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Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Mr. Speaker, 
it seems to me that fact is the explanation of the guidelines 
which are being given out by the minister. The department is 
attempting to explain an area of the law which is general, 
which has to do with charitable donations and with the Income 
Tax Act. Because these activities are not defined, as the 
Deputy Prime Minister has said, the department is putting 
together cases on jurisprudence to indicate to the public how 
they should be guided.

It seems to me that rather than calling this an intimidating 
document, the hon. member opposite should welcome the 
department’s trying to explain the law and the regulations.

Mr. MacDonald (Egmont): Mr. Speaker, I am not sure 
what area of reality the Prime Minister is following, but 
obviously if the government had been serious and responsible 
in this matter, there would have been some kind of advance 
consultations with a good cross-section of charitable organiza
tions in respect of this issue. The fact that there has been none 
is an indication of the kind of respect the government has for 
voluntary organizations in this country.

In view of the fact that one church body, the Mennonite 
Central Committee, has already responded by having inter
views with officers of National Revenue, trying to define what 
the government is getting at in this regard, and that the 
government, according to officers of National Revenue, have 
agreed that the Mennonite Central Committee can raise ques
tions in respect of capital punishment, the purchase of fighter 
aircraft or a change in milk policy but cannot get involved in 
one of the church coalitions having to do with the upcoming 
disarmament assembly at the United Nations, will the Prime 
Minister indicate whether this action of intimidation in the 
circulation of last February is a direct attempt to remove the 
legitimate political rights of thousands of voluntary organiza
tions in this country?

[Mr. MacDonald (Egmont).]

organizations which have looked at this document. The Prime 
Minister, if he has not read it, should read it at the first 
opportunity, because it is putting the government on record as 
being an arbitrator in respect of the activitie of non-govern
mental organizations, in respect of publications, in respect of 
representation and activity, suggesting that their activities 
must be impartial and objective—

Mr. Speaker: Order. If the hon. member has a question, will 
he put it, please.

Mr. MacDonald (Egmont): Will the Prime Minister indi
cate whether he or any other official of the government has 
instructed the Department of National Revenue to enter into 
serious conversations with charitable organizations to clear up 
what is, at the very least, a very bad misunderstanding be
tween the government and these organizations or, better yet, 
withdraw this particular piece of intimidation and put the 
whole operation of non-governmental organizations in this 
country on the respectable footing they have always occupied?

Mr. Trudeau: Mr. Speaker, I take it that in this society 
nobody likes to pay taxes. The fact is that when you are a 
charitable organization, you do not have to pay taxes; you are 
exempt from certain provisions of the Income Tax Act. That is 
what the law says. Surely, what exactly is a charitable organi
zation, how each particular organization qualifies under the 
act, and how others do not qualify, are matters for administra
tive law. Tribunals, in the end result, make a judgment in a 
particular case as to whether an organization is charitable 
under the law.

The department, surely, is discharging its duty in attempting 
to explain, for the benefit of the organizations themselves, 
what the courts in the past have viewed as charitable and 
otherwise.
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Mr. MacDonald (Egmont): Big Brother is calling the shots 
again.
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