizenship, 
minorities, courts, external 
relations. And to quote From a 
New Federation presented in the 
Chronical Herald and the Mail Star 
in 1980 these powers, and I quote, 
in whatever terms they are phased, 
are synonymous with sovereigntry 
with independence and with 
political separation frorn thE! J"E!St 
of Canada. In fact I quotE! from 
the same article, 1 they see 
themselves as merely a province 
arnong others. 1 Under thE! tE•rrns of 
the British North America Act 
Quebec is not a homeland of a 
nation but merely a province among 
others. Now, Mr. Speake!r. how 
could anyone support federalism 
and allegiance to Canada and 
expect to convince the then 
Premier of Quebec to suppor·t lhE:' 
repatriation of the Canadian 
Consti tuU.on? Mr. MuJ.r·oney has 
not been up front IAli th Canadians 
on this issue . 

Premier Levesque and his 
Government did not want any part 
of Canada, a unitE!d FedE!ral.ist 
state was already quoted as a 
coJ.onial yoke. To ernpJ.oy t.o aJ] 
Canadians t.hen that l:hey a1ne 
anti-Quebec, anti-French is 
wrong. It is no L the truth and he 
knows it. And neither should Mr·. 
Bourassa expel the sarne message. 
I would suggest to you, MJ" . 
Speaker, that the Premier 1 s 
concern for appointments of the 
Supr.:~me Court judges has l:.o be an 
area of concern. If in the future 
we hav.:~ a Provincial Goverrlii'JE:~n ·t in 
Canada that is not cornrnitled to 
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the nat i. on or ·to Feder a 1 i s rn, then 
submitting a list of appointments 
to the Supreme Court then 
conceivably these judges would 
t1ave a strong provincial view of 
Canada. There has to be a method 
in place of being faithful to 
Quebec 1 s original proposal 
respecting participation in the 
appointment of the Supreme Court 
of Canada and judges at the samE! 
time, being faithful to 
federalism, as said thc:1 PrE!rnier of 
the Province. 

To assert then that the Meech Lake 
Accord responds to the most 
moderate position taken by any 
Quebec Government in the last 
thirty years. Most response to 
that is, so what if it is? Does 
·that !Man that it. is right? The 
answer is obvious and emphatic 
no. The point that al1 Canadians 
all across this country are saying 
whether we in the BC on the west 
or they Yukon or the Northwest 
Territories in the north, to 
Newfoundland on the East is that 
we are equal. No special status 
for all Canadians. How can we 
ever make the constitution reform 
process work in Canada in the 
future iF we change U11:! amending 
formula from seven provinces, or 
50 per cent of the population to 
unanimity? The answer is probably 
never. And that is a chance we 
cannot take. 

In Meech Lake setting the record 
straight sponsored by the friends 
of Meech Lake, on page 18 the 
write says, 1 The only 
controversial additions to the 
less requiring unanimity are 
Senate reform and the admission of 
new provinces. Somehow snuffing 
them off as iF it was no big 
deal. Mr. Speaker, Senate reform 
is one area where we can for the 
first time in our history as a 
Province of Canada have an 
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opportunity to 
partner in the 
decision-making . 

become an equal 
power sharing and 

Senate reform is of utmost 
importance to the Western 
Provinces of Canada as well. They 
see it as a real opportunity for 
power sharing. There has to be 
Senate reform in this country. To 
change the amending formula, as I 
said from seven provinces or 50 
per cent of the population to 
unanimity will render Senate 
reform impossible. And if we haVE! 
to just stop and think of Quebec 1 s 
rigid position in the ME!ech Lake 
Accord over the last number of 
months, and the last two years I 
think all of us would get a clear 
picture of what we are saying here 
that if we do not get Senate 
reform before the passing of Meech 
Lake then it will be virtually 
impossible to get it after. 

SOME HON: MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

MR. LANGDON: 
Considering the stance taken by 
the Quebec if we do not l:hen have 
Senate reform before the passing 
of Meech Lake l:hE!n it t.~o.r.i.11 never 
happen forever and a day. The 
Provinces of Ontario and Quebec do 
not want to agree to changE!S tl1at 
will give the smaller provinces 
some meaningful say in the powe1n 
brokerage of Canada. 

I have in front of rne, Mr. 
Speaker, an interesting clip From 
an American magazine, Business 
Week, and it says that almost 
two-thirds of foreign investment 
in Canada cornes to Ontario. Mo,~e 
than half of all Canadian research 
and development money is spent :in 
Ontario. Half the venture capi taJ. 
under management in Canada is 
raised and spent in Ontario. 
That,' Mr. Speaker, is what this 
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Meech Lake is all about to 
continue the same federalism, the 
way it is now has failed this 
Province and if we continue to go 
that way then, as I have already 
indicated then we have no chance 
to become an equal partner in 
Confederation. 

