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psychological hcalth would be under threat and 110W she
wauld be entitled to it.

Basically, what the memaber is saying is that every
woman under this legisiation is entitled ta abortion.
First, I would like the member ta tell me if the concept
that is used is that she is denied, she is flow psychologi-
cally upset about it, and therefore flow she is entitled-
the chicken and egg situation-under what
circumstances does he sec a woman would flot be able ta
get an abortion? Are there any? If there aren't any, why
is the bill not sunply amended by using the words that
state that "unless the abortion is induced or performed
by or under the direction of a medical practitionr"-pc-
riod, and striking out the rest of it altogether?

If we are saying that that is what the intent is, and
some people over there seem ta be kiddmng themselvcs
that that is what the intent is and what the end resuit is
gomng ta be, then why do we flot just cut the bill off and
strike out ail the words about heaith and life and threats
and just say as long as it is performed under the
supervision of a medical practitioner, period?

[Translation]

Mr. Gérin: Thank you for your question. However, I
already answered most of the question at the beginning
of my speech when I said that in 1986, I voted on seven
different mations. Since I found none were acceptable, I
vated agaxnst ail seven.

@ (1730)

Since 1986, 1 have corne ta the conclusion that we must
reach a compromise that takes inta account the basic
principles of my philasaphy, and those basic principles
are reflected in this Bill. Fine, in your case, you may wish
ta see a limit of 17 weeks and 3 days, but you may get
anly 6 or 7 Members ta vote in favour of yaur proposai,
and you will neyer get that kind of legislation thraugh
the House. And by the end of the debate, we still
wouidn't have any iegislatian, whiic the vast majarity of
Canadians not only want legislation, they want their
Members ta produce specific provisions in the farm of a
bill. Sa there is a lot of truth in what you say, but you
want a bill that is a perfect reflection of your ideas and
concerns. Howcver, we must go beyond this desire for
perfection which will neyer get a consensus in this House
and praduce samething that will be acceptable ta you
just the same and which will help give Canadians what

they want most, which is legislation that rcflccts ail the
basic principles you support.

[English]

Mr. Rey Pagtakhan (Winnipeg North): Mr. Speaker, 1
arn glad ta rise ta spcak on Bill C-43, an act rcspccting
abortion.

My leader, the right han. member for Vancouver
Quadra, has alrcady indicated that there will be a free
vote within the Liberal party because this is a non-parti-
san issue.

I must state at the outsct that this bill is a grave
dîsappointmcnt and 1 cannot support it as it is. Howcvcr,
likc my leader, I will support it going ta a legislative
comrnittcc s0 that amcndmcnts may be heard from ail
disciplines, so that wc may scck clarification and im-
pravements, sa that wc may examine the nccd ta
delincate the services that the womcn of aur country
nccd.

This issue, indccd, is most crucial and camplex. It has
been intenscly debatcd for almost twa ycars naw and has
even led ta civil strife.

T'he Minister of National Hcalth and Welfarc, ycstcr-
day, in debating this issue indicatcd: "Sensatianalizing
individual lives cannat possibly provide the thoughtful-
ness, wisdorn and judgrncnt necessary ta dcvclop a bill
which respects the rights of ahl Canadians, cspccially
whcn those rights came inta conflict with anc another"'. I
agrce.

Howcvcr, I must state that this gavernmcnt has
delaycd presenting legishation on abortion ta this Hanse
for an unacccptably long periad of tirne. The bill that wc
now have, as is, has nat clarificd anything. At bcst, it has
only clarified issues vagucly. It docs not protcct Cana-
dians in the warnb of their mothers nor the mothers
thcmsclvcs.

Let us remind ourselves that once wc members of
Parliament wcrc in the womb of aur mathers. Had thcy
abortcd us we wauld nat be here ta be able ta debate this
fundamental issue.

This gavcrnrnent states that Bill C-43 strikes a balance
betwccn the right of womcn ta persanal frccdom and
privacy and the statc's intcrest in pratccting the right of
the unborn ta iifc, that this bihl is a balanccd approach.
This is not truc. How can it be a balance whcn it
compromises bath rights?
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