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careful in putting decision making at the local level, at the
municipal level, and that is where it is. I have seen no evidence
of jurisdictional wars.

Perhaps my hon. friend does not have that kind of co—opera-
tion in his riding. I do in my riding. People are very pleased with
the fact that they are deciding at the grassroots level where the
money is to go.

[Translation]

Mr. Créte: Mr. Speaker, I believe it would be appropriate to
repeat my position on infrastructures to make sure it is well
understood.

To provide this country with adequate infrastructures is fine
and is something we need. However, the present Canadian
system calls for too much manoeuvering between the three
levels of government—federal, provincial and local govern-
ments—which have an input in decisions that, in my opinion,
should be taken at local level only. Without laying on the table
that the one solution is sovereignty, it is clear that the central-
ized decision-making process is a problem in Canada, one
which we have tried to bypass in many ways. In terms of
regional development, departments were established in order to
be able to deal directly with clients because the federal bureau-
cracy could not reach those regions.

Therefore, there is a structural problem. And the federalists
should have a vision about what they can do to be more efficient
and effective and stop developing tools aimed at making govern-
ments more visible.

[English]

Mrs. Dianne Brushett (Cumberland—Colchester): Mr.
Speaker, I have a brief comment. As the hon. member was
speaking about rapid transit, modern communications and rail
fast track, I too could sympathize with those thoughts. Coming
from Nova Scotia, we would like to have a better transportation
system. We believe that rail is far more sustainable than
highway. We are looking in those same directions.
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However, what puzzles me is that as the member talks he
sounds as if he is talking as a federalist, as a complete Canadian
nationalist. He wants railways to go from Quebec to Ontario. He
wants them to be sustainable, to serve all Canadians. I am
wondering how this serves Canada and at the same time how he
can separate his thoughts from the country.

[Translation)

Mr. Créte: Mr. Speaker, if having a vision means that we are
looking for the economic development of Quebec and Canada in
an adequate and coordinated way, whether federalist or else, I
am saying that when Quebec is sovereign, there will still be
transportation needs to and from Canada, the United States,
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Mexico, South America, Europe, every part of the world. Since
we will always need tools, we might as well have the best.

In 1867, the Canada compromise was based on the east—west
road. Why not redefine the territories, the jurisdictions and say
that Quebec is a country and Canada is another one, and that the
high-speed train could serve as one of the main communication
links between those two countries?

Mrs. Marlene Catterall (Parliamentary Secretary to Pres-
ident of the Treasury Board): Mr. Speaker, I am very glad to
have the opportunity to address the members of this House and
to reply on this motion.

[English]

The motion would condemn the government for a lack of
vision in the area of job creation. I would like to comment on
this point. A motion saying that the House should deplore the
government’s lack of vision and lack of concrete measures
relating to job creation policies shows very little vision and very
little concrete policies in and of itself.

It is a very shortsighted motion and a very shortsighted view
of the program the government has placed before Parliament.
All members of the House know what major issues are facing the
country: the economy, the deficit and job creation. These are
easy to see.

We have the example of previous governments that chose to
address one or another of these problems at the expense of the
others. Recent history has proven that an attack on the deficit
only aggravates problems in the other areas, stifles economic
growth, makes fewer jobs available to Canadians, and makes the
deficit worse. Our view is that we must see the interdependence
of all different problems we are trying to solve. This requires
actions based on an integrated plan or a vision.

Our plan is to provide support to the economy, to reduce the
deficit as quickly as possible without handcuffing economic
recovery and to create jobs in the process. By keeping a keen eye
on the process and the progress of each of the government’s
initiatives we know we will see results.

We as a government have put before the House and before
Canadians a first step. It will not solve everything overnight, but
it will provide a basis upon which we can build. It is the first step
to economic recovery, to the well-being of individual Canadians
and to the elimination of the deficit.

We have listened to Canadians. We are implementing our plan
which includes jobs and growth. During the election campaign
we were very clear about the solutions we were proposing. We
are following through on them. One of the best and most visible
examples is the infrastructure works program, a government
program to rebuild the country’s infrastructure over the next
three years.



