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Private Members' Business

I arn suggesting that we amend the Citizenship Act and
replace the present oath of aliegiance, which is principal-
ly an oath of ailegiance to Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth
II or whoever the monarcli might be, with an oath of
allegiance in which new Canadians would swear or affirrn
that they xviii be faithful and bear true allegiance to
Canada and the Constitution of Canada and that they
will faithfully observe the laws of Canada and fulfil their
duties as Canadian citizens.

I have spoken to many people in rny constituency and
they think this makes sense. When 1 tell thern wliat the
present oath is, and these are people who were born in
Canada, they are surprised that we still have an oath in
which we principally pledge allegiance to Her Majesty
Queen Elizabeth IL. None of themn are anti-rnonarchists
but they are surprised that we still have sucli an oath.

I would hope that the House would agree with me on
these points. I was not in Parliarnent when we had the
flag debate. 1 amrved soon afterwards, but I was here
when we debated the anthern and other rnoves to
consolidate Canadian symbols and Canadian institutions.
There was support in ail parties.

If we are really concerned with unity and want to do
things that will prornote patriotisrn in this country we
mnust start doing away with those things which divide us
or pull us apart. To maintain, after centuries, these
fictional ties, and they are fictional, with rnonarchs and
institutions in other countries, even though they are
friendly countries-we have no officiai constitutional ties
with the United States yet we are friendly with the
United States. We have no constitutional. ties witli
France but we are friendly witli France and belong to
special associations with France. It is the sarne with the
United Kingdorn. I arn not suggesting in this bill that we
do away with the rnonarchy. I arn sirnply saying that wlien
new Canadians corne to this country tliey sliould pledge
allegiance to this country and to no one else and no
other country.

Mr. John Reimer (Kitchener): Madarn Speaker, I arn
pleased to respond to the private members' bihl that lias
been put before us today concerning clianging our oath.
The rnerber has explained the changes that he wislies to
make. I want to say in vety clear and unequivocal terrns
that I arn totally opposed to wliat the member is
suggesting.

nhe oath as we have it now is exactly as it should be. I
want to explain briefly why I thmnk it is exactly as it sliould
be and why we sliould retain it that way.

e (1520)

I would like to comment on some of the points raised
by the hon. member. I was taking notes as lie went
tlirough lis speech. First lie said: "What is the purpose
of the oath?"

He then dwelt upon tlie fact that rnany immigrants
corne to Canada frorn countries other than Britain. That
is true, rnany do. My parents carne from the Soviet
Union. Many immigrants corne fromn countnies other
tlian England. That is simpîy a statement of the obvious.
So wliat?

T'hen lie went on to say that in an act of citizenship,
when a person cornes frorn countries other than England
1 guess was the point lie was trying to make, and then
applies to becorne a citizen of Canada, that someliow our
oath of allegiance for citizenship in Canada is confusing
to thern.

Weil if it is confusing to tlier rnaybe they sliould wait a
couple of rnore years and leamn tlie history of Canada
and our parliarnentary institutions. When they under-
stand Canada and want to assure active citizenship which
is the higliest riglit we can give tlier, then they sliould
take it after they have learned and understood what
Canada is ail about.

You do not give an act of citizenship because sornehow
people do not understand. That would be taking our
systerns and ahl of the things we value, such as our act of
citizenship, and reducing it to the howest common
denorninator of ignorance. That would be our new
standard.

I cannot believe the hon. member. I know the hon.
rnernber loves playing hockey and so do 1. We still play in
old-tiniers' hockey leagues and we are pleased that we
have tiern. I wonder if the hon. member lias not crossed
into tlie boards too often. Sornetliing lias gone wrong. I
cannot believe this.

He said tliat it is confusing, that it is not clear and we
should rnake it more rneaningful. What lie is really
saying is that if a person wlio corntes to us from a
non-parliarnentary system-

Mr. Allmand: No, no. Everybody including the British.
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