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for the provision of balance sheets and profit
and loss statements is for the information and
protection of persons who are interested in
investing in public companies. This is the
purpose. But there is no reason for this in
respect of private companies because they are
probibited from seeking to distribute shares
to the public. It is forbidden for a private
company to do that. So, it is not seeking
sharebolders and wîll not adversely affect
anybody else. If a person wishes to make an
investment in a private company, hie must
make application and before bis application
can be considered ail other shareholders bave
the right to buy those shares in wbatever
proportion tbey may desire. Tbis is the pur-
pose of a private company.

*(4:50 P.m.)

A private company is an expanded partner-
ship wîth limited liabillty. Do we want disclo-
sure, and for what meaningful purpose? Not
one iota of meaningful purpose bas been dis-
closed by the minister, either in the House on
second reading or i comniittee, whereby he
could point out that disclosure of the informa-
tion would be of benefit to a class of compa-
nies. Is it an the basis of the balance sheet or
of the source and application fund statement
that it will be determined a company bas
been efficient behind a certain tariff wail, as
someone suggested, or because it receives
grants? What about looking at a company like
Eaton's, wich is a private company with
many interests and many operations? Wich
of them are efficient and wich are ineffi-
cient? Which ones benefit from tis particular
econornic policy and wich ones do not, as
disclosed by the balance sheet, the source and
application fund, or the profit and loss state-
ments required to be filed by law?

What hon. members would like to do really
is to go into the books and play God ini the
operations of the business. I will ask the min-
ister and anyone supporting tis type of
amendment just who they would like to carry
out the appropriate analyses on the basis of
this information that is submitted in disparate
form. It is not uniform. There is no power to
go back to the company to ask them to elabo-
rate on their statements, none whatsoever. So
the minister is going to gather a basket of
fruit of ail kinds and someane will say "«my,
what a fine looking bunch of grapes or what a
fine bunch of bananas or what a fine bunch of
rotting fruit". What is .the purpose of if.?

We know that the proportion o! companies
that will be affecteci in Canada is minute, and
when one company comes and says that they
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want to draw some economie conclusions and
therefore want to make some surveys about
the operations of private and public companies,
1 ask: what about ail the private companies in
the province of Ontario? Over 50 per cent of
the companies of the country are under Ontario
charter, but not one of tbem wiil be touched
by these amendments. There is no indication
whatsoever that the Ontario law wiil be
changed. There is no indication that the law
in Alberta, British Columbia, Saskatchewan
or Manitoba-which is pretty weil uniform
with that of Ontario except that the Manitoba
law bas a little more flexîbility in it in certain
areas-will be changed. I find it incredible for
anyone to, advance serious arguments in
favour of disclosure.

An hon. Member: Why not?

Mr. Lambert (Edmonton West): "Why flot"I
is flot an argument. It is like saying "be-
cause". Originaily, the disclosure was for the
protection of shareholders and potential
shareholders, but as f ar as that goes the
securities commissions exact a lot more and
better information of the type which I sug-
gested should be required but is not asked for
here. The minister is trying, in a half-hearted
and ham-handed way, to do some work that
he cannot do because he cannot set up a
national securities commission. That is the
reason. What we should have established is a
national securities commission ini co-operation
with the provinces. Co-operation from the
provinces would be forthcoming, but for the
insistence that the national securities commis-
sion should be headquartered at Ottawa,
away from the stock exchange, and that it
would be under federal aegis. Tis is a co-
operative effort.

I have had a number of sources of informa-
tion with regard to the "non-negotiations"
that have been going on between the federal
government and the provinces with regard ta
the establi.shment o! a national securities
commission. This is a sort of picayune effort
to try to obtain wbat a meaningful securities
commission, having the right to ask for statis-
tics from public companles on a uniform basis,
could obtaun. That is what is needed for the
protection of shareholders. With regard to
disclosure for the purposes of carrying out an
economic study of one sort or another, that is
ail very weil if the government is able to
separate the aperations of a company on the
basis of the information that is required, even
the operations of a public company as it
exists today. There is no possible way- et
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