This historical records show that 
unanimity on amendments is 
possible said the quote from the 
historical record. The sentence 
fragment is possible, Mr. Speaker, 
it deals with an idea. In reality 
it is practically impossible. The 
writer does not say if Meech Lake 
fails there will be no Senate 
reform. It says there is less 
lightly that Quebec will 
participate and it would be 
difficult for any Federal 
Government to proceed with the 
change which would affect Quebec 
Senate representation. The point 
to remember here is that we still 
have Canada after Meech. We 
cannot and must not regret for 
generations to come our decision 
to approve Meech Lake at the 
detriment of future generations in 
li i s· c o u n t r y . 

There is nothing in the pact with 
Meech Lake setting the record 
straight, that guarantees the non 
effectiveness of the concerns 
raised by this Province and the 
Province of Manitoba in the 
Accord. There is no doubt, that 
the proponents of the Meech Lake 
Accord forces Canadians to choose 
one vision of Canada. A vision 
that the large majority of 
Canadians do not approve. The 
Premier is right, that if there 
were to be a national referendum 
on Meech, there would be an 
overwhelming condemnation of the 
Meech Lake Accord. On the CBC 
Cross Country check up last Sunday 
night, a Quebec Francophone was 
asked by thr::~ moderator, who best 
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represented his views on the Meech 
Lake Accord, and his reply was, 
Premier Clyde Wells of 
Newfoundland, and it took the 
moderator by surprise. How can 
you say that, he said, and hE! 
simply said that I have two sons 
who are bi--lingual, but thE!Y arE! 
of French origin, and I was not 
permitted under the province of 
Quebec law to send these students 
to English school, and rny sons, if 
they so choose to their children 
to English schools will not be 
able to do it either, and he said, 
that is not fair. That is denying 
me the right, my constitutional 
right is denied me, and Canadians, 
wherever, and whoever should and 
must haVE! the right t.o that type::' 
of basic, but very important 
dE!Cision. That, Ml". SpeakE!r, is 
what Meech Lake is all about. 
Inequalities within the 
Federation. The recognition of a 
right of veto has rE!al concern as 
i ndi ca·ted earlier and Senate 
reform would be, im my opinion, 
practically impossible. If we are 
to meet the challenges that lAJi.11 
beset us in the next cent.ury and 
if we are to make Canada a strong, 
vibrant, united equal entity, thr::~n 
why should we assert i.n giving all 
the other provinces a veto to 
accommodate one . I believe, as 
the article states in the new 
Canadian Federation, printed i.n 
the Chronicle Herald in 1980, now 
with Meech Lake, the samE• thing, 
the repatriation of the 
Constitution, and I quotE•: 1 A 
realistic and honest evaluation of 
the Canadian Federation can lead 
to only one conclusion. The asset 
far outweighs the liabilities . 
Starting from l:he premise, the 
most useful and promising approach 
is to work constructively and lAli th 
confidence to rE!new and modE!InniZE! 
the Canadian Federal structure 1

• 

That, Mr. Speaker, rather than an 
attempt to destroy it that Mr. 
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Speaker, we must not allow to 
happen. By giving this 
constitution a veto, wi11, I 
believe work with disaster, and we 
cannot and must not allow it to 
happen. There is real concern in 
the Yukon and Northwest 
Territories that they will never 
become provinces in the 
Confederation. Only this morning, 
the CBC interview with one of its 
Legislatures is suggesting it lAJi.ll 
be practically impossible. There 
are other articles, Mr. Speaker, 
that is not addressed under the 
Meech Lake Accord and time will 
not per•mit a11 of it to go into 
detail. One of this, is the 
ami tting of the Aboriginal rights 
of the Canadian people. The 
limitations on the Federal 
Spending Power, Emigration, 
Minority rights, Women's rights. 
All our major concerns have not 
been addressed in the Accord and 
it must be, if the Meech Lake 
Accord is to become a reality. 
Mr. Speaker, Newfoundland's 
representative in the Federal 
Cabinet, last week, all but said 
Meech Lake was dead and it was due 
to his Government's not telling 
Canadians what it contains and 
that was his words. It is now, hE! 
said, become an emotional issue. 
There is good reason why, Min. 
Speaker, Canadians have to become 
more aware of its contents. It is 
rejecting the Accord. Mr. 
Speaker, there is no doubt, that 
over the last number of days, 
there have been debate with 
personal view-points expressed on 
both sides of the House. People 
who are astlJte and will stand to 
express deep personal views on 
what we are doing in the 
Legislature. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to express, to the Premier and his 
Government, today, my personal 
support and that of the people of 
my district on this position taken 
on the Meech Lake Accord. Mr. 
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Sp•?.aker, Federalism, as we now 
know it exists in Canada, does not 
work . If one :is ·to 1 o o I< at. the 
Educational system in this 
Province, we are easy to see that 
is a reality. We constantly, and 
all Canadian tests, basic test 
skills come in last, last on the 
scores that has been delivered on 
a national program. Mr. Speaker, 
that to me, suggests one thing, 
that the educational institutions 
do not have the money, neither 
does it have all of what is needed 
to bring us on a national level. 

or so ago, I took sorne A year 
studE!nts 
Colborne, 
school is 

to a high school in Port 
Ontario, and now, that 

cJ.osed, Mr. Speaker, 
because it has less t:han 4-00 
students. 

