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was that Petro-Canada should be owned only by eligible
Canadians.

What he was quotmng was the minister's reference to a
task force of the Conservative Party which had been
establislied. Lt was a task force whose recommendations
had been endorsed by the minister and other members of
the Conservative Party. One would have thought, there-
fore, implemented at this stage by this goverfment, it
would be a Canada-first approach to Petro-Canada
privatization.

In practice, however, that is flot the approacli which
has been taken by this government. When my colleague,
the member for Edmonton East, brouglit forward sug-
gestions such as this within committee, these suggestions
were rejected by the Conservative government majority
withmn that committee.

Lt has been very clear that what we are talking about
here is seeing to it that the Canadian resources which are
produced and extracted by Petro-Canada create down-
strearn jobs ini this country; jobs in the refining industry,
indeed jobs beyond the refining industry. Specifically,
the jobs within the refining industry should be expanded
by a comrnitment that Petro-Canada will see to it that ail
refining take place i a refinery located i Canada.

It is especially important at this stage because we are
talking about a period i our country where the Conser-
vative government, as it has done i the past when it has
been i power, lias Led us ito an econornic slump.

We recail the period of John Diefenbaker's govemn-
ment wlien the Conservatives were last i power for a
six-year peniod. At that stage it was successful, as usual,
i reducing econornic activities i this country, i leading

us ito an econornic slurnp, i creatig levels of signifi-
cant unernployment tlirougli this country, and i exacer-
batig the econornic iequalities arnong regions
tliroughout this country. Now, once agai, witli this
Conservative govemrment that we now have back i
power under the Prime Minîster that we presently have,
we see precisely the sarne devastation to our economic
situation takig place i 1990 as took place under the
Diefenbaker government i the early 1960s.

It seerns every generation or so, it is necessary for
Canadians to elect a Conservative goverarent, go
through the devastation, the learnig experience which
is required to teach them that the Conservatives should
be kept out of power for yet another generation. I arn
certai that this will be the case with respect to this
govemment.

One of the reasons that it will be the case is that our
unernployment rate is approachig 9 per cent. Lt is likely
to go over 9 per cent this Friday. I the context wliere
that is takig place this government is, nevertheless, not
prepared to accept an amendrnent whicli creates jobs in
Canada by seeig to it that downstream refmiig activity
by Petro-Canada is a requirernent of this legisiation.

Hon. John MffDermid (Minister of State (Privatization
and Regulatory Affairs)): Mr. Speaker, it will corne as no
surprise to you that we cannot possibly support this
arnendment whici lias been proposed by tlie New Demo-
cratic Party. I arn not sure if the lion. member was at
cornmittee at tlie time, but it was idicated very clearly
by the Miister of Energy, Mies and Resources that this
amendment would be a direct violation of CGAT.

As a matter of fact, the New Democratic Party is
always talkig about GAIT and liow important it is. It
says that we should abide by GAIT we sliould not have a
free trade agreernent and we should deal with GATE
Yet, GAIT said that this particular clause would be
iconsistent witli the GAI. 'Mat is the first reason why

we would not brig it i.

The second reason we would not accept it is because
we would be tying tlie hands of Petro-Canada. If they
could not export oil they discovered but cannot use
econornically i its own facilities, sornetimes heavy oils or
whatever it may be, can be exported for refiery else-
where.

'Me other problern is that lie does flot describe what
refiery is. How far down the process does the New
Dernocratic Party want this to go? Tliere are rnany
products tliat are made as feedstocks frorn petroleum.
products down the line, that are flot made i tliis
country, for example. Therefore, lie would be tying the
liands of the Canadian cornpany. Ail the other Canadian
companies could export but Petro-Canada could not.
Trhat is siily. That type of tlhing, I would assume, not
beig a lawyer, would not be allowed by tlie Suprerne
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