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far bigger and more powerful tban tbe companies we bave bere
in Canada. I am proud tbat tbere are now Canadian-owned
multinational companies tbat can operate tbrougbout tbe
world. I want to see more of tbem. I want tbis country to be a
key actor in tbe world economy but the way to bave that
happen is not tbrougb tbis faulty, sboddy piece of legisiation.
It wiIl bappen by taking leadership, by passing up tbis kind of
ideological mytb-making and by facing tbe future rather than
running away from the past.

Mr. Stevens: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if tbe Hon. Member
could give us a few more details on bis biliboard economics.
How many bilîboards would be propose to put in New York?
Wbat would be bave tbese bilîboards say? Wbat kind of a
budget would be allow us as far as tbese biliboards are
concerned?
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Mr. Langdon: Mr. Speaker, frankly, I tbougbt tbat I would
put tbe Minister's face on eacb bilîboard. Second, I tbougbt
tbat we simply could bave a quote from tbe Minister wbicb
would say: "Open for business-Canada welcomes foreign
investment". If tbe Mînister bad wisbed to bave endorsation
messages from tbe spokespeople for bis Ministry and eacb of
the opposition Parties, I suspect tbat we would bave been quite
pleased. I doubt tbat be would want our faces on tbe biliboard
as well, but I would certainly be prepared to add a clause
wbicb would say: '.We, too, welcome foreign investment in tbe
country". We believe, under tbe review mecbanisms wbich
exist, that foreign investment can make a real contribution to
the country.

I suspect tbat we could probably bave paid tbe costs of tbe
bilîboards by cancelling a few of tbe trips to New York,
London and Paris wbicb bave been made by Ministers wbo
bave tried to deliver tbe message. If it is propaganda in wbich
we are interested, biliboards represent a magnificent option,
compared to tbis gutting legislation wbicb will burt communi-
ties and workers across tbe country.

Mr. Friesen: Mr. Speaker, tbe Member began bis remarks
by saying tbat we were speaking from an ideological position. I
do not know wby be sbould be surprised at tbat. We spent tbe
entire campaign telling Canadians tbat we wanted to open up
tbe country to foreign investment. He bas been speaking for 20
minutes on bis ideological position. Are we not entitled to
speak on our ideological position?

He went on to say tbat we used fallacious and irrelevant
arguments. Well, if we bave a pbilosopbical position, it is
based on tbe premîse of a free market system, on an invest-
ment policy, and on tbe jobs wbicb wilî flow from tbat
philosopby. It is aIl rigbt for bim to say tbat tbe arguments are
fallacious and irrelevant, if be continues to argue from bis
socialist position. 0f course, our position will look irrelevant
and illogical if be bas a socialist mind-set and tries to apply bis
arguments to a free market system. If be will tbink for a
moment of a wbolesome free market system, tben be will sec
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that the arguments wbich flow out of the legisiation are totally
relevant, logical and tbat tbey bold water.

He said that the process bas been an insuit to the parliamen-
tary tradition of Canada. Wait a minute. We spend about
eight weeks last summer arguing for an open business economy
in Canada. As a resuit of that campaign-and bis Party voted
to bave FIRA made stronger-we elected 211 Members. Is it
not logical to assume, as tbose arguments were ventilated for
eigbt weeks, tbat the Government wbicb was elected on that
platform sbould be entitled to its legisiation? It seems to me
tbat is parliamentary tradition.

Tbe task force on reform visited the United Kingdom a few
weeks ago. Tbe tbrust of tbe U.K. Government's entire parlia-
mentary calendar was tbat once a Government is elected and it
follows tbrougb on tbe manifesto wbîcb it presented during the
election campaign, tben it is entitled to tbe legisiation. The
Hon. Member sbould not say, because be is arguing from a
socialist position against our philosopby, and because we bave
imposed closure, tbat we are violating parliamentary tradition.
We are simply following tbrougb on what we said we would
do.

He also argued tbat tbe Bill will redistribute across tbe
country. 0f course it will. Tbe socialists would like to bave it
done tbrougb a central agency. We want to distribute on a
freedom basis in order to let tbe market forces work. It does
work.

Last week 1 received a news release from a company in
British Columbia. Partly as a resuit of tbe cancellation of tbe
National Energy Program, tbat company is now able to build a
fertilizer plant in my riding. Tbat will provide 1,300 jobs
during tbe construction period and it will provide 200 jobs
wben tbe plant is in operation. Tbat is what tbis kind of
program does. Opposition Members want to bave direct job-
creation programs. That is wbat tbis kind of a market-oriented
program will do.

If tbe Hon. Member wants to argue from bis socialist
position, be sbould say tbat be is a socialist, tbat be is arguing
from a socialist pbilosophy and, therefore, the legislation
seems illogical to bim. 1 would ask tbe Hon. Member to please
not say tbat wben we argue from a free market concept we are
illogical. He sbould not impose his arguments on our
pbilosopby.

Some Hon. Members: Hear, bear!

Mr. Langdon: Mr. Speaker, 1 bave tremendous respect for
Conservative ideology. I believe it is a particular world view
wbicb is consistent, logical and incorrect. Nevertbeless, it is
deserving of respect. I would welcome debates of tbe sort to
wbicb the Hon. Member bas referred. However, in tbe House,
we are talking as Canadians representing our constituents; 1.5
million of wbom are out of work. We sbould be talking about
practical, real and immediate ways to get tbe country going
once again. Tbis is not a debating society in wbicb we trade
views with respect to pbilosopby. As I see it, tbis is a parlia-
mentary cbamber in wbicb we try to grapple witb the econom-
ic problems of tbe country, in a pragmatic and realistic way.
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