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No. 564—Mr. MacDonald (Egmont)

1. Was a survey conducted by the Department of Man-
power and Immigration in 1971, of 20,000 students at 58
Canadian Universities and Community Colleges and, if so
(a) what percentage of these found work for 16 weeks, 12
weeks, 8 weeks, 4 weeks, 2 weeks and no work (b) when
were the students surveyed, under what circumstances
and by whom (c¢) what were the questions asked?

2. Of the 20,000 students, how many were in their first
post-secondary year?

3. How many of these students did not return to post-
secondary training?

4. How do these figures compare with those obtained
by Statistics Canada?

5. What explanations are there for any major differ-
ences in findings for these two surveys?—Sessional Paper
No. 284-2/564.

Mr. Jerome, Parliamentary Secretary to the President
of the Privy Council, presented,—Returns to the fore-
going Orders.

The House resumed debate on the motion of Mr. Pepin,
seconded by Mr. Basford,—That Bill C-201, An Act to
provide for the review and assessment of acquisitions of
control of Canadian business enterprises by certain per-
sons, be now read a second time and be referred to the
Standing Committee on Finance, Trade and Economic
Affairs.

And debate continuing;

Mr. Saltsman, seconded by Mr. Burton, proposed to
move in amendment thereto,—That Bill C-201 be not now
read a second time, but that it be resolved that in the
opinion of this House the Government should give con-
sideration to the introduction of a measure providing for
an independent review body answerable to Parliament
with power to limit and control new foreign investment
in Canada and the expansion of foreign-owned corpora-
tions already established in this country, as well as the
take-over of existing Canadian corporations.

RULING BY MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER

Mr. DeEpuTY SPEAKER: If there are no other members
who would like to assist the Chair on the procedural
argument, I should like to thank the honourable Parlia-
mentary Secretary and the honourable Member for Win-
nipeg North Centre (Mr. Knowles) for their assistance on
the question whether or not this is a reasoned amendment
which the Chair should accept as such.

When the amendment was proposed by the honourable
Member for Waterloo (Mr. Saltsman), I indicated that I
had some doubt whether it was in fact a reasoned amend-
ment as defined by the authorities which bind the Chair.
Despite the very lucid and helpful arguments of the hon-
ourable Member for Winnipeg North Centre, I must tell
the House that he has been unable to convince me that

this amendment does meet the tests required to make a
reasoned amendment acceptable to the Chair.

I think there is no disagreement on the authorities; the
Parliamentary Secretary dealt fully with them. The hon-
ourable Member for Winnipeg North Centre stated—and I
agree with this—that a reasoned amendment must be
declaratory of a proposition that opposes the principle of
the bill before the House for second reading. This, of
course, is very well established in May, in Beauchesne
and in the precedents which the Chair must follow.

I should like to deal with this matter firstly on the
basis of whether or not the proposed amendment is in
opposition to the principle of the bill. With respect, I do
not find that it is. The title of the bill is “An act to pro-
vide for the review and assessment of acquisitions of con-
trol of Canadian business enterprises by certain persons”.
I think I would fairly describe the proposed amendment
and the argument of the honourable Member for Winni-
peg North Centre if I were to say that he is proposing
another way, an enlarged or different way, in which to
achieve the same objectives and also to do other things.
If this is the case—and I believe it is—I do not think he
is opposing the principle of the bill but is suggesting an-
other way in which the objective of the bill might be
obtained. On that basis I would have to say that I can-
not accept the proposed amendment.

The honourable Parliamentary Secretary raised two
more points. I agree with his first point that the proposed
amendment does seem to go beyond the scope of the bill.
It not only suggests an alternate way of dealing with the
matter with which the bill attempts to deal; it also sug-
gests that the independent review body would deal with
other matters as well. I mentioned before the expansion
of foreign owned corporations already existing in this
country which is referred to in the proposed amendment.
It would seem to me that that provision goes beyond the
scope of the bill before the House.

If I may deal with the third point for the record, it was
argued by the honourable Parliamentary Secretary that
this proposition would involve the expenditure of funds.
I would agree with the honourable Member for Winnipeg
North Centre on this point. The amendment is merely
asking the government to give consideration to such ex-
penditure, and that is all. However, that is not the point
on which my decision turns, and I refer to it only because
both honourable Members, who argued the case, referred
to it.

For the two reasons I have mentioned I very much
regret that I cannot accept the proposed amendment as a
reasoned amendment that comes within the rules.

Debate was resumed on the motion of Mr. Pepin,
seconded by Mr. Basford,—That Bill C-201, An Act to
provide for the review and assessment of acquisitions
of control of Canadian business enterprises by certain