In that school, therE! was an 
amphitheatre; there was an 
industrial arts shop that al1owed 
them to make garages and sheds. 
and you could being cars in and 
repair them. I suggest to you 
that in this Province. we cannot 
afford that. And, to me, that is 
not a luxury, because what we haVE! 
been preventing our young p~:~ople 
from doing is to ach:ieve the 
maximum level of their ability, 
whether it is in the acaderrdc or 
in the vocational stream. And I 
believe, if we are to gain our 
rightful place in Canada, then IJJe 
have to have an educational 
process that wi11, indeed, enable 
our young people to deVE!lop lhis 
particular Province. 

Fisheries: I have b•:=!E!n accust:~d a 
number of times. Mt'. SpeakE!In. of 
betraying the people in my 
District. And I was. yesterday -
I do not know if Hansard picked it 
up or not - accused of being a 
traitor. I do not know if it is 
parliamentary language. or not. 
But, Mr. Speaker. I want to assure 
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the people of this Province about 
thE! fisheries. 

I look at thE! pe!ople in Fortune -
Hermitage and at the people in the 
other districts and I say to them 
and to all Newfoundlanders and 
Labradorians, if we had control of 
the fisheries, if it were a 
provincial jurisdiction, with the 
mess we find ourselves in - and we 
use the same statisticians, the 
same research - where in the world 
would we find the necessary 
funding to compensate the people 
in this Province for the mess the 
fishing industry is in? I suggest 
to this House that we could never, 
never find that. 

So, in this particular position, 
obviously, we need to have a say 
in th1;! development of the 
fisheries. But, to make sure it 
is a total provincial 
jurisdiction, I do not think we 
have the capacity to supervise the 
coastline we have, it is too long, 
and therefore, why would we assume 
the responsibility when we cannot 
carry it out? 

I am convinced of the 
ability in 
Newfoundland 1 s concern 
Canadian stage. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

MR. LANGDON : 

PremiE:~r 1 s 
addressing 

on the 

A very large majority of 
Newfoundlanders hope that the 
Premier has the abundant reserves 
of courage necessary to fight the 
cause . They have expressed 
confidence in him and faith in the 
future of this country will be 
necessary for their ultimate 
success. 

Mr. Speaker, in this debate, 
obviously, everybody has a 
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personal viewpoint, but I honest-ly 
bE!lieve that if Canada is t:o be a 
nation that is to progress in the 
twentieth century in a way that 
all of the industrialized nations 
of the world will do, then we need 
to have a great family. And I 
think that passing of the Meech 
Lake Accord would probably make 
one province happy, as as a1rt::~ady 
been suggested, but it would make 
the other nine province•s VE!r'y 
unhappy within the confederation. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
Order, please! 

The hon. Member 1 s time has elapsed . 

MR. LANGDON: 
There just has to be some 
mechanism in place, Mr. Speaker, 
to make sure that the MeE!Ch Lake 
Accord does accommodatE! the w:ishE!S 
of all of the Provinces of 
Canada. Thank you. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR .. _ _§PEAKE.~: 
The han. the Member for Burin 
Placentia West. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. TOBIN: 
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker . 

Before I get into what 
say reJ.ating to this 
before the House, let 

I hav~~ to 
arn(! n d rno n t. 

rne say to 
Fortune 
think that 
doub ·ts the 

the Member for 
Her'rni tage, I do not 
anyone in this House 
Premier 1 s courage. As a mal. t:er of 
fact, he has had the couragE' For 
the past sev~:.~ral months to 
continue to say no to you, Sir, 
for joining his party. 

Mr. Speaker, I wouJ.d l:i.l<e to say, 
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How time has changed! We are 
going to talk about the Meech Lake 
Accord. We have to look at the 
discussions that have taken place 
in this Legislature over the past 
number of months, in our caucuses, 
at our political conventions, 
whatever the case may be . 

Let me say how time has changed. 
I remember a certain han. 
gentleman in this House a very 
short littlE! while ago who had a 
total different stand on the Meech 
Lake Accord. I remember the 
gentleman talking about how the 
Premier was holier than thou, Mr. 
Speaker. How a certain Member who 
now wants Senate reform a few 
shorts months ago wanted the 
Senate abolished. I remember how 
a certain Member in this 
Legislatutne who a fE!W months ago 
was a Member of our caucus and 
stood at a political function in 
Gander and I wish I only had the 
tapes to play in this Legislature 
tonight, and heard the praise that 
he now throws upon the Premier, 
but the condemnation that he put 
on the Premier a few s hart months 
ago. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
(Inaudible) . 

MR. TOBIN: 
Mr. Speaker, I will say what I 
have to say in this Legislature. 
I u..Jill abide by the rules of the 
SpE!aker, Mr. Speaker, not by the 
Minister of Forestry, who was 
guided in this House for a number 
of years by our present MP for 
Burin -- St. George 1 s. What has to 
be said in this House, Mr. 
Speaker, is the truth about Meech 
Lake. It has to be laid bE!fore 
everyonE! who is going to discuss 
the Meech Lake debate. 

