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commitment to promoting U.K. employment". Moreover, Mr.
Speaker, we have legislation in the form of the Telecommuni-
cations Bill of the British Government. If the Minister and
Members will look at Section 85 of that Bill they wiil sec quite
clearly the capacity of the Secretary of State of the British
Government to intervene and give directions to British Tele-
com with respect to points which the Secretary of State
considers crucial to the national înterest of Britain.

I am sure that some Members of the House have lived in
Britain, as I have. I am sure they have dealt with British
Telecom, as I have, and have iearned how long it takes to get a
telephone in Britain. I would like to quote from Francis
Mclnerney, the Vice-President of Northern Business Informa-
tion in New York who predîcted the probiems with Northern
Telecom. He said that British Telecom "bas not demonstrated
its marketing savvy or product management ability". He goes
on to note that the British company has spent almost ail of its
corporate life in the hothouse atmosphere of Government
ownership. He said:

It has operated in highly structured markets where most of the competition is
by Government flat.

We must recognize that British Telecom is under threat
from ail three British Opposition Parties of being renational-
ized, and of having complete control over that company once
again established. As the presenit public opinion polis in Brit-
ain show, with the Thatcher Government running behind
Labour, that is a threat which must be taken seriously. The
uncertainties for Mitel which arise from that are quite
damaging.

What will happen as a result of the take-over? At best,
British Telecom will use Mitel to fight IBM and AT & T in
the U.S. market. As sure as I am standing here, Mr. Speaker,
that will shift production to the Mitel subsidiaries in the
United States. If we had a state role in Northern Telecom I
would want to sec it behaving in this way too. I would want it
to give preference to Canadian empioyment, which is what
British Telecom is expected to do. We will see a shift of
production to Mitel's British subsidiaries and a shift of
research and development expendîtures to Britain to be close
to the British Telecom staff. That is the best case scenario,
Mr. Speaker. The worst that can happen is that the company
wili face those problems as well as the additional problem of
being cut off when nationalization takes place again in two or
three years.

We must take a fast movîng route, Mr. Speaker, not one
which waits for review by FIRA. We need the pluses of a loose
association between Mitel and British Telecom. The Minister
must intervene with people at Mitel by telling them to take up
the 18.5 per cent share offer and forget about majority control.
Second, the Government must come through with that which
the Government before it did not provide, Government assist-
ance, to get this key success story back on the rails and to
enable it to provide us with the jobs, research, and spin-offs
which will meet the technological problem which the whole
House recognizes. 1 plead with the Minister, not to react as an
ideologist in this case but in recognition of that sense of danger

Supply
to our country and this company. 1 ask the Minister to listen
and act with the interest of Canada at heart.

0 (1230)

Mr. Axworthy: Mr. Speaker, during the course of bis
remarks, the Hon. Member for Essex-Windsor (Mr. Langdon)
made reference to a statement by the President, Mr. Cowp-
land, concerning the assistance or lack of it by the previous
regime. I think it is important to point out that I dispute those
comments.

If one examines the record, it will show that since approxi-
mately 1979 at least $35 million was ailocated for that coin-
pany in direct assistance. There was some $20 million set aside
for their establishment of factories at Buctouche, New Bruns-
wick, and Arnprior. In fact, the company in Arnprior did not
go ahead because of market problems, but the Government
stili offered the assistance.

Second, there was a $9.9 million grant given directiy for R
and D purposes that aliowed Mitel to do the upscaling work on
the new technoiogy they are deveioping, the RX-2000.

Third, there was a grant of approximately $5.5 million to
develop a program for the expansion of their Ottawa facilities.

When I was the Minister of Empioyment and Immigration,
1 personaily recail negotiating with the high tech industry in
the Ottawa area, along with my colleague, the Hon. Member
for Ottawa-Vanier (Mr. Gauthier), a very important training
program with the high tech industry in the Ottawa Valley that
provided major investmnents of federal funds under the skiils
upgrading programn to provide for hîgh tech training of the
existing workforce. That was in 1982.

During ail of this perîod, the federal Government, of which I
was a member, recognized the value and gave support. Obvi-
ously, it would have to operate in terms of its discretion with
respect to the management decisions that were being made.

I stand to be corrected but I understand that in the latest
case, before the election there was an application by Mitel that
had neyer been specifically rejected.

Mr. Dick: It was rejected.

Mr. Axworthy: Maybe in your mind, as a legal counsel, it
was, but the fact is that the final decision had not been taken.

Mr. Dick: Ed Lumley said no.

Mr. Axwortby: There was neyer a public announcement.

Mr. Dick: You neyer announced your negatives.

Mr. Axworthy: The member for Mitel might want to com-
ment because he is closeiy associated with the company. The
fact is that I wanted to point out that some $35 million worth
of assistance was put forward. That was only a small part.

The point we are making is that it is critical in cases such as
manpower training and research and development that there
be a policy in place. We had a policy in place, the IRDP,
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