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The next principle is the territorial principle which should not
be confused with territorial bilingualism which we will come to.

The territorial principle holds that language rights should be
territorial and non—portable in nature. In the case of Canada it
means that everyone living in Quebec should be expected to live
and work in French and everyone in the other nine provinces
should be expected to live and work in English.
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This principle has been successfully implemented in Switzer-
land but it will not work in Canada because our minority
populations in Quebec, New Brunswick and Ontario are so much
larger than in Switzerland.

Next we hit territorial bilingualism, not the territorial princi-
ple but territorial bilingualism. As I said, it was first proposed
by the royal commission on B and B, since adopted by the
Reform Party. It is essentially a compromise between the
extremes of territorial and personality principles.

Under this model, language rights and minority language
services would be extended only to those minorities large
enough to survive over the long term. Smaller minorities would
not receive full rights on the basis that the burden imposed on
the majority population, which has to foot the bill for all of this,
outweighs the benefit being received by the minority.

This model has been successfully employed in Finland in
dealing with its Swedish-speaking minority. If practised in
Canada the model would extend full minority language rights to
the large francophone communities in eastern and northeastern
Ontario, to the Acadians of New Brunswick, as well as to the
anglophone community of west end Montreal. The rest of the
country would be unilingual.

The fourth principle or style of language policy is what we
might call asymmetrical bilingualism advocated by the Bloc
Quebecois which calls for full and generous language rights to
be extended to francophones living outside Quebec and very few
rights to be extended to anglophones living inside Quebec.

The logic of this asymmetry is that French is in danger of
extinction in Canada and can only survive on an equal footing
with English if it receives preferential legal treatment. Most
English Canadians find it unbelievable that someone would
actually advocate such a position. Nonetheless, it is genuinely
believed by many to be the only true and just language policy.

- There we are. We have a situation that has hurt Canada and
that we must collectively address. I leave it to this House to
listen closely to the ensuing speakers. Be critical of yourselves,
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be critical of us, but at the same time be positive. What can we
do to be just and furnish proper services to everyone across the
country where the numbers warrant? Where numbers warrant is
a little buzz phrase that is fought with difficulty. I think on that
one we have to get down to brass tacks and put numbers on it and
say: ‘“This is where the numbers warrant and this is what we can
afford or we cannot afford”.

We must address all those points. I would ask the House to
think in positive terms as we go through the speeches that
follow. We must think about our history which I have gone to
some length to expand. It really has been a back and a forth. One
group gets stronger and the other group gets afraid and starts
putting in restrictive legislation. This is not good news. Let us
try and balance it out and be together.

That is all, Mr. Speaker. I would ask everyone, you and others,
to consider seriously the adoption of this motion to amend the
official languages to reflect the philosophy of territorial bilingu-
alism.

[Translation]

Mr. Eugéne Bellemare (Carleton—Gloucester): Mr. Speak-
er, thank you for this opportunity to comment on this motion. I
have met the hon. member for Nanaimo—Cowichan and I have
always found him to be a reasonable person, that is until today.
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Today, I find the hon. member for Nanaimo—Cowichan to be
far from reasonable. I feel great disdain for someone who seems
to want to destroy our country, or distort its long history.

As a fourth generation Franco—Ontarian and as a member of a
minority, I find the Reform member’s comments abhorrent. To
him, language is a financial question, or at least that is what he
claims. He seems to be suggesting that majority groups should
trample on minorities. He speaks of the French language in
Quebec and of the English language everywhere else.

What can francophones outside Quebec aspire to? How can
they live in our country, a country that Mr. Ringma, or his
parents, probably adopted some time ago? How can they live
here? How should I respond to a Reform member’s surreptitious
attack on my language, considering that the Bellemare family
has been in this country since the 17th or 18th century and that
my ancestors fought first for France, and later for Great Britain,
and defended Canadian institutions of British origin? French—
speaking Canadians fought in both world wars. They fought
against the United States to protect their country. We want to be
a part of Canada, but the Reform member feels that we are not
entitled to belong, unless we agree to be assimilated and
become, as in my case, an anglophone.