Mr . Speaker, 
against Senate 

if somebody was 
reform and wanted 
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the Senate abolished and now wants 
some other sort of Senate rE!form, 
let us all debate it. Maybe I can 
be brought around to think that 
the Senate should not be abolished 
either and that we need greater 
reform in the Senate. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. TOBIN: 
Now, Mr. SpeakE!r, Uwre is no 
doubt in my mind and I do not 
think thetne is any doubt in the 
minds of any rnan, woman or child 
living in this Province that thE:' 
Premier of this Province, Mr. 
Speaker, s toad up to the Prime 
Minister of Canada at the First 
Ministers Conference. TherE! is no 
doubt in my mind that he dtd it. 
And there is no doubt in my rn:i.nd 
·that he handh!d himself lAJ0.1.1. Not 
just the Liberal Party, Mr. 
Speaker, and the Members were 
pleased with the way ·thE• Premic:!l~ 
was prepared to stand up for 
Newfoundland. But wh~n anyone 
suggests in this Leg1slature that 
this is the first time that a 
Premier of this Province s t.ood up 
to a Prime Minister of Canada, Mr . 
Speaker, thE!n ther1;! is sornE!thing 
wrong with that Member, Mr. 
Speaker, he did not list~~~n. he did 
not hear it, he did not s E!e it, he 
was not participating. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, maybe it was 
somebody trying to i mpress 
somebody else, maybe there is 
somebody trying to ilflprE!SS 
somebqdy else, Mr. Sp,':!ak,:=!r, rnaybe 
there is somebody trying to 
convince the Premier to back atAJay 
from his courage and t:o accept hirn 
into his caucus . 

Mr. Speaker, like the Mernber for 
St. John 1 s South (Mr. Murhphy) was 
telling me a few days ago. 
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SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
Go on, tell it. 

MR . TOBIN: 
No. I will not say that. 

Mr. Speaker, the Member for St. 
John's South and myself have had a 
lot of confidential conversations , 
and I will not divulge the tone of 
that conversation. 

Mr. Speaker, we have to look it . 
How anybody else can stand in this 
House and talk about the Meech 
Lake for a half an hour Mr. 
Speaker and touch the fishing 
industry, someone representing 
outport Newfoundland and spend one 
minute, probably one minute and 
thirty seconds discussing the 
fishery, and to say in that 
mouthful that Newfoundlanders 
should have no say over the 
fishery . That we are not able to 
handle it. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, with plants 
closing up in rural Newfoundland, 
with Grand Bank and Trepassey, 
Gaultois, Belleoram, Harbour 
Breton, no one knows what is going 
to happen and to say that 
NewFoundland should have no say 
over the fishery is despicable for 
any member worth his salt. 

~OME HON~ MEMBERS: 
Hear, hear! 

MR. TOBIN: 
Now, Mr~ Speaker, it is strange 
that somebody can now condemn M1~ . 
Crosbie in the statements that · he 
had to say concerning Meech lake. 
When a certain Member in this 
Legislature, when it did not 
concern him, but yet could discuss 
with somebody in Mr·. Crosbie's 
office all of the reasons why 
there should not be road bui 1 t to 
Petit Forte, Mr. Speaker, a few 
months ago. When somebody in this 
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Legislature couJ.d talk to Mr. 
Crosbie and tell him all of the 
reasons why thE!Y should not spend 
money to build the road to Petit 
Forte when, Mr. Speaker, it did 
not concern him. That tells me an 
awful lot about a certain ME!Tnbt::~ r, 
Mr. Speaker, in this Legislature. 

I tAJill tell you who it. was not, 
Mr. Speaker. It was not the 
Member for Placentia (Mr. Hogan) 
who supported me on the Placentia 
road, nor the Member Fo1~ St . 
John's South (Mr. Murphy), nor my 
friend and colleague the hon . 
decent Member for Carbonear (Mr. 
Reid), it was not him, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Now, M1~. Speaker, there is r.~ lot 
we can say about this ME!E:~ch Lake 
Accord, but thE!re are cer·tain 
things that have to be said. rhe 
record has to be set straight. 
You cannot be all over the place, 
Mr. Speaker. Have you ever triE!d 
to play hockey with a skate and a 
shoe? 

Aj\J HON ... MEM!L~_fi: 
Yes. 

MR. TOBIN: 
Well, Mr . SpeakE!r, we satAJ it 
tonight. Political hockey with a 
skate and a shoe, Mr. Speaker. 

Now, I want to get into thE! dE!bat.e 
and the discussion to exactly 
outli.ne my position, Mr. SpE!akr:~r. 
on the Meech Lakc::! Acco1~d to tell 
the people what my position is and 
what it has been. To tell you, 
Mr. Speaker, exactly where I s l.and 
and how I feel about what has 
taken place in this Province and 
this country. I was the th:i1~ d 
If I arn right, I lAJas the U1ird 
Canadian born person to be elected 
to this legislature. The fir·s l, 
Mr. Speaker , lAJas my colleague For 
Humber East, and the former, 
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former Member for Carbonear, Mr. 
Moores. They lAH:~re elected in 19'79 
both of them and in 1982 as myself 
and the Member for Humber East 
1975, you were 1979. 

