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of any right or freedoin recognized by the Canadian Bill
of Rights.

e (3:20 p.m.>

The procedure we are adopting is recognized in the
Bill of Rights. In other words, the ultimate constitutional
source and the legitirnacy of the proclamation by the
Gavernor in Council under the War Measures Act is a
power granted to it by Parliament to 50 enact. It is
Parliament which confers this legitimacy, and it ils Par-
liament which can take it away. The power of the Gaver-
nor in Council flows from Parliament and it is ultimately
accountable to Parliament, and thereby to the people of
Canada.

1 want to move an to address myseif to the reason the
War Measures Act was used. Th usin a le
been asked: why was the War Meaures Acreso e to
anadwy w l braug ino force in eU hus of
the morning- m1nere aewongleî reasons in answer to
the rs nesion. rhe gvernmnent of L iiEEJadcorne
to tre conc usio~ adthe pyernment of Canada agreed,

t e exîsing lawA was inace the
c % Qubc This left onWytwo possible courses of
ac ion.The lgovernment could have sought special legisia-
tion of the type embodied la the regulations which. have
been brought into force under the War Measures or,
alternatively, the War Measures Act could have been
resorted to.

I suggest to the House that if a special piece of legisla-
tion had been resorted ta, the provisions might; well have
been similar ta the provisions now found in the regula-
tians. But this governrnent was assured by the gavera-
m4ent of Quebc ani0 sno eras reciy invoîved

WltflaLoerntiig acog tn te 2erris.Ts, irg a eh
an consi eraFem rce

aU-the FLOJ was aecessaryV STathâ--- -Was of thie

Our initial reaction was the-reaction of several mem-
be -he authon y of Pan ament

first. But faced wit the seriousaess or the situation and
,Mthe necessit o! o iraestin what the govern-

ýo e h gvr fen1 o a mfended
.afec wih &ugecZ of anticipat~g gn fiher

escalation i n the situation in MVontreai, tne governmient or.
dàaarsurtent tne TE ~ veaue Actc tism hpel

thnmoie y-thri à ~I Mleails aotf ne e n

tha :ame d can be ma e publc, ecausej

Thie element ig surrnise was essential and menier of
th Fouse àil have to rel uon te luimnt othe

govruet. I arn not sayrng that other value judgments
ca¶N brought into, play. I amn not saying that this
debate is not thie most legitimate exercise of thie parlia-
inentary function. But that was the value judgment we
*had ta exercise and that is how we did it. Also, at this

saewhen ware dealing with a ituation whic iot
o ewhen w e e for the first time

iii Canathn xith tq vne of nr&ganizationwhïch-i ïfpeace-

Invoking of War Measures Act

tirne is dedicated ta violence and the terroristic over-
gogeninnt 14= advanzaze in navmng a

cer1gam amount 2f flexii in l seeing what we need ta
Ipal with _this proposition.

There is advaatage in having a certain amaunt of
flexibility, particularly in the delicate relatioaship in thie
f ederal system as between Ottawa and Quebec, ta mobil-
ize aur joint efforts so that the proper resuit can be
obtained. So thie purpose of the action was surprise, ta
render immobile and luefficient, as quickly as we could,
the Front de Libération du Québec which menaces thie
healtri and the lives nat only of individual citizens but of
the polity o! Canada and trie polity of Quebec.

I want ta say that this action was taken reluctantly.
Throughaut bis life and thraughaut his career as a
Memben of Panliament, the Prime Minister-and, if I may
say sa, I have so far as I have been able-has tried ta
advocate those measures of law reform that are needed
in an age o! confrontation, tris age which is damiaated
by a conflict betweea freedoin and authority, which puts
the law in a special delicate position because on the one
hand the law is the symbol 0f authority and on the other
hand it is the guarantee a! freedain. Between the two the
law is caught in the cruncri. The administration of the
law demands a sensitive type of judgment.

We have tried ta ensure that ini thie administration of
the law, in nef orming trie substance of the law, the
personal options open ta individuals, the ambit of
individual liberty available ta citizeas shall be made as
wide as possible, consistent with public order. We have
tried. in terins o! public administration a! the law, ta
widen the rigrits of citizens, accused before the law,
particularly the right ta bail, ta balance the rigrits of
citizens agaiast the rights of the state and ta open Up for
citizens new avenues of appeal and recourse against the
governiment.

The bail reform bill, the criminal law reform bull and
the fedenal court bll, tagether with other legislative
action, are measures based on the premise that the orbit
o! personal freedoin must be widened and guaranteed.
The rule o! law is the essential condition nat only for the
existence of the state but for the existence of individual
liberty within the state. Freedom is the precondition of
liberty, and restraint is the beginning of !reedom. The
nule o! law is the source and condition of that restraint,
and thraugh it the freedam and the liberty o! the
individual in society are maintained.

Insurrection and violence are not anly a total denial of
thie canstituted autharity of the state but are a denial of

hiberty ofthe individual himself who depends upon
trie controlled onganizatian of the state. This type o!
violence defies not anly thie total integrity of society as a
people but the individual integrity of every persan in
that saciety. In tris sense, then, the concept-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Perhaps the minister wrn
not mind my interrupting at this moment ta brnag ta his
attention that his time has expired, unless he has the
agreement of the House ta continue.

Some hon. Members: Carry on.
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