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, never would have been located in La Pocatière, but probably 
somewhere in the Montreal area, or worse yet, outside Quebec.

So, what I wanted to tell the member is that, ultimately, the 
federal government might best show leadership by staying 
within its own jurisdiction.
[English]

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): The time for questions 
and comments to the member for North Vancouver have termi
nated. Because the Chair neglected to give the five-minute 
allocated time to the member for Okanagan Centre and since the 
member for Kamouraska—Rivière-du-Loup directed his ques
tion to that member, the member may give a five-minute 
response, if he wishes.

Mr. Schmidt: Madam Speaker, I was totally unaware that 
those questions were being directed to me. I thought they were 
to the member for North Vancouver. I was really diverting my 
attention to other matters and therefore cannot immediately 
respond to those questions.
• (1540)

[Translation]

Mr. Gilbert Pillion (Chicoutimi): Madam Speaker, on a 
point of order. Since the hon. member did not take up all his 
allotted time, may I respond?

The Acting Speaker (Mrs. Maheu): No. The hon. member 
may ask questions.

Mr. Pillion: I will ask a question with a preamble. Madam 
Speaker, my question is directed to the first member who spoke 
for the Reform Party.

In his speech, he mentioned seven or eight points, and I 
certainly share some of his opinions. He indicated the need for 
renewal through the infrastructures program. He also mentioned 
increasing government funding for research and development 
and also said that the government should control—this was very 
important in his speech—its spending to create the right eco
nomic climate for creating jobs.

He also said a few words about education and manpower 
training.

He referred to the feelings of freedom and sense of duty 
Canadians should have if they were to be more progressive and 
creative. He also asked this government to provide the requisite 
funding for small and medium sized businesses to invest and 
create jobs.

However, and that is my question, the hon. member will have 
to admit that to meet these objectives, which are quite praise
worthy as such, we need a compassionate government that does 
not attack those who are less well off or the neediest in our 
society or the middle class to get all the money it needs to boost 
the economy. We need a government that is not afraid to cut the 
tax shelters enjoyed by some families and corporations. I want 
to ask the members of the Reform Party to support and join the 
Bloc Québécois in asking this government to guarantee that

• (1535)

On the specific notion of the RRSPs as a possibility being 
shifted into small business as a part of the program, we will 
make sure the Minister of Finance and his staff hear the 
member’s remarks and we will look at it.

Mr. White (North Vancouver): Madam Speaker, I wish to 
thank the hon. member opposite for his comments and the 
suggestion this morning that each of us as members should 
phone our bank managers and request that they help the small 
business sector.

I think it is a great suggestion. I am sorry I did not mention it 
earlier, although I should say as a small business person prior to 
coming to the House I wonder whether my bank manager might 
think I had other things in mind when I ask him to do that.

[Translation]

Mr. Paul Crête (Kamouraska—Rivière-du-Loup) : Madam 
Speaker, I would like to react to the speech of the first Reform 
member who spoke during the 20-minute period.

He seems to think we need a new federal economic leadership. 
I have my doubts on that matter. I could mention many examples 
in my riding of situations where when the federal government 
took part in an operation, it became more complicated and less 
efficient.

I referred to a few such cases in my speech as critic for 
regional development. Let me stress the importance of reducing 
duplication in this issue. The best leadership the federal govern
ment could show would be to withdraw from certain areas in 
which it has been floundering for years while doubling the costs.

During question period we spoke about training. I think 
manpower training is one of the best examples. But there are 
also many areas of federal jurisdiction to consider. For example 
piers along the St. Lawrence. The federal government reneged 
its responsibilities in that area for over 20 years while spending 
money on matters that should have come under provincial 
jurisdiction. I think that it could easily have spent the necessary 
money to ensure that we have installations that meet the 
required standards instead of the opposite.

I therefore feel that it is important, when reflecting on the 
throne speech, to make sure that this government really has the 
will to reduce overlapping of jurisdictions. The issue is men
tioned in the throne speech, but without any details on how this 
would be done. I believe it is very important for the House to 
seriously consider ways to reduce overlapping.

As far as I am concerned, in the end, real initiatives are taken 
at the local level. I would like to point out that, in some areas, we 
should give ideas a chance to bloom. For example, in La 
Pocatière, in my riding, there is a research centre on public 
transportation and a centre specializing in physical technology. 
If those centres had been planned by national thinkers, they