So. I am proud to be a Member in 
this House - there has been a lot 
more since then. but I am proud to 
be the third Member to sit in this 
legislature full-fledged Canadian 
born. But while I was born a 
Canadian I was altJJays proud to be 
a Newfoundlander. I was born in 
Trepassey, Mr. Speaker. but my 
Grandfather's Father came from 
Merasheen Island and lived in 
Dunville on their way to 
Trepassey. So, I mean we have 
moved around. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
(Inaudible). 

MR. TOBIN: 
Yes. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
(Inaudible) . 

MR. TOBIN: 
Yes, Mr. Speaker . The Minister of 
Fisheries, Mr·. SpeakE!r, would not 
say that because the Minister of 
Fisheries knows well that I did 
well as a poll captain considering 
the product I had to sell. 

Mr. Speaker, I was always proud to 
be a Newfoundlander, always proud 
to be a Canadian as I am sure 
everybody in this House of 
Assembly are and, indeed, everyone 
in the Province. But I am sure 
that when we sit down, Mr. 
Speaker, and watch television and 
see somebody that we have never 
met in our life participating in 
some sort of an olympic 
competition who wins a gold medal 
and you see the Canadian flag 
flying, and Oh Canada being sung. 
I think everyone here are proud of 
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that mornE!nt. That is the problem 
now, Mr. Speaker. he puts his hand 
over his head and I do not know if 
that means singing the American 
Anthem -· But Canada is a country 
that we are all proud of. Canada 
is a country that no man has thE! 
right to destroy. The structure 
of this nation frorn UancouVE!r to 
Newfoundland which no doubt is a 
massive land mass, Mr. SpeakE!r, 
with millions of people with 
diffE•rent viE!!AJS. So far .i.t. has 
worked. So far, Mr. Speaker, 
Canada has worked. In rny opin'.ion, 
Mr. Speaker, and I rnay be bias, in 
my opinion Confederation has bE!C:H1 
a great thing. No doubt there 
have been questions about periods 
in our history that one would like 
to rE!flect on. 

The Prerrder is probably Uw onJ.y 
one in this House who was here 
when the great Churchill give away 
took place, and I am sure since 
then we have bE!en questioning ou1~ 
thoughts and our action as 
Newfoundlande~s in terms of the 
give away of Churchill Falls to 
Quebec, Mr. Speaker. H1ere ar'E! 
others, I could have made it --

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible). 

MR. TOBIN: 
I arn not arguing that, and I arn 
not saying that and I did not say 
anything derogatory. I am saying 
tha ·t he was probably t:he only one 
that was here when our rights were 
given away that could have made us 
a have province. 

Now, Mr'. Speaker, !JJe aJ.l no doubt 
remember the Trudeau years. 

We remember his vision of Canada. 
We remember when what was referred 
to as the three great wisemen, 
Trudeau, Chretien and LaJ.onde. We 
remember when they refused to give 
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us -

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Oh, oh! 

MR. TOBIN: 
Just listen now! The three 
wisemen, Mr. Speaker, that refused 
to give Newfoundland any control 
or any say over the offshore oi 1 
and gas. That is what I am 
talking about, Mr. Speaker. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
No, no! 

MR. TOBIN: 
Yes, Mr. Speaker, Lalonde gave us 
the date when Trudeau pulled it 
out from under his feet. 

MR. MURPHY : 
(Inaudible) Atlantic Accord. 

MR. TOBIN: 
We all remember, Mr. Speaker, when 
we talk about Confederation. We 
all remember when the Prime 
Minister at the time Trudeau gave 
the finger salute to the people of 
Western Canada. We all know what 
he said to the for-mer Member for 
Gander - Twillingate. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
(Inaudible) . 

MR. TOBIN: 
Mr. Speaker, the junior Deputy 
House Leader wants to ask a 
question. The parliamentary 
expert . The constitutional 
expert, Mr. Speaker. He does not 
even know the rules of the House 
and he tells us he knows 
everything about Meech Lake. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, in terms of all 
of this, in terms of the Trudeau 
years and in terms of the way that 
his vision of Canada, which the 
Premier of th~~ day tries to 
express on his behalf, and there 
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are those in the Province who were 
suspicious as to why. But one 
thing I want. to say thal:. in the 
Trudeau years NetAJ'foundland had onE• 
thing go:ing for th1:11TI, they had a 
very honourable, deCE!nt person, 
Mr. Speaker, a great man, a great 
Newfoundlander, a great Canadian 
the person of Don Jamieson 
representing this Province of 
Canada . There is no doubt about 
it., Mr. Speaker. I think anyone 
who ever knew Mr. Jamieson knew 
the great man that he was. 

So, Mr. SpeakE!r, the arr·ogance of 
the Trudeau years is now being 
brought back by the Premier of 
this Province. Sh~:>ila Cobbs sai.d 
last week that Trudeau told her 
that he would only support 
Chretien if he carried through his 
vision of Meech Lake . 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
(Inaudible) . 

MR. TOBIN: 
Mr . Speake~. I wil1 wait until you 
speak and then I will react. 

MR . MATTHEWS : 
You wi1l be waiting 
brother! 

