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becers in an inferior colonial status at the mercy of Canadian
monetary policy. Is this acceptable to the Quebecois?

Have Quebecers evaluated the impact of separation on subsi-
dized sectors of their economy, like textiles, furniture and the
protected status of the dairy industry? Will the aerospace
industry continue to grow without support from the rest of
Canada?

If negotiations become emotional and hostile, what favour-
able and satisfactory settlement can be achieved in areas like
defence, dual citizenship, the North American Free Trade
Agreement, the free trade agreement, control over the St.
Lawrence River and the boundary in the Gulf of St. Lawrence,
all of which require consent of Canada?

What about territory and territorial rights for aboriginals?

Can they remain with Canada, or will the majority in Quebec

have the right to decide the future for aboriginal peoples?

I believe Canada will accept separatism if it is the result of a
clearly worded referendum on the issue and reflects the will of
the majority of Quebecers, but who ever said outside Quebec
that sovereignty association was 3 negotiable option? If the
referendum question is sovereignty and the vote is yes, how do
we negotiate with the other party that says that option was never
on the table, only separation and not sovereignty?

In the light of these questions are we not better off working
together in kickstarting our economy, by resolving the unity
issue once and for all? For those Canadians who may not think
that is possible, let me quote one of the Fathers of Confedera-
tion, the Hon. Thomas D’Arcy McGee, who faced the same
crisis in the 1860s and like me wanted to make Canada the
happiest of homes.

He said: “The policy of linking together all our people in one
solid mass and making up for the comparative paucity of our
numbers by the repeating and detonating moral influence of our
unity, the policy of linking order to order, of smoothing down
the sharp and wounding edges of hostile prejudices, the policy
of making all feel an interest in this country and each man in the
character of each section of the community and in each other,
each for all and all for each—this policy will never grow old,
never will lose its lustre™.

Bloc Quebecois members claim that federalism has not,
cannot and will not work. They point to the failures of the
Constitution Act, Meech Lake and the Charlottetown accord as
sufficient proof. While I agree these constitutional efforts
represent failure, they failed everyone and not just Quebecers
because the wrong people were negotiating the right things the
wrong way: top down.
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This 35th Parliament has the right people in the right place to
negotiate the right way with the new vision of federalism as
presented by the leader of the Reform Party together with the

Prime Minister and his party who also believe in keeping this
great country together.

The leader of the Bloc Quebecois has a tremendous opportuni-
ty to apply his great skills in resolving the weaknesses of the
current dying federalism, protecting the interests of Quebecers
and making all Canada a stronger and richer nation. Madam
Speaker, through you to the people of Quebec, demand this of
him.

By putting Canada first, a Canada which includes Quebec, we
all benefit from a bilingual nation applying the original recom-
mendations of the Laurendeau-Dunton bilingualism and bicul-
turalism report, not the current expensive second language mess
created by the technocrats which the majority of all Canadians
in and outside Quebec say is not working.

By revisiting and applying the spirit of the British North
America Act, restoring to provinces the complete power they
should have over resources, education, language and culture, by
acting as a true Canadian official opposition party, the Bloc
Quebecois together with the Reform Party can more effectively
force this indignant, stubborn and weak government to address
the real problems of this great country. Together we could force
the federal government out of areas of provincial jurisdiction
where it has no business being involved.

Together we could convince the government that Canada has 2
spending problem, not a revenue problem, and that the culprit i
the deficit and the debt, not Quebec separation. Let us resolve
the deficit and debt problem which is keeping us in this
recession, causing high unemployment and threatening OUf
social programs. Let us attack the enormous debt load togethel
with constructive, creative reductions in spending which wil
restore real confidence in the financial community.

Let us not add to the uncertainty of our quality of life by
separating. We need a new balanced democratic federation ©
provinces with a healthy economic development program sensi”
tive to the environment 3nd a Constitution that recognizes the
equality and uniqueness of all its citizens and provinces and tha!
includes Quebec.

In conclusion I will once again use the words of the HOP
Thomas D’ Arcy McGee speaking in 1860, a believer in Canad?
who described the reality that still holds true today and reflect®
my personal philosophy: “I look to the future of my adopt®
country with hope, though not without anxiety. I see it quartef®
into many communities, each disposing of its internal affair
but all bound together by free institutions, free dialogue and fr¢
commerce. | see a generation of—"’
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