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:chhat Way of doiqg things shows t.hat lpcal needs are ignored.
Varig, hag l?een said about the major differences between the
thoge § Tegions of .Canada, but national standards do not take
debg; lf.fer.ences into account at all. The bill that we are
loan, "8 is just like the others. It assumes that as far as student
Same and education are concerned, the needs are e)_(actly the
'n Newfoundland, Quebec and British Columbia.

beflﬁ:uy’ these national standards infringe upon democracy
proVine- People in the provinces have elected members to
the Clal l.eglslatures, they have placed their confldenge in
Stan and given them powers, and the introduction of national

Tegpa .o, Will eventually erode an important part of provincial
Ponsibility,

Pa;r:rf:ct’ clause lft provides that, in ordf:r to receive alt_ernative

Ifo 2 @ Provincial government will have to .satlsfy, not

Teejy, dUt satisfy, the minister, I quote: ‘‘by written notice

Quegii 3 the Minister before the beginning of the loan year in

€ Stug, thap In relation to the matter in question, the provin-

°ffeCt . €nt financial assistance plan has substantially the same
S the plan established by this Act”.

li()n

e
Cou}rl:s 'S totally unacceptable and I wonder, if the Supreme
Waoy), €T¢ to study this intrusion in a provincial jurisdiction, it
Official Ot decide in favour of the arguments presented by the
Pposition.

It

Justi;s una?ceptable that provincial governments would have to
injg er CIr student financial assistance plans to the fgdergl

e"clusiveo Human Resources Development since education is
Y a provincial jurisdiction.

n
of l:h > Context we all know very well, where a large proportion
ety °Cers are against the federal system, one could say the
Qutey, SOVernment js doing all it can to provoke a general
it ig h:lr 1S seems due to a very questionable sense of politics;
0 say if it is pure stupidity or provocation.

his
:eCause\;:h.OIe question is particularly important for Quebec
ystem. IS crucial that Quebecers manage their own education

Lgy
Iy
sh‘“‘rs t}? conclude by saying that Quebec’s record in this regard

?Xstem_ é}eQ“ebec has acted responsibly in setting up suqh a
ca;m'ment fmUSt also keep in mind that education is a vital
Bre'lot 0rd°r Cultural and linguistic development. Quebec
a Neh o MOt t0 be in control of this sphere of activity. Our
fl;“"st eVe8Uage universities are shining brightly. They are
d YWhere and their vitality leaves no doubt. You can

Bine S of French-language universities in every sector. I
l°Ding ATemarkable example for the rest of Canada. While

Ity French-language universities, Quebec was gen-
¢ "‘inor'\l think the word is exact—to allow its anglo-

'Y to have its own universities. No other province

thinkgraduate

Government Orders

did such a thing, except New Brunswick with Moncton Universi-
ty. Everywhere else, francophones must make do with bilingual
universities. We know the results.

® (1320)

Mr. Frangois Langlois (Bellechasse): Mr. Speaker, it was
refreshing to hear the hon. member for Louis—Hébert give us
this historical reminder of what we always accepted in Quebec.
The hon. member mentioned the rights of English-speaking
Quebecers, rights that we respected to the point that, at one time,
there were three English universities in Quebec: Sir George
Williams, McGill and Bishop’s, in Lennoxville, and only one
French university, Laval, which had a campus in Montreal. This
does not go very far back in the collective memory of Quebec-
ers. We have to repeat it, over and over again, to show the degree
of tolerance we exhibited in the area of education. Of course, we
have caught up. The Montreal campus became the Université de
Montréal, a university was created in Sherbrooke and then, in
the mid 1960s, we had the creation and expansion of the
Université du Québec network.

This being said, the rights of English-speaking Quebecers are
well protected, and a sovereign Quebec would guarantee these
rights in its constitution.

The bill in front of us questions the concept of opting out in
the historical meaning of the term, in its constitutional meaning,
a concept which was introduced at the time of the first agree-
ments, the so—called Sauvé-Diefenbaker agreements at the end
of the 1950s. Quebec could opt out, because at that time it was
the only province to ask for the right to withdraw from a federal
program in exchange for full compensation. That way, Quebec
was not subject to what we call federal standards, and what
others call national standards. The opting out provisions were
always maintained. We had the Lesage-Diefenbaker, Lesage—
Pearson and Johnson—Pearson formulas, and finally the Bouras-
sa-Trudeau formula, although the agreements were scarcer at
that time.

Essentially, what Quebec Premiers Sauvé, Lesage and John-
son have obtained is the right to opt out with full compensation
without having to justify their decision. Finally, we are back to
the concept advocated by Sir John A. Macdonald of a legislative
union in Canada. They want to legislate here for all of the
provinces while leaving them a small way out. Ottawa tells
them: If you want to opt out, you will be able to do so provided
you can convince us, the federal government, that your provin-
cial legislation meets federal or national standards. In the end,
the one giving that power, the federal government, under
conditions precedent, is reserving the right to say: No, you have
not convinced us and so we are keeping that power and we are
going to continue to administer the program or else you will
receive no transfer payments.