MR . TOBIN: 

s o rn C:! t i ITI E! , 

Mr. Speaker, why is Lh~'lne a ME•ech 
Lake agreement . Why was it 
necessary for a Meech Lake 
Accord? Was it as a result of the 
constitution that was patriated, 
Mr. Speaker, I arn su1ne by good 
intentions . Then~ is no doubt i.n 
my rnind there were good intE!ntions 
when it started. But sornE!hOlAJ, for 
some reason Quebec was not. a 
signaturE•. And this country 
cannot funct:ion, Mr . SpeakE!r, as a 
country without QuebE•c becomi ng a 
part of the Canad:ian farni.ly. We 
all real i ze that. 

s~. Mr. Speaker, there was a group 

No. 16 (Evening) I~ 102 

-, 



of individuals who way back then 
started discussion, back for a 
number of years, back since 1982 
that started discussion that 
brought about the Meech Lake 
Accord. 

AN l-ION. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible). 

MR. TOBIN: 
What was that? 

Well Mr. Speaker, this is when his 
brother built the boat. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, Meech Lake was 
the product of extensive 
discussions ever since the promise 
of renewed federalism in 1980, and 
the exclusion of Quebec in 1982. 
Quebec's five objectives were set 
out in detail and in May 1986 a 
year before the Meech Lake 
agreement is when Quebec set out 
their five conditions, in May 1986. 

Now you have these peopl.e, Mr. 
Speaker, who will say that this 
was done in the dark of the night, 
behind closed doors. Now, Mr. 
Speaker, that is not true. That 
is not what has happened. 

That is not what will happen. The 
Premier says he has no problem 
with the distinct society clause 
except he would like to see it in 
the preamble rather than in the 
body of the Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a number of 
people living in this Province who 
oppose "the ME!E!Ch Lake Accord 
because they feel that Quebec will 
be recognized as a distinct 
society, and who believe that is 
one of the objections that the 
Premier has. The Premier has 
stated here in the House on 
several occasions that he does not 
object to the distinct society 
clause. For some of the people 
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who have spokE!n, and who talk 
about the overriding Factor· of the 
distinct society clause, the 
distinct society provisions do 
not override any of the charter's 
equality rights, the distinct 
society clause is merely an 
interpreted clause ·to be usr:~d ·.in 
interpreting the substantive 
provisions of the Constitution. 

I li.stened tonight, Mr. SpeakE!r, 
to the Premier with great interest 
when hE! was talking abotJt the 
spending powers. The only thing, 
as far as I can check, Mr. 
Speaker, and I have done some 
research on it, the only thing 
that has been restricted is the 
abiJ.ity of the FederaJ. Governrn~~nt 
to use its spending powers to 
intrude tAJithout provincia] consent 
into areas of provincial 
jurisdiction. The spE!nding polAJ(;'r 
provision pertains only to new 
national shared programs in ar·eas 
of exclusive provincial 
jurisdiction. It does not affect 
any existing shared cost programs, 
and it does not affect cost shared 
programs or services under federal 
jurisdiction. Despite what some 
people have said when they were 
speaking, Mr. Speake!~, after I 
researched it, that is the 
information I carne up with. 

First of all, he recogniZE!S, for 
the first time, the 
constitutionality of the federal 
spending in areas of exclusive 
provincial jurisdiction; sE•condly, 
the provision establishes 
conditions whereby the tl.o~.Jo ordE!rs 
of Government are encouraged to 
consult and negotiate in designing 
new national cost·-sharE:'d progrc11ns 
which will meet the needs of 
Canadians in every province of 
Canda. 

Mr. Speaker, the Premier made 
reference tonight in his speech to 
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cost-shared programs, and I am 
sure the Minister of Social 
Services was listening when he 
referred to new programs. Only 
new programs can be affected by 
this, it has nothing to do with 
the programs already in existence. 

The Premier mentioned Day Care. 
Now, Mr. Speaker, I know exactly 
what the Minister of Social 
Services is doing in terms of Day 
Care. the same thing we went 
through, and I would suspect the 
same formula is being used as we 
tried to use with the Federal 
Government. But, despite the fact 
they committed it several times, 
we could not extract that money 
from the Federal Government. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible) . 

MR. TOBIN: 
I do not have it off-hand, 
am sure the papers I left 
are the ones you are using. 

but I 
behind 

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the 
matter is, a national day care 
program may be designed and 
tailored to the needs of 
Metropolitan Toronto, obviously 
draftE!d by some of the bureaucrats 
in Ottawa or to be done for some 
other large urban centre. But 
that day care program may not be 
in the best intE!rests of somE!body 
from Lewin 1 s Cove in my District, 
or Carbonear or Dunville, whatever 
the casr:1 may be. It may not be 
designed to be in the best 
interests of the people of 
Newfoundland and Labrador because 
it could be drafted, Mr. Speaker, 
in the interests of some urban 
centre such as Toronto, Ontario, 
or Montreal, whatever the case may 
be . 

What we can do now, Mr. 
is we can participate 
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design it, tailor it t:o 
of Newfoundland undE!r 
provision. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
(Inaudible) . 

MR . TOBIN: 
Oh, yes, Mr . Speaker . 

