
5282 SNT EAE aur3,19

that women should choose on this matter, are somehow against
life itself. It is absolutely crazy.

I have given birth. I have nurtured a child. I have had a
baby die. I hold life sacrosanct. It is precious, and so are our
children. No woman is against a fetus. It is not a question of
that; it is a matter of a woman's health when her physical and
mental well-being may be seriously compromised by following
through with an unwanted pregnancy.

This bill will hurt women, for it will limit access by causing
delays in the system. Doctors are going to stop doing the
procedure. Already today 14 per cent fewer doctors perform
the procedure than was the case before May. They do not need
the aggravation of potential lawsuits and the responsibility of
sole decision-making. Who does?

I come from a family of physicians, men and women. I have
seen their soul-searching on this issue and others. I know their
sensitivities and respect their worries about such legislation.
They are not bluffing or reacting just for something to do.
They care, like we all do, about doing what is in the best
interests of everyone. But the bottom line of this bill is-is it
necessary, or, as grandma used to say, "When something is
working, don't fix it!" The situation in Canada was working,
especially since the 1988 Supreme Court decision.

Many years of working on women's health issues have
shown me, above all else, that no one likes abortion or takes
the decision lightly; some 99 per cent of women do not use
abortion as a means of birth control; every woman who has one
is emotionally affected; recriminalizing abortion will only hurt
the very people we are trying to help most-the poor woman,
the teenager, the single mom. Believe me, those who can afford
it have other options than our system, and they use them.

Above all else, a woman who decides on an abortion will get
one somehow, some way. After the agonizing comes action for
a woman in this situation, and, if desperation sets in due to
accessibility problems, delays, bureaucracy, or the like, she
will resort to other means. That is unacceptable to me in this
country today. We need to support women in their choices and
not to continually challenge and defeat them because they are
not in control of our society.

Women do not make the rules they have to live by. Yes, we
are impacting more, but we still live by men's decisions in
every aspect of our lives. Where does our freedom lie?

On this issue, trust me, 1 represent a large spectrum of
popular opinion. I am of the post-war generation, the baby-
boom crowd, as they call us. As a woman, I am offended by
this bill. As a new senator, I feel a tremendous responsibility to
fight it for the thousands of women who cannot speak to the
issue and be heard themselves.

I thought that I would pass on this debate because the bill is
so controversial, and I know how my government feels. I am
also very loyal and respect my Prime Minister greatly. But the
time comes in life when one must stand up for one's beliefs, for
one has to live with oneself. I have never shied away from the
principles I hold dear, and now is not the time to compromise
on that score. The dignity of women is at stake. Our funda-
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mental right to choose is severely compromised by a law that
will recriminalize a health procedure. Once again we are the
scapegoats for people trying to find a way out of an issue that
was best left alone. I know in my heart that we can do better.

In closing, let me say that the best way out of this situation
is through education, counselling, and openness with our young
people on sex education and family planning. Some progress
has been made in this area, but not nearly enough attention is
paid to family life programs in our schools and in our com-
munities. The federal and provincial governments have to work
in this area together. In fact, with the ever-changing family
situations in our society, the Canadian family in the 1990s is
an area of major concern. But that is another discussion for
another time.

For today, this is a vote according to one's conscience. I was
told that initially. I can respect anyone who votes that way.
But if honourable senators vote on this bill on any other basis,
then they are doing a great disservice to themselves and to the
men and women-especially the women-of Canada.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear! Hear!

The Hon. the Speaker pro tempore: Honourable senators, if
no other senator wishes to speak in debate on this motion-

POINT OF ORDER

Hon. Stanley Haidasz: Honourable senators, I rise on a
point of order. On Tuesday last, when I was presenting my
seven amendments to Bill C-43 1 wanted to speak on my
fourth amendment concerning a conscience clause.

Hon. C. William Doody (Deputy Leader of the Govern-
ment): Has Senator Haidasz not already spoken in this
debate?

Senator Haidasz: I have risen on a point of order.

Senator Doody: If the honourable senator has already
spoken, then I am afraid the rules are very clear. If he wishes
to speak again, he will have to ask leave of the Senate.

Senator Haidasz: Honourable senators, I rose on a point of
order to state that on Tuesday last, when I was trying to make
a speech to explain the reason for my fourth amendment for
the inclusion of a conscience clause for health personnel in Bill
C-43, I was interrupted by another point of order made by
Senator Nurgitz. He had the right to do that. However, it
prevented me from giving an explanation of my amendment.
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With leave of the Senate, I ask that I be allowed to make a
few remarks about the conscience clause that I proposed.

The Hon. the Speaker pro tempore: Honourable senators, is
leave granted?

Some Hon. Senators: No.

The Hon. the Speaker pro tempore: Leave is not granted. If
no other honourable senator wishes to speak on this motion,
the debate is considered concluded.
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