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Non-Canadiari Publications

reported (without amendment) from the Standing Comn-
mittee on Broadcasting, Films and Assistance to the Arts.

Mr. Dan McKenzie (Winnipeg South Centre): Mr.
Speaker, I have an amendment to the bill, which I should
like to present. Perhaps I might read it now. I move,
seconded by the hion. member for Surrey-White Rock (Mr.
Friesen):

That motion No. 7 be amended by deleting the proposed subparagraph
(c) and substituting therefor:

'(e) a written agreement entered into after the coming into force of
this section with a Canadian subsidiary of a foreign broadcasting
undertaking if the minister of the Department of National Revenue
has approved a plan submitted by the said Canadian subsidiary
providing for compensatory payment by such subsidiary by the allo-
cation of funds to Canadian television program production, extension
of Canadian television service, development of Canadian talent, or
otherwise for the benefit of Canadian broadcasting:

The minister may require as a condition for entering into any such
agreement that a percentage, to be stipulated by the mînîster, of the
voting shares of such subsidiary be beneficially ownod by Canadi-
an citizens.

This subamendment is in response to a statement made
by the hon. member for York West (Mr. Fleming) and is
designed to eliminate his objections to the amendments
recorded in respect of motion No. 7.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I take it that the seconder
should be the hion. member for Huron-Middlesex (Mr.
McKinley). Is it agreed, pursuant to the motion moved by
the hion. member for Winnipeg South Centre (Mr. McKen-
zie), seconded by the hon. member for Huron-Middlesex,
that motion No. 7 standing in the name of the hon. membor
for Surrey-White Rock (Mr. Friesen) be amended in
accordance with the termis of the motion juat road by the
hon. member for Winnipeg South Centre?

Mr. Benno Friesen (Surrey-White Rock): Mr. Speaker,
this debate has been carried on for a numbor of hours. 1
should like to say at the outset that the debate in no way is
meant to be critical of the Canadian broadcasting systema,
the networks or any of the stations affiliated with the
Canadian Broadcasting Association, or the television sta-
tions. I have noticed, f rom reading Hansard, that the Par-
liamentary Secretary to the Minister of Communications
has made some statements regarding the statements I have
made in relation to the situation involving KVOS-TV,
Belîngham. I have pointed out that I am not only very
pleased with the work BC-TV has done in Vancouver, but t
wish it well and trust it will continue to do well.

I believe in the free enterprise system in a competitive
market. I think BC-TV has prospered because it is in a
competitive system and has good business management.
The parliamentary secretary objected to the amendments I
have submitted in order to protect the compotitive system.
Ho objects because he says this is an infringement of the
legislation or, rather, an infringement and interlacing of
tax legisiation with the CRTC. As recorded at page 10849 of
Hansord, the parliamentary secretary said:

Hon. members cannot argue out of both aides of their mouths. I hope
hon. members will consider that when they talk abnout the situation in
Detroit and Windsor. The hon. member for Surrey-White Rock went on
to say that this is in effect a tax bill to update the Broadcastîng Act. 0f
course nothing could be further from the fact of the matter. It is îndeed
for the very reason it is a tax bill that it means to give incentîves to
Canadians to operate in Canada, and to encourage Canadian busînesses

[Mr. Speaker.]

to deal wîth other Canadian busînessos to which they interrelate. It is
precisely for that reason we are presentîng thîs action here in the formn
of a tax bill.

That is also precîsely the reason why none of these amendiments
make any sense becduse if we accepted theii we wo~uld be duing exactly
what the hon. membor trîed to attack us for doing. If we took his
amendments we would be sayîng, "OK, lot us through a tax bill make a
special exemption which would change the whole purport of the Broad-
casting Act." Suroly that is the fundamental reason why these amond-
monts cannot be gîven serious consîderation.

*(1220)

Actually, Mr. Speaker, ahl I am asking is that hion. mem-
bers of the House recognize that while there must be a
national broadcasting policy, surely, in the interest of
fairneas, there must also be consideration of regional dif-
ferences. I think that if we want to talk about inconsîsten-
cies, we might well point to the other matters in Bill C-58
which is under discussion at this timo.

It seems somewhat ludicrous for the parliamentary
secretary to say that we cannot make these kinds of dis-
tinctions, when the goverfiment has made a very great
distinction between the situation facing Reader's Digest
and that facing 7'ime magazine, when actually it has
launched an attack on Time magazine and yet has been
able to find a way to spare Reoder's Digest. I compliment
them on sparîng Reader's Digest and h am happy to see that
it will romain in operation in Canada. As others have said,
lot me say that Reader's Digest is certainly not yet out of
the woods on this issue, because it is still facod with the
vicissitudes and whims of the Minister of National Reve-
nue (Mr. Cullen) when interpreting the regulations. He
did not operate outside the Income Tax Act when he made
the special provision for Reoder's Digest.

That is simply ail that we are asking for, the samne kînd
of treatment for KVOS-TV, Bellingham. We are not dony-
ing the rîoed for a national broadcasting policy, the nood
for sovoroignty of broadcasting facilities within Canada
and the need to have a licensing policy which deals with
ahl the broadcasting facilîties in Canada. That must be
safeguarded by statute. But the goverfiment has already
violated the statute by making special deals for one pub-
lishing cumpany, oporating outside the statute and by way
of rogulations. In a mattor of two or three months it has
changed its own intorprotation of those very regulations
which it says it will use as guidelines for the publishing
industry.

Time and time again we heard the Socretary of State
(Mr. Faulkner) stato in committeo that 80 per cent differ-
ont was the rule which would apply to Reader's Digest. We
believed him and we were all convinced, as the witnesses
said in committee that under these regulations Reader's
Digest could not continue to survive. Yet, what happoned a
few months later? Suddenly the Minister of National Reve-
nue had a ray of light. Ho got an insight which hoe had flot
had before, and hoe admitted candidly in the House that as
a result of discussions in committoe and in private ho
realized that Reader's Digest could not function under the
regulations as thoy had beon interpretod.

That is exactly what wo are saying about KVOS TV,
Bellingham, that under the prosent circumstances it would
do a grave injustice to KVOS to operate within the statute
as it is in its presont form. If wo want to talk about
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