Will you 
arn right? 

support ME!ech 
Will you? 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
No. 

MR. TOBIN: 

the nE!eds 
the net.~.J 

La k r:1 if. I 

No, he is not go:ing to support it. 
anyway. 

Mr. Speaker, it can be tailored 
and designed to l:he n"''eds of 
somebody in Ming 1 s B:ighl, 
Newfoundland, as opposed to 
somebody in Toronto, Ontario. WE! 
can collect the money provided For 
a day care program, design the 
program, and fit it:. l:.o th1?. niH!ds 
of NewfoundlandE!rs. Then, WE' can 
take the national Funds and tai.1or 
our own program rather than have a 
program for somebody in Ontario 
pushE•d on us. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
You will never know (inaudible) . 

MR. TOBIN: ···-- -·-Well, what is incompatible? Ask 
the Premier. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
Do not forget the f:ishery, old 
buddy! Do not For'gel: the 
fishery! And do not fotnget 1.1.1her'E~ 
we got that (inaudible). 

MR. TOBIN: 
Yes, I know what 
but I am saying, 
bring it in. 

AN HON. MEMBER : 
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(Inaudib1e) . 

MR. TOBIN: 
We1l, I kno1.u exactly. You do not 
have to argue with me, Mr. 
Speaker. I have sent more letters 
off to Ottawa and made more 
telephone calls to Jake Epp when 
he was Minister of Health; you can 
ask your officials about it and 
they will tell you . 

As a matter of fact, the present 
Minister promised to have a Day 
Care program within six months. 
Now, Mr . Speaker, as my time is 
coming close, there is one arl':!a I 
want to concentrate on, and that 
is the provision that will see a 
constitutional. conference ca1led 
by the First Ministers to deal 
with the fisheries. The 
conference convened under Section 
1, should have included under 
agenda for the following matters: 
Senate reform including the role 
and functions of Senate, its 
powers, the me.thod of selecting 
Senators and representation in t:he 
Senate . Roles and responsibility 
in relation to the fishery. Now, 
Mr . Speaker, -

AN HON. MEMBER : 
I beg your pardon . 

MR. TOBIN: 
Read it again? 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
Yes. 

MR. TOBIN : 
Roles and responsibilities in 
relation to the fisheries and 
such othE!r rna t: ters, as agreed 
upon. Now, Mr. Speaker, we have 
heard speaker after spE!aker stand 
in this House From the other side, 
and never mentions the fishery. 
There is a need for the fisheries 
to become part. There is a need 
For the fishery to be debated and 
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discussed . There is a need for 
the fishE!ry to becomE! part of the 
agenda of the First Min:istE!rs, and 
I am sure the Minister of 
FisheriE!S agr'E:'es with that. H1ere 
is a need for the fisheries to 
become part of the agenda for thE! 
First Ministers. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
(Inaudible) . 

MR. TOBIN: 
Mr. Speaker, we have 
constitutional expert. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 
Hear, hear! 

MR. TOBIN: 

anothE!r 

The fisheric:'s in this Provtnce is 
extremely important to everyone. 
Whether you liv•?. in St. John's or 
whether you live on the Burin 
Peninsula, the South Coas l: or the 
North East Coast. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
What about Buchans? 

MR. TOBIN: 
Yes, Mr. Speaker, it is important 
to the people of Buchans and Grand 
Fal1s and E!Verylhin~~ E!1SE:•, and 1 
am suJ~o my Friend Lhe Minis tr:!r of 
Transportation wi.J.J. teLl. you that 
how the fishery goes depends on 
how the car saJ.es go in Grand 
Falls. How the fishery is on the 
South Coast. Because J.ast year· I 
spoke to people when thE! FishE•ry 
was down and the plants w•,!r'e 
closed. I spoke to peoplE! from 
the Board of Trade, who told me 
that St. John's was affected 1i ke 
you would not believe, the 
business cornrnunity, bE!CaUs(~ it IAJas 
down for a few shor·t months . So, 
Mr. Speaker, the Former Prel'llier of 
this Province, Ml". Peckford, was 
successful in getting aJ.l of the 
First Ministers, because, as a 
matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, I was 
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there ·-

AN HON. MEMBER: 
And you know who else was up with 
(inaudible) The Finance Minister. 

MR. TOBIN : 
The Minister of Finance. Well, 
Mr. Speaker, the Minister of 
Finance was up with his Premier, 
so now he knows where he got his 
statement for last night. He took 
that out of that conference behind 
closed doors. 

Mr. Speaker, let us face it there 
was a lot of give and take. There 
were a lot of concessions made 
over the days that led up to that 
discussion. And it was the 
Western Premiers, by the way, that 
insisted on something to be said 
as it related to the Senate. They 
said no, we have to have something 
there regarding the Senate. We 
cannot, Mr. Speaker, really get 
invol~ed in Western Canada unless 
there is something there for the 
Senate. And Brian Peckford said 
if the Senate comes in the 
fisheries is going on. If there 
is anything going in there for the 
Senate there is something going 
there for fisheries. That was 
Brian Peckford's stand and 
position. 

