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Minister and the House leader not merely in the election 
campaign but since so that we represent law in the making.

That is a signal event for us because of course the speech from 
the throne has two main thesis in it. One is the concept of change 
that we live in a period of transition, in a sense a world 
revolution of our times, of which the collapse of the Soviet 
empire and the fall of the Berlin wall were merely symbolic 
indications. Large changes are occurring and they affect Canada 
as much as anybody else. Our institutions must respond to those 
changes.

The speech from the throne picked up the thesis advanced in 
the Livre rouge of the Liberal Party that change must come, that 
it is inherent in our society. It should not be resisted. One should 
guide and direct it constructively.

The second main theme in the speech from the throne is also 
the notion that one cannot isolate social problems. The social 
scientists speak of the polycentricity of problems and problem 
solving. It simply means that individual problems are not 
islands to themselves. One cannot separate social problems 
from economic problems nor can one today separate internal 
problems from larger problems of foreign policy.

We live in a global village and what happens in far-flung 
areas of the world impacts upon Canada and upon our develop­
ment. It is in that perspective that I approach my intervention in 
this debate.

I represent the constituency of Vancouver Quadra which has 
had the honour of having as its members a Prime Minister, my 
predecessor John Turner, but also a very distinguished Conser­
vative foreign minister, Howard Green who lived to a very ripe 
old age after his retirement from Parliament. He is remembered 
for reinforcing a principle developed first by Prime Minister 
Pearson and Paul Martin Senior, the notion that Canada’s 
commitment in foreign policy includes a concern for people 
outside Canada and a concern for human rights. Howard Green, 
if you will remember, took the initiative as foreign minister 
within the Commonwealth to raise the issue of race relations 
with a member of the Commonwealth, South Africa, and to say 
that a policy of openness and open society is and should be a 
precondition to membership in the Commonwealth.
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And so I continue in that tradition. I must say one of the 
striking things in my constituency is that it mirrors the changes 
in process occurring in Canada as a whole. We have suddenly 
become a global community by the very happy fact of immigra­
tion and the integration of our new communities into Canadian 
society.

My constituency encompasses Greek Canadians. It also has 
Polish Canadians. Some came as war veterans after World War 
II. Some came to escape the dying days of an inefficient, 
incompetent communist regime. The boat people came 10 or 15 
years ago and now have their children at college. There is a 
success story for you because they came with nothing. Our 
Indo-Canadian community and the Sikh community have con-

and will have all the power to tax and to eliminate duplication, 
overlap and inconsistencies among departments. People want to 
call on the values that already exist in their communities.

This way of the future is Quebec sovereignty, a unique 
opportunity for a massive transfer to the regions of the $28 
billion in taxes which Quebecers pay to Ottawa. We will vote 
against the subamendment moved by the member for Calgary 
Southwest because it is out of the question to give the govern­
ment a blank cheque for deciding on cuts without first setting up 
a committee to thoroughly study the proposed cuts.

[English]

Mr. Ted McWhinney (Vancouver Quadra): Madam Speak­
er, may I first of all congratulate you on your appointment to this 
distinguished office and through you the Speaker who we 
elected several days ago.
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It is a significant fact that in a changing Parliament and in a 
changing Canada we are in the process of changing the House 
constitution, the rules. It indicates the basic fact of common law 
from which the law of Parliament is passed, that it is not a frozen 
cake of doctrine that gelled once and for all in some bygone age, 
but a continuing process of creative adjustment of old rules to 
new social circumstances.

We have seen changes that were not expected. The House has 
elected a Speaker for the second time, but in this particular 
election there were extensive meetings between candidates and 
the political parties: the Bloc Québécois, the Reform Party and 
as a special suggestion of the Prime Minister, with the Liberal 
Party. Perhaps no votes were changed, but I think there was a 
profound educational process.

We are all better informed of the options of choice for the 
future development of parliamentary rules and procedures avail­
able to us. In the process of give and take there is a cumulative 
advance in our thinking because parliamentary constitutional 
law, as I said before, is not fixed in time. It is not graven on stone 
tablets. It evolves and it must evolve.

The precedents we received in the 19th century must be 
balanced against precedents from other ages, the 17th and 18th 
centuries, for example. In some ways these are much more 
dynamic and creative in terms of the evolution of English 
parliamentary constitutionalism. They also affected the Ameri­
can constitution.

What comes out of this is that this House will continue to 
build on parliamentary procedures, will continue to create new 
rules incrementally on the old. One looks forward to the 
co-operation of opposition parties in building a new and 
strengthened role for backbenchers and for committees. It is 
good to have the full co-operation promised by the Prime