And, Mr. Speaker, true to his word 
and against the wishes of most of 
the Maritime Premiers, against 
most of the Maritime Premier's, 
Mr. Speaker, when Premiers Getty 
and Devine and Pawley and them 
insisted that something had to be 
put there for the Senate reform in 
order for them to take the Meech 
Lake back home, Brian Peckford 
said the fisheries is going on 
this too. And, Mr. Speaker, when 
the deal was done there was 
reference made to the Senate but 
there was also reference made to 
the conference on the fisheries. 
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And I remember it was not that 
night, Mr. Speaker, it was about 
S:OO o'clock in the morning. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
You were there? 

MR. TOBIN: 
Ye·s:--I-i:;:Jas there. I l:. lAJa s abou ·t 
5:00 o'clock in the morning, Ml". 
Speaker, when Brian Peckford was 
able to get that deal done. And I 
remember how happy he was as a 
Newfoundlander to have been able 
to make that major achievement in 
having put on this Meech Lake 
agreement a conference on 
negotiations. As a rnatt:E!l" of 
fact, Mr. Speaker, after 
negotiating, being i nvolved in :it. 
from early that morning, l~.hat: day, 
alJ. through, that night unU 1 the 
next morning, Mr. Speaker, and 
then they came back and thE· Pr'i1'11E! 
Minister dressed up, I remember 
that the Prime Minister had to 
dress up and comb his hair and get 
prop and pl"i.mmer · to have his pn! s s 
conference to announce the deal 
and what was reached and all of 
that. But Brian Peckford IAJas so 
excite!d, Mr'. Speaker, that hE! had 
made such a contribution to 
bringing Quebec a s part oF t he 
Canadian family, so excited by the 
fact that he had been able to 
succeed in having put on the 
constitution tabJ.e, Mr. SpeakE!r, a 
discussion on the fisheries that 
he did not even sJ.eep. He could 
not wait, Mr. Speaker, to seE! this 
country united, being brought 
together and I would suspE!Ct, Mr. 
Speaker, that he has great 
difficulty today to see someone 
trying to destroy the country. To 
see the country tri e d to be 
wrecked would cause Brian PE!ckford 
great difficulty as WI?.] 1 as other 
Premiers. 

AN HON. MEMBER: 
Adjourn the debate . 
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MR. TOBIN : 
Okay, Mr . Speaker, I tAd.l.l adjourn 
the debate. 

MR. BAKER: 
Mr. Speaker . 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The hon. the 
Leader. 

MR. BAKER: 

Government House 

Thank you, M1~. SpE!aker. I wonder 
if we could stop the clock For a 
moment? There are a couple of 
things tha ·t have to be discuss,?d 
here. 

I do not believe there are any 
more poems because I believe the 
Member for St. Mary's - The Capes 
did not have a chance to write 
them up tonight, and I am sure 
that the Opposition House L1=?.ader' s 
poems would not match the ones 
that he read to us yesterday. 

I would like, first of all, to 
suggest to the Opposition House 
Leader that we would be as 
Government willing to forego our 
Private Member's Day tomorrow so 
that we can get a more complete 
and thorough debate on what I hope 
are Meech Lake resolutions 
depending on what happens tomorrow 
morning and the agreement we reach 
tAJith regards to splitting the 
resolution that is before the 
House. So I wonder iF we could 
come to some agreement about 
Foregoing Private Member's Day 
tomorrow to simply go on with the 
Meech Lake debate or debates with 
the understanding that then the 
next Private Member's Day, of 
course, wouJ.d be an Oppo s i t:.ion 
Private Member's Day. And it. 
would not simply be postponing it, 
we would be giving up our Private 
Member's Day . So I would like to 
ask the Opposition House Leader if 
that would be acceptable to his 
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people or to him . 

MR. SIMMS: 
Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: 
The han. the 
Leader. 

MR. SIMMS : 

Opposition House 

Mr. Speaker, I perhaps 
misunderstood from an earlier 
conversation that the Government 
House Leader and I had a little 
earlier. Unless something has 
changed to change that. I thought 
we were talking about dealing with 
the matter on Thursday and that 
tomorrow would continue. Is tha'L 
not what he understood that I said? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: 
(Inaudible). 

MR. SIMMS: 
I see. Okay. So, if the 
GovernrnE!nt House Leader understood 
that I said that tomorJ~ow, which 
is Private Member's Day, but i s 
the Government's Private Member's 
Day or Government MernbE!r' s turn if' 
it tAJas their desire to proceed it 
would be only. as I undE!rstand H .. 
to proceed with debate on the 
original-· on thE! first ha1f nouJ 
of the J~esolution, the resc.ind-:i.ng 
part of the resolution. 

So if it is your Private ME!fnbE!r s 
Day and if you wish to ask your 
Member to give up his turn thE!n I 
guess we would really not have a ny 
major objection to that . We 
prefer to debate the GST but if 
that if what the Government 
decides. 

Is that ch~ar? 

AN HON . MEMBER : 
(Inaudible). 

MR. SIMMS: 
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That is what I said in the first 
place. 

MR. SPEAKER : 
This House stands adjourned until 
tomorrow, Wednesday at 2:00 p . m. 